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Chapter 1: Introduction

Video games are an important, profitable and widely diffused medium. After a false start, video games have become one of the largest media industries, recently surpassing motion pictures in annual revenues. They are now consumed by a majority of Americans (Pew, 2002; State of the Industry Report 2000-2001, 2001), and their most popular characters have become cultural icons. At the same time, games are held in low regard in most public discourse, and they remain relatively understudied by communications scholars. When they have been studied, several important questions about their content and impact have been ignored. How can we explain these disconnections? 

The popular and academic conceptions of gaming have been shaped by media discourses that reproduce a “River City” frame, a set of conservative fears common to new media. This River City frame introduced fears that have had a dramatic influence on how games have been viewed by the public, regulated and analyzed by scholars. The two key elements of these fears involve antisocial behavior and isolation. These elements persist despite a lack of empirical support and despite games’ long history as a highly social medium. This is a case in which the public discourse does not match the actual uses and practices of game players. The little research done to date on gaming has generally tested for the effects of games for players playing alone. But as games merge with the Internet to create large, networked groups of gamers, the social contexts must be included. Online games and the interactions within them are a wholly new form of human communication that has gone unstudied. This dissertation will argue that such games are a more complex phenomenon than has been suspected previously. Its goals are to come to grips with this new phenomenon while also explaining the origins and nature of the River City discourse. A genuine disconnect remains between the popular image of gaming and actual practices that needs to be explored. Researchers, policy makers and parents have been concerned with the assumedly isolating and violence-inducing nature of video games for the past 20 years, and their concerns must come from somewhere. What have been the discourses surrounding games and how have they evolved over time? What are the actual effects of games? Why do the two not match? Answering these questions requires a range of approaches and analyses. 

First, the dissertation provides an explanation for the social construction of video games. This involves a historical overview of the industry, a content and textual analysis of media coverage of games, and a study of game use and the issues around it. The key result of these analyses is that, despite the fears and conjecture surrounding them, games have been a highly social activity with few proven effects. This suggests that an empirical study of them needs to account for a socially interactive setting. The remainder of the dissertation provides such a study by using and extending the theory of “social capital,” the idea that social networks can be formed through activities and have positive consequences (Coleman, 1988). In order to proceed with such a study, original scales of social capital are created, validated and tested on general Internet users. Then, with these new measures in place, the central study is a large field experiment of online game players. This is foregrounded by an extensive participant observation study of an online game. The experiment itself is the first controlled longitudinal study of any video game, and is the first to account for the highly social nature of game play. Its results refute the River City approach while suggesting a range of other effects, both positive and negative, including an unsuspected cultivation effect. These results can help inform the rancorous public policy debates that continue around video games, and suggest several promising new areas for future research.

Studying a New Medium

The history of suspicion and ambivalence surrounding video games prompts several questions. How have games been portrayed and framed in the news media? What social issues are evident in those portrayals? What groups have been helped and what groups hindered in the framing process? This dissertation will show that games are simply the latest in a long series of new media technologies that have evoked ambivalence and suspicion. The particular manifestation for games has centered consistently around games’ potential for causing aggression, with the dramatic Columbine massacre of 1999 serving as a case in point. Two students in Littleton, Colorado rampaged through their high school with an arsenal of weapons, killing several before turning their guns on themselves. The press coverage of that event emphasized the potential role video games may have played while ignoring more substantive and crucial issues involving the boys’ backgrounds and the atmosphere of the school itself. 

Because of when they appeared, video games also became a lightning rod for unrelated tensions surrounding families and the role of women in the workforce. Analyzing the media framing and the production of games also shows how they have been used to reinforce social norms, often at the expense of one group over another. In this sense, games have been used as mechanisms of social control for gender and age. They have also played a role in America’s move toward convenient home-based entertainment.

Separate from a social analysis of games is the empirical study of their effects. Yet understanding the actual effects of one of the new online games requires a new type of analysis. Because the world of online games necessarily crosses between game and Internet research, questions and approaches from both are brought to bear. In each case, innovations are required to move the study of online games forward. In the case of game research, the three largest gaps in existing scholarship have been ignoring the role of sociability in game play, the absence of longitudinal studies, and a tendency to gloss over generalizability issues. As Paik and Comstock (1994) have noted, it is inappropriate to generalize from one specific piece of media content to the entire medium without understanding how that content is similar or different than others. These gaps are addressed through a panel study focused on social effects, prefaced by an in-depth participant observation study of one particular title, Asheron’s Call 2. 

This participant observation work makes it clear that the world of online games is a highly social one. Therefore, the analytical framework of “social capital” is appropriate for understanding the processes and effects taking place. The dissertation draws on Putnam’s (2000) conceptualizations of social capital as having two main elements—“bridging” and “bonding.” Because there are no adequate measures of social capital, new scales are constructed to measure it. In the process of validation, the measures are used to provide baseline scores for the Internet’s general level of social capital. With these results in hand and the scales ready to use, the centerpiece of the dissertation is a large panel study of Asheron’s Call 2 players. This one-month field study is the largest and longest of its kind to date. It measures both the conservative River-City fears and social capital issues. 

New Media Ambivalence

Games are a contentious subject in modern American society not solely because of their inherent qualities, but because they are a wholly new medium of communication, something guaranteed to provoke suspicion and ambivalence. This is hardly a new phenomenon, and it will almost certainly not be the last example of it. In America, the advent of every major medium has been greeted with utopian dreams of democracy, but also with tales and visions of woe and social disorder or unrest (Czitrom, 1982; W. Russell Neuman, 1991). 

This pattern has been consistent and has maintained itself dating from the telegraph (Standage, 1999), and persisting through nickelodeons (Gabler, 1999), the telephone (Fischer, 1992), newspapers, (Ray, 1999), movies (Lowery & DeFluer, 1995), radio (S. Douglas, 1999), television (Schiffer, 1991), and now with both video games and the Internet. Each was at one time a new medium facing criticism from particular elements of society in a particular historical moment. An irony is that once the offending medium becomes acceptable, it becomes the new baseline for comparison. 

Video games are simply the latest in a long series of media to endure criticism. As pure play, they might have been ascribed some social value, but as media, they became a source of contention. Movies, for example, were once widely thought to be a corrupting influence on children, and media researchers examined their negative effects extensively dating back to the Payne Fund studies (Lowery & DeFluer, 1995). The experience of the Payne Fund studies suggests that research and public perception work cyclically. The research plays a role in the public perception of new media, even as public perceptions often simultaneously influence the research agenda. Now, 70 years later, movies are as contested as any site of popular culture but are now considered enough of an art form to warrant their own academic departments and journals. Clearly, in the public mind, games have farther to go. The critic Jack Kroll (2000) wrote recently that games “can’t transmit the emotional complexity that is the root of art . . . movies can transmit the sense of this nuanced complexity where games cannot” (p. 64). Some years from now, the same will be said of some new medium in comparison to games. Partisans of particular media are parochial in the way they attack new competition and new forms, always forgetting that their medium was once under similar fire by pundits and researchers alike. In this vein, what could be more ironic than a television critic writing in a newspaper about the negative impact of games, as in the case of McDonough’s article “Gaming Hazardous to Social Life” (2003)?

At Play in River City

Audience pleasure and the lack of social control over it are troubling to both the Left and the Right. At its elitist worst, the Left sees media play as an uninformed choice: If we could just educate the teeming masses, they would surely choose the higher arts over the base ones and focus more on the politics of class relations. Correspondingly, at its patriarchal worst, the Right sees media play as crass, uncivilized and boorish, and the audience as unwashed, teeming masses. Neither appreciate that play is not refined, proper or bookish, but liberating and sometimes even empowering. Regardless of their reasons, these two poles of political thought can agree that pure play is bad, that it must be controlled and tempered and should also be consistent with their ideological values. Only such a combination could make political bedfellows out of Senator Joseph Lieberman and William Bennet. Nevertheless, it is the conservative fears of the Right that drive the debate: games have been said to cause, among other things, delinquency, aggression, prostitution, and gambling (see, e.g. Skow, 1982). 

As Ofstein (1991) noted, those who seek to ban and control video games have taken on the role and the tone of the elders of mythical River City in the play The Music Man. In the story, a wily con man, sensing the paranoia and gullibility of the elders, plays on their fears for profit. He convinces them that they have got trouble, “right here in River City,” that stems from their children playing pool and reading cheap novels—in other words, they have wasted their educational free time and are at risk because of their choice of play forms and degraded media. The solution, this pied piper tells them, is to buy loads of expensive musical instruments. This high art will surely keep the truancy and corruption of the pool halls, comic books and dime novels away. The story is a morality play about gullibility, but it is also about finger pointing at the mass media rather than dealing with real issues. At the same time, it is emblematic of the Right’s patriarchal fears about delinquency.

In mainstream reactions to new media, the River City effect is as alive and well as it has ever been for previous media. One need only look at the discourses surrounding video games and the Internet to see that the same themes have been recycled. The same can be said for the research community, which continues to focus on truancy, addiction and the like among game users. For Internet use, the research is concerned with isolation, social breakdowns and deviancy, but the antisocial gist is the same. If there is a difference in the forms of antisocial behavior assumed in these two media, it is primarily an artifact of the age stereotypes that accompany them. For games, the focus is on children and teens, and for the Internet it is on teens and adults. Regardless, the actual source of the tension often lies not in the new media, but in preexisting social issues.

The tensions over new media are surprisingly predictable, in part because the issues that drive them are enduring ones such as intra-class strife and societal guilt. Communication researchers Wartella and Reeves have demonstrated that fears about new technologies inevitably involve children (Wartella & Reeves, 1983, 1985). They show that these fears consistently follow a regular cycle: First, fears emerge out of concern that the new medium might be displacing a more socially acceptable activity. Then fears of health effects appear, followed by fears about social ills. 

What Lies Beneath

This cycle is not just about the particular technology in question, but about how society looks at all new media technologies and deals with social ills. Therefore, representations of the nascent medium are a touchstone for social issues and provide a window to view the sociopolitical climate. Understanding how and why the medium is assigned blame can tell us a great deal about the tensions and real social problems that are actually at issue. Often, focusing attention on the medium is a convenient way of assigning blame while ignoring complex and troubling problems. For example, the turn-of-the-century movement to censor and shut down nickelodeons was more about intra-class strife, nativism and immigration and social control than it was about the actual content of the films (Gabler, 1999). For news media covering the conflicts, driven by profit motives and with a need to entertain as well as inform, this can lead to fear mongering. As always, bad news sells. The discourse is further complicated by the intrusion of political interests.

The resulting mishmash of public debate and skewed media coverage generates a climate in which consumers of news media are thoroughly misinformed and terrified of phenomena which are unlikely to occur. Just as importantly, they are also guided away, purposefully or not, from complicated and troubling systemic social issues. In The Culture of Fear: Why Americans Are Afraid of the Wrong Things, sociologist Barry Glassner (1999) writes “One of the paradoxes of a culture of fear is that serious problems remain widely ignored even though they give rise to precisely the dangers the public most abhors” (p. xviii). Yet covering a spectacular single incident, or covering the supposed influence of a new factor such as technology, makes it possible to ignore the larger troubling issues. This is not a new trend, and not particular to America. Across a wide variety of cultures, the dangers most emphasized by a society are not the ones most likely to occur, but are instead the ones most likely to offend basic moral sensibilities or can be harnessed to enforce some social norm (M. Douglas, 1992; M. Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982). 

For example, Glassner notes that a long-standing tradition of mainstream media is to annually hype the supposed dangers of tampered Halloween candy for young trick-or-treaters. As a result, in the 1980s polls showed that 60 percent of parents feared their children’s victimization from spiked candy or razor blade-laden candy apples ("The Goblins Will Getcha," 1985). The heroes of the news stories are the stay-at-home moms who organize supervised events and help check the candy. Such framing reinforces the conservative social norm of women staying at home at the same time that it distracts from actual issues around child welfare. The stories themselves are bunkum. Sociologists investigated every reported incident of Halloween candy problems from 1958 to 1985 and found that there had actually been no deaths or serious injuries as reported (Best & Horiuchi, 1985). Each had been misrepresented, exaggerated or falsified. The only two real incidents of death or injury from Halloween candy occurred at the hands of the children’s’ parents. Why then are there still annual stories about the dangers of Halloween candy? Glassner suggests that by projecting fears onto strangers or some outside force, we allow a comforting ignorance of a far more common and underreported danger to children—abuse from relatives.

The guilt over mistreatment of our children can manifest itself in a painfully unjust way by casting the children themselves as the source of the problem (see Figure A). By resorting to the trope of the “bad seed,” or blaming an external force like media, we give ourselves the excuse to ignore the primary risk factors associated with crime and violence, which are abuse, neglect, and above all, poverty (Glassner, 1999):

Our fear grows, I suggest, proportionate to our unacknowledged guilt. By slashing spending on educational, medical and antipoverty programs for youths we adults have committed great violence against them. Yet rather than face up to our collective responsibility we project our violence onto young people themselves. (p. 72)
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Crime in schools has steadily declined over the past 20 years. Meanwhile, child-committed crime is systematically over-reported, while the causes of that crime go uncovered. Of all of the news stories about children, 40% of newspaper stories concerned crime and violence compared to 4% on health or economic issues (Kunkel, 1994). And in those crime stories, children’s backgrounds are often ignored in favor of some more dramatic news frame. Writing prophetically before the Columbine High School incident, Glassner stated, “Particularly rare are kid criminals whose behaviors, given the rest of their lives, are very surprising” (p. 70). Yet after the grisly incident, news media were hesitant to blame the parents and focused instead on the killers’ use of Internet-based video games. As satirist Michael Moore asked bitingly, given that the killers bowled regularly, including that fateful morning, why hasn’t there been some investigation of the dangers of bowling (Moore, 2002)? The Senate hearings that followed the Columbine incident did not ask about bowling, and focused instead on media habits. The Senators glossed over the troubling issues of parental responsibility and the alienating culture at the high school.

If news coverage overstates some issues while ignoring others, what has happened with coverage of video games and why? What fears and hopes has the advent of video games tapped in to, and what can representations of games tell us about the time in which they emerged? Why have children been the focus of such intense fears over games? The reasons have little to do with games themselves, which are merely the latest in a series of convenient bogeymen. Instead, they stem from societal guilt and hand-wringing over the way we educate, house, nourish and care for our children. It is far easier to blame a new media technology than to deal with the disheartening realities of widespread poverty, malnourishment and the proliferation of guns in American households. These fears are no doubt strengthened by Americans’ concerns about our over-reliance on all media. Still, it is both ironic and tragic that the same public figures who ignore these childcare issues are the ones blaming children and video games.

The Once (Not Really) and Future Active Audience

As Stephenson (1967) noted,

Social scientists have been busy, since the dawn of mass communication research, trying to prove that the mass media have been sinful where they should have been good. The media have been looked at through the eyes of morality when, instead, what was required was a fresh glance at people existing in their own right for the first time (p. 45).

Much of this orientation stems from the closely related issue of audience agency. Since the early days of communications research, researchers have realized that there were in fact other variables in the process when friends, family and community were shown to moderate effects (Delia, 1987; Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1968; Lowery & DeFluer, 1995). Still, even while researchers have argued passionately about the level of audience awareness and activity (Hay, Grossberg, & Wartella, 1996), the general research focus remains the study of what media do to people. 

Because of the powerful social influences and media frames surrounding video games, game research has been especially characterized by this orientation. With powerful figures like the Surgeon General declaring that games had negative effects, it was not surprising that researchers sought to document their impact. From the beginning of game research, effects researchers assumed direct and large effects and were surprised when they did not materialize. And unlike most effects work, game research assumed an audience with little agency or awareness. 

The same attitude pervaded the corporate ranks. The problem is that audiences, particularly game players, are highly active and aware, thanks in no small part to the new technologies themselves. Yet when corporations were faced with intelligent consumers, there was often a period of shock and flux. As this work will show with the case of the game maker Atari, some elites fail to recognize the active audience and suffer spectacular failures. 

In other words, reality can force elites to grudgingly reconsider their assumptions. The introductions of the most recent communication technologies are a strong example. These new media have destabilized the assumptions of an inactive or gullible consumer by rudely introducing media which have an inescapably active—or even interactive—component. The audience itself has become a potent “gale of creative destruction” (Schumpeter, 1943). As users file-swap, create web pages and interact with one another in new and dynamic ways, it can no longer be assumed that all media are of the one-point-to-many variety. Even as they have given producers better tools, technological and market factors have pushed more power into the hands of the consuming audience (W. Russell Neuman, 1991). Power, agency and control have spread both upstream to the producer and downstream to the consumer. It is difficult to suggest that many Internet users do not have a high level of choice, agency and activity. 

But even as corporate America has recalibrated its understanding of audiences, social science research on games has continued to assume an audience with little agency. If these audiences are in reality quite active, our working assumptions must change. Social science must also balance responsiveness to public concerns while studying the right set of users. We must focus our efforts on samples that are representative of actual game users, instead of only studying children. How can we study new media that parallel our mass communication systems at the same time as they introduce play elements, wholly new content and radically different formats? Doing so will not only require a fresh examination of the new media themselves, but also an examination of how and why we think the way we do in the first place.

The starting point for video game research should be a theoretical framework that allows for active users in real social contexts. This is not to say that the negative aspects and effects of video games should be ignored. Quite the opposite. Effects and uses both matter (Ruggiero, 2000) and both will be examined. Still, this work proposes an extra step: to look not only at the positive and negative uses and effects of this particular medium, but also to look at why certain effects are assumed and investigated in the first place. In other words, this approach examines the major mass communication issues, but also questions the questioners. This process begins by looking at the intersection of play and media, considering the central theories and hypotheses, and then considering why those theories and hypotheses predominated and not some other set. It continues by testing whether those hypotheses are correct or not. As this work will show, some of them are, but many of them are not. Along the way, new avenues of research and new approaches more appropriate to the new media will be developed.

Organization of the Dissertation

The goal of this dissertation is to come to an understanding of video games that compares existing social concerns about the impact of gaming to empirical evidence of their content and effects. The existing concerns are laid out through a sociopolitical and industrial analysis of games and gamers, and an examination of how the news media has represented gaming. The empirical test requires several steps including the development of new scales and measures, a review of the Internet and game research, and a large field experiment.

As with any complete social history of a technology, this study includes discussions of the industry, the consumers, politicians and pundits. It is also vital to have an understanding of the sociopolitical climate that games have emerged into, and so considerable attention is paid to demographic trends, political movements and social pressures. All of these interacted to create a climate that sometimes celebrated games as fun, but more often used them as a means of advancing an unrelated conservative political agenda. And, of course, controversies about video games have diverted Americans from focusing on more pressing and deep-seated problems.

Chapter 2 lays the groundwork by outlining the history of the game industry. This section demarcates specific eras and explains how demographic trends and corporate decisions shaped the industry. The history begins with the initial game boom, from its early hobbyist roots to its first heyday in the early 1980s, and proceeds through the spectacular failure of Atari, an event that nearly sank the entire industry. Next comes the modern game era, beginning with the resuscitation of the game industry by the upstart Nintendo Corporation. Last is the arrival of the newest generation of gaming machines and corporate struggles, and the rise of the networked era, a time dominated by large conglomerates in which games became a major media force. The colorful history of the industry is highlighted by enigmatic and iconoclastic figures like Nolan Bushnell, Trip Hawkins and Minoru Arakawa, captains of industry who helped shape the new medium by virtue of their own tastes, backgrounds and choices. 

Besides providing a basic chronology, this history is an important backdrop for two reasons. The first is that it demonstrates how male-oriented games have been. Invented by men, adapted by men, and programmed by men for men, games have been one part of a larger pattern involving the gendering of technology. A history of their production shows how this came to pass. The second important foregrounding lies in the changing role of the consumer. Interactive consumers lie at the heart of video games’ success, and with new networked titles spearheading the expansion of the industry, these consumers will continue to drive the industry. The history of Atari serves as a cautionary tale for elites of every stripe, including researchers: these consumers have levels of agency unheard of in media.

Chapters 3 and 4 take this corporate and demographic history as a backdrop to delve into important social issues. Using Glassner as a reference point, the chapters explore the tensions and issues have underpinned the public rhetoric over games. The River City approach suggests that conservative fears about new technologies will dominate public discourse. The theories of Wartella and Reeves suggest how this actually happens: fears fall inevitably into a predictable three-wave pattern. Combined with the timeline provided by Chapter 2, the content analysis in Chapter 3 supports the Wartella and Reeves hypothesis. Since they fit the pattern, games are considered as the latest example in a long string of similar new media reactions. An important secondary effect of these frames was to influence the research agenda. Driven by worried parents and policy makers, game researchers were strongly influenced by their concerns. This influenced which issues merited testing and which didn’t. What was ignored by most social science researchers was how the games might have varied depending on their social context and who was actually playing. Social context and sampling became gaps in the literature.

What were the driving forces behind these River City concerns? In prior reactions to new media, the actual sources of tension were not always the medium itself, but were instead underlying social issues like racial or class tensions. Chapter 3 shows how the tensions driving the game fears came from the intersection of gender, power and technology, an area involving hotly disputed ideals about the American family and the role of women. The analysis involves both an exploration of social issues and of the media’s language. These two are intimately connected as tensions play out in coverage and are subsequently reinforced by it.
 

Moving back and forth between actual practices and media coverage exposes several key power issues and social constructions. These constructed frames helped reinforce who was supposed to play video games and who was not, and advanced a conservative agenda at the expense of certain groups. Chapter 4 provides three case examples of this through gender, age and place. In each case, the framing of games made it socially impermissible for a particular group to play, thereby exercising some social control over that group. Women and adults were shamed out of playing. The chapter concludes by tying the River City model to public Internet use, which in turn is shown to be the latest successor to the long tradition of ambivalent and fearful reactions.

The early mainstream history of video games did not involve the use of public computer networks for game play. Yet by the mid 1990s, it had become evident that game play, like much of daily life, would move online (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002). With one set of social issues already in place, gaming would add another layer of baggage by including all of the hopes, fears and social issues embodied by the rapid spread of the public Internet. What issues would online gaming raise?

Chapter 5 considers fears and issues revolving around the Internet and what theoretical approaches we might use to measure them. With the exceptions of new headline-worthy bogeymen like “cyberstalkers,” and “cyberpredators,” the most fear-provoking issues involving the Internet have revolved around social effects. These consist of two main hypotheses. The first is that electronic media are breaking down the social institutions that hold our communities together, a hypothesis most associated with the political scientist Robert Putnam (2000). Putnam has argued that electronic media are displacing vital community activities such as neighborhood conversations, bowling leagues and the like. These activities, and the connections they create, are loosely known as “social capital,” and are said to be declining as Internet use increases. The second hypotheses is that the Internet is driving us apart by not only displacing our time with each other, but by atomizing our interests into ever-more isolated activities in which we cease to meet others who might hail from different cultures, ethnicities, religions and political viewpoints. Such a separation is said to be harmful to both a robust civic society and an informed democratic electorate. This hypothesis is most associated with the legal scholar Cass Sunstein (2001).

Online gaming is an extension of the Internet. Chapter 6 takes a close look at this particular Internet use by explaining who plays these games, how and why. What meanings do the players make, and do they form any kind of community through the games? The varied social issues surrounding online gaming are presented in contrast to the traditional approach to studying video games. Consistent with the River City model, this approach stresses negative displacement, health problems and antisocial levels of aggression. As a result, this dissertation can extend the literature by considering issues that have been left out. The first way is by accounting for the social context of play and considering it as a moderating variable. Likewise, a contribution can be made by sampling from a wider range of users than only children. Indeed, now that many games are only played by adults, broader samples are essential. And in keeping with Paik and Comstock’s concerns, a basic typology of game content is provided to guide the generalizability of game research.

The combination of these two media—games and the Internet—can therefore be seen as a source of both River City-type effects relating to displacement, health and antisocial behavior, and of socially harmful Internet effects. The problem is that while there are direct ways to test for the first kind of effects, there are no valid measures for the study of online social capital. Chapter 7 is therefore devoted to creating, testing and validating such a series of measures. In so doing, it also allows for cross-sectional testing of Putnam and Sunstein’s theories. These tests shows that while the Internet as a general phenomenon is not a powerful source of strong social support, it has no negative impact either. Moreover, it shows that the Internet is superior to offline life for reaching across social boundaries. 

Chapter 7 also sets the stage for a comprehensive study of an online game. It provides the methodology for the main panel design study and gives the hypotheses. And, to avoid the problems associated with not understanding a game before studying it, Chapter 7 provides the results of an in-depth participant observation study of the game Asheron’s Call 2. The game is shown to be socially lackluster and graphically violent. With this in place, the hypotheses are direct: There is a list of fears and suspicions about game use, which, however influenced by extraneous factors, are of great concern to parents, policy makers and pundits. Are the concerns valid? 

Chapter 8 provides the results, focusing on both the River City fears and tests of social capital and community. The results show that while the game did indeed have significant effects, they were generally not the ones prompted by the typical fears. On the one hand, the game, while graphically violent, is shown to have no aggression effects. The fears and concerns found in the news media and prior research, spurred largely by underlying social issues, are found to be baseless. On the other hand, a series of cultivation-like effects suggest the potential for virtual environments to impact our perceptions of the real world around us. For social capital and community, games can indeed have negative effects, but they are not consistent and likely not permanent. They can also have some surprising positive social effects.

 “Games” are not simply good or bad, despite the convenience of these positions. There are too many different kinds, and too many different uses for such generalizations to be of any use. Understanding their effects requires new perspectives and a fresh methodological approach. And as with any empirical study of the media, issues of generalizability and validity remain paramount. This level of rigor is especially arduous for game research, but for social scientists, it is necessary if we wish to inform public debate. The findings here are the most comprehensive to date, but are still only part of the picture. There are other genres, play settings and players to test, and a host of new possibilities uncovered by this project. Depending on one’s viewpoint, this work will either leave the impression that we are at the start of a very long road to full understanding, or are on the verge of fascinating new vistas of research. Or both. 

A Note on Methods

This work attempts something of a methodological breaking of the mold. Whereas most communication studies works fall exclusively to one side of the qualitative/quantitative dichotomy, this project proceeds by ignoring it altogether. Instead, it embraces the “Michigan School” approach, which chooses methods because of their suitability for a given problem rather than their place in a research tradition. The original data collected represent numerical data gathered via traditional survey, experiment and content analysis, plus observations from participant observation, and notes gathered from scores of interviews with industry players. The former add to the statistical analysis, while the latter help fill in the qualitative texture of the work, informing many of the hypotheses. 

Interviews and talks were conducted as part of a course taught in the Spring of 2002, via email, and over the phone, and over two years of attendance at the game industry’s annual mammoth trade show known as E3. The interviewees were developers, publishers, code writers, sound engineers, art directors, marketers, consultants, industry reps, game journalists, first-time and hard-core players. Some of the interviews were gathered as part of a separate, previously published project surveying the economic structure of the industry (Williams, 2002). Altogether, this wide array of people allowed for input and information from every angle of the game industry from the creators, through the financial middlemen, and down to the actual players and game community members.

Chapter 2. An Industry History

The U.S. video game industry is one of the most profitable and dynamic industries in entertainment. Consider the following: The industry is larger than motion pictures. Some of its products rank among the most memorable and profitable pieces of popular culture in the last quarter-century: games featuring the humble plumber Mario have made twice as much money as all five Star Wars films combined (Borrow, 2003). It is also an industry that nearly wasn’t—one that survived technological upheaval, a rapidly changing consumer base, and a host of leaders marked as much for their personal excesses and luck as for their insight and technical brilliance. 

Understanding the industry’s history accomplishes two goals in this dissertation. First, it establishes a backdrop and a basic timeline for the social analysis that follows. Secondly, it introduces the concept of the active audience, a concept sometimes surprising to business elites. The fortunes and failures of the major game firms can be explained as much by their management and innovations as by their recognition of a dynamic consumer base making the transition to digital technologies. The economist Joseph Schumpeter has written of “gales of creative destruction” in business—changes that shift paradigms and transform the market (Schumpeter, 1943). A savvy consumer base thriving on interactive technologies turns out to be a gale of creative destruction just as powerful as any new technology (Cowan, 1999).

An Industry Timeline

In the early 1960s, game development took place in university basements, with young and enthusiastic programmers working long hours for their own gratification. In 2003, the scene looks startlingly different. The developers are still young, enthusiastic and hardworking (and still mostly male), but are now part of vast corporate empires acting more like Hollywood teams than hobbyhorses (Pham, 2003a). Large hardware and software empires such as Electronic Arts, Microsoft and Sony now dominate video games, and their billion-dollar revenues point to the giant scale of an increasingly stable, mainstream, thriving industry.

The industry’s modern structure is marked by vertical integration, professional management, and a fiercely competitive marketplace driven by the non-interoperability
 of the major game systems. Games are actually four overlapping markets: console systems, handheld games, arcades units and PC games. An emerging fifth market could be said to be the networked game business, driven as much by cell phone use as by Internet-based games. The full details of corporate structure and competition can be found elsewhere (Williams, 2002). But for historical purposes, the question is How did we get from university basements to such modernistic corporate hegemony? The story involves individual companies and colorful managers as well as a changing population.
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Game history has five distinct phases (illustrated in Figure A). The initial development began with computer enthusiasts in the 1960s, moving eventually to a corporate model that collapsed in the early 1980s with the failure of Atari. This collapse [image: image45.jpg]
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can be considered the end of the first game era, and a time when the industry was essentially given up for dead. The second, and we might say modern, era that we are in now began when the Nintendo corporation picked up the pieces and began rebuilding the industry. From its efforts, the game industry as a whole has rebounded to surpass the first game era.

The broad strokes of the story can be understood by looking at the sales figures, which show a classic boom-and-bust pattern. Figure B gives the combined revenues for the home and arcade business in constant 1983 dollars.
 The basic rise-fall-rise pattern is visually apparent (with arcade data removed, this boom and bust would appear even more dramatic).
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Figure B. The rise, fall and rise of the industry. 

Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001).

The initial large spike from 1977 to 1983 was driven almost entirely by the success of Atari in both arcades and home units. The subsequent collapse was driven by Atari’s demise; Home game sales bottomed out at $100 million by 1986 (see Figure H in Chapter 4). After the Nintendo revival in the late 1980s, a host of newer, more advanced and capable home machines flooded the marketplace. Over the ensuing ten years new entrants propelled the home console industry to large sales growths, and by the mid-1990s the industry had stabilized into an integrated and competitive field whose ebbs and flows related more to product lifecycles than overall health; the dip in 1995 was a transitional period between systems for the major manufacturers, not a period of poor health.

The First Game Era, 1951-1985

Prehistory: 1950-1970

Much like the invention of radio (S. Douglas, 1987), the home video game industry began with hobbyists and enthusiasts before eventually transitioning to a corporate structure. These original tinkerers were nearly all male, young, white, middle class, and engaged in computer programming or engineering as part fun and part learning. They built and adapted out of insatiable curiosity, to amuse themselves and to advance the endless holy quest to discover How Things Work. 

The first known video game dates back to 1951, when a Cambridge University computer science graduate student named A.S. Douglas created a “naught and crosses” (more popularly known in America as Tic-Tac-Toe) game, which he described as “the world's first stored-program computer to operate a regular computing service” (Rutter & Bryce, 2003, in press). Later that decade, a U.S. government nuclear research scientist named Wally Higginbotham, tired of seeing bored visitors at his lab’s open house, decided to create a game of tennis on an oscilloscope screen (Herman, 1997), not unlike the latter-day Pong. In Higginbotham’s case, the game technology could have become the property of the U.S. government, but his supervisors left it alone.
 Neither inventor thought to exploit the technology, keeping games non-commercial and out of the public eye for 20 more years.

With one notable exception, none of the original enthusiasts saw games as a career path, or a possible industry for that matter. Instead, they were hackers in the purest sense of the term. As originally used at MIT in the 1950s and ‘60s, the term “hacker” meant to do something technical and difficult, to do it with flair and innovation, and to do it for fun. Hackers hacked to build community, to ensure equality and access for all, to challenge authority, create art, and generally to use machines to make the world a better place. And for the members of MIT’s Tech Model Railway Club, the vistas of potential hacks expanded in mind-boggling directions with the introduction of mainframe computers to campus in the late 1950s (S. Levy, 1994).

By the early 1960s, these students had gained regular (if not always sanctioned) access to mainframe computers, and had begun to code deep in the bowels of MIT’s Building 20 (Montfort, 2001). The hacker community socialized its members into creating hacks that represented their values and interests. In 1962, engineering graduate student Steve “Slug” Russell, inspired by the science fiction novels of E.E. “Doc” Smith, programmed Spacewar on the school’s PDP-1 computer (Graetz, 2001). Spacewar was as simple as it was startling to the other students. Two armed spaceships flew around a sun and attempted to destroy each other while avoiding gravitational collisions with the sun. As with any product of true hackers, Spacewar was created out of love and passion and was, of course, also free. The idea that someone would charge a fee to enjoy it was totally alien to the student hacker community. Using new digital networks, the game spread quickly to other universities where students adapted the programming language. Some even began to grasp the entertainment and commercial possibilities behind electronic gaming (Poole, 2000). 

Birth of an Industry: 1970-1977

One of these people was not a student. His name was Ralph Baer, sometimes referred to as “the father of video games.” Baer was the consumer products manager for the military electronics firm Sanders Associates, and he managed to convince his company to let him explore the commercial possibilities of marrying a computer-based game with a home television set (Herman, 1997). This insight lead to a licensed venture with Magnavox which, in 1972, produced the Odyssey, the first mass-marketed home game machine (Kent, 2000). The Odyssey, completely unsuccessful, introduced the concept of removable media components—games in the form of preprogrammed instruction sets which could be inserted into a larger base machine, and so could play multiple games on one box.

In the same year that Odyssey released, Nolan Bushnell, one of the graduate student enthusiasts of Spacewar, founded Atari and had the first coin-operated success with Pong, an advanced version of Higginbotham’s original tennis concept (Scott Cohen, 1984). It wasn’t until the Atari Pong home game was released in 1974 through Sears that the industry began to generate noteworthy profits. The breakout moment came in 1977, with the release of the popular Atari VCS (Video Computer System), also known as the Atari 2600.

The Atari Empire: Up in Smoke, Down in Flames, 1977-1985

The creation and management of video games varies between two extremes. At one end lies the creative and anarchic hacker ethic established by the early MIT programmers. At the other extreme lies the three-piece suited corporate approach that stands for efficiency, economies of scale, and sound distribution and marketing. The history of Atari is proof positive that both extremes lead to failure. The company started out as closely to the hacker ethic as a business can get, and then transitioned to the corporate extreme. In the process, it single-handedly established and destroyed an entire industry.

Atari began as the brainchild of Nolan Bushnell, a former amateur radio operator with a wild personality made up of equal parts snake oil salesman, hedonistic fraternity brat, brilliant engineer, visionary and workaholic. His inventions weren’t the clichéd products of a Silicon Valley garage, but they were close. He invented the circuitry for the first stand-alone video game Computer Space
 after he moved his daughter out into the living room on to a sofa and turned her room into a laboratory. Bushnell founded Atari in 1972 with one partner at a cost of $250. 

Atari’s corporate culture was a fraternity of engineers fueled by sex, drugs and rock n’ roll. The hothouse atmosphere lead to a continuous stream of innovation, often at the expense of any sense of professionalism. There were few schedules, no marketing plans, and little long-term strategy. It was as if the hacker ethic had been given a fantastic toolbox of gadgets, encouragement and narcotics. Talented engineers and designers like Ed Logg, Al Alcorn, Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak (who would “borrow” parts from Atari to create their first Apple computers) thrived at Atari (Herman, 1997). In producing the early arcade and home Pong games, Bushnell solved his manufacturing manpower shortage by hiring hippies and biker gang members and kept them steadily infused with good times. The Bay Area assembly line was run entirely by blue-jeaned workers, many of whom smoked joints on the job (Kent, 2000). Designers worked in similarly indulgent conditions. 

This was, to say the least, a contrast with more established firms like IBM or Hewlett Packard. R&D retreats featured “funny cigarettes,” unlimited kegs of beer, and board meetings in hot tubs. Bushnell even maintained a “special fund in the event of an unwanted pregnancy, ” (Scott Cohen, 1984) another for bailing employees out of jail (Sheff, 1999), and kept an oak tap with Coors in his office (Sellers, 2001). Bushnell recently described the corporate culture this way:

We put a hot tub in the engineering building. We hired the best-looking secretaries we could find for that department . . . We were all around 30. Were there planning sessions when we smoked pot? Absolutely. Did we have some incredibly crazy parties? Probably true. Was the company the hardest working company in the world? Probably true as well. (Dolan, 2001)
Innovation came easily, but business acumen did not. One indication was their market research strategy. This consisted of installing their first major product, Pong, in a Bay Area bar called Andy Capp’s. They gauged it a success when the machine’s coin collector—a sawed-off milk jug—jammed up with quarters. The product was a hit, but Atari did not have the expertise capitalize on it. Not only did they not have the resources to scale up their manufacturing properly, they had no idea how to file or protect their patents. This small band of hedonistic innovators could make games, but they had no clue about national-level marketing, manufacturing or distribution, and their internal operations were shaky at best. Bushnell was so erratic that his engineering chief told the staff that none of Bushnell’s edicts were solid until he’d repeated them three times (Kent, 2000). 

As a result of these problems, knock-off pong games had flooded the market within two years and Atari had only a 10% share (Kent, 2000). Bushnell knew that he needed capital and know-how from bigger players. Atari made its first deal in 1975 with Sears to sell home versions of Pong. When executives from Sears visited the Atari factory, the differences in corporate culture were readily apparent. They were greeted by blue-jean wearing, joint-smoking assembly line managers, and felt uncomfortable in their suits. Sensing the tension, Bushnell put everyone in boxes on the conveyer belt and conducted a factory tour. At the dinner that night, both sides tried to cross the cultural barrier: The Sears executives showed up in jeans and t-shirts and the Atari crew arrived in suits (Scott Cohen, 1984).
By the late 1970s, it was apparent that to reach the economies of scale necessary to make Atari a national powerhouse, a larger partner would be needed. In 1978, Warner Communications bought out Bushnell, purchasing Atari’s know-how for $28 million. After the sale, everything changed. Warner immediately infused the company with $100 million and made dramatic changes to the company’s operations. Warner installed a marketing executive named Raymond Kassar to run Atari. Kassar, a textile industry veteran, was at best ambivalent about games and game makers, but knew how to run a national-scale business. His team fired Bushnell, cut the R&D department and marginalized the highly successful coin-op engineers (Kent, 2000). He demanded that all employees wear proper business attire, be at work by 8, and use time cards. Larger assembly lines were established and thousands of workers were hired. These changes lead to immense profitability and scale, but at the expense of innovation.
 The beer bashes ended abruptly, and disgruntled game designers left to start their own firms, or stayed and grumbled (Herman, 1997).
 Kassar’ fat cat style struck the staff as autocratic and disingenuous. A 1982 article is an indication of the dynamic: “Says Atari President Raymond Kassar who is chauffeured to his office in a cream-colored Mercedes: ‘We’ve always treated our programmers as stars’” ("Chariots of Cartridge Power: Pac-Man and pals occupy the living room," 1982). Selling its VCS and scores of new games, Atari quickly amassed market power and became the dominant, monopolistic player in the industry. Within two years, sales went from $75 million to $2 billion. Competitors with superior machines were beaten back by virtue of the sheer size and leverage Atari maintained with distributors. 

Unchallenged, Kassar and his team then made a series of strategic blunders that killed Atari and temporarily destroyed the entire home video game industry. They made these decisions because they could; with no competitors, Atari sought to stifle innovation industry-wide and retain the highly profitable status quo. The first problem was ignoring potential innovations. Atari had an opportunity to license superior technology from the fledgling Nintendo company, but spurned the offer. Steve Bristow, Atari’s VP of engineering later recounted “The corporate decision was to keep making games for the 2600, because there was no real competition, and for x dollars we could build a new factory and produce a lot more 2600s and make a lot more money, instead of taking a risk” (Dolan, 2001). The second problem was inflating Atari’s profit estimates, even when the firm knew things were deteriorating. Kassar sold 5,000 shares of Atari stock the day before a negative earnings report was released in 1982, undermining investor confidence.

However, poor game quality was the biggest factor in Atari’s demise (J.C. Herz, 1997). Not only were third-party developers producing a slew of mediocre games, Atari became the biggest offender. Unfortunately for the company, their early stream of successes and improvements had created a savvy consumer base with high expectations. Atari’s 1982 home version release of the arcade hit Pac-Man was the beginning of the end. The game was marketed aggressively but was of poor quality. The characters on the screen flickered and disappeared randomly. Although the game was a financial success with seven million copies sold, each dissatisfied gamer lead to an erosion of Atari’s brand. 

Then, on the heels of this first disappointment, Atari release the much-hyped game version of E.T. The Extra Terrestrial. Reasoning that the game would sell console units, Atari manufactured more games than there were systems. The problem was that the game was hailed as possibly the worst ever made. The game’s opening credits took most of the cartridge’s memory, and the game play itself featured E.T. running away from generic government agents. The most common action in the game was for players to accidentally guide the alien into holes where he would become stuck. Atari dumped millions of unsold E.T. game cartridges into a New Mexico desert landfill, crushed them with steamrollers, and paved the site over with cement (Kent, 2000). By 1983, Atari was losing $500 million per year and had collapsed Warner’s stock. The following year, Warner sold Atari assets to cut its losses.
  By 1986, total home game sales had dropped from $3 billion to $100 million, and the industry was left for dead. 

The Crash and the New Consumer

Pundits of the time were quick to label video games a passing fad. The industry’s collapse was easy to explain as just another example of short attention-span American tastes: first disco, then Pet Rocks, and now Pac-Man. However, a closer look at the demographics and demand shows that video games helped usher in a new kind of consumer that did not simply disappear when the last ET cartridge was bulldozed in the desert. This new consumer was not in fact jumping from fad to fad, but was increasingly aware of new tools and new possibilities. Having played video games, this consumer was not going to go back to wooden blocks and dice. The change was of course more global than just video games. Consumers were beginning to embrace home computers, compact discs, and the concept of digital systems as convenient and powerful entertainment tools. But while expectations rose, Atari fell back on the traditional model known to all monopolists: create a bottleneck and then force-feed the consumer goods. If Atari had continued to innovate and supply quality products to this newly aware consumer base, it would not have failed. Where analysts were wrong was in assuming that Atari’s collapse meant a sudden disappearance of demand. This attitude explains why the late 1980s resurgence of the industry was initially described by many journalists as a doomed nostalgia movement. 

Instead, the demand for video games should be viewed as part of a larger trend in entertainment consumption. Games’ initial rise and temporary decline occurred during periods of overall increasing demand for entertainment products. The late 1980s resurgence is partial evidence that demand merely sat dormant while the industry reorganized. The conditions for the industry’s overall rise—interrupted by that cataclysmic hiccup—have been a product of demographic and labor trends and the general rise of computing.

Demographic and labor trends figure most prominently. How much time Americans have to spend on entertainment goods is a direct result of available free time, which in turn is a direct result of how much people work. And while the general perception has been that Americans have increased their free time over the past century, this is not true. After sharp declines in the first half of the 20th Century, work time leveled off, and began to increase again (Schor, 1991). Data show that Americans worked a median of 40.6 hours in 1973, but this number had risen to 50.6 hours by 1995 (Harris, 1995; Schor, 1991). American workers now work more hours per year than any other industrialized nation (Vogel, 2001). Much of this trend is due to the large-scale rise in hours worked by women. Large increases in productivity and income gains have increased the incentives to work even more while also giving families more discretionary income: less time, but more money.

Less time but more money produced a level of demand over the past quarter-century that has been described as “frenzied” (Vogel, 2001). Time has become scarcer, and Americans have been steadily spending more and more of their income to enjoy it to the fullest. 
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 Figure C. The increasing spending for entertainment as seen by percentage of total expenditures. Source: Survey of Current Business, 1996

Consumers have been quick to adopt digital technologies that can be enjoyed more efficiently. For example, Americans spend a great deal of time playing card games and board games (Schiesel, 2003), but it is far easier and faster (if more expensive) to play Risk on a computer than on a tabletop with dice. In 1970, Americans were spending 4.3% of their incomes on recreation and entertainment. By 1994, this figure had grown to 8.6% (The National Income and Product Accounts of the United States, 1929-1976, 1976; Survey of Current Business, 1996). Figure C shows the dramatic increase in recreational spending, standardized to 1994 currency. A cohort analysis of age groups shows that there were 40.6 million Americans between the ages of 14-24 in 1970, but at the time of video games’ first spike in popularity this age bracket contained 46.5 million people (Vogel, 2001). This cohort, popularly known as Generation X, has continued to be a source of game players while new cohorts of young people have added to the total audience.

Further evidence of the continued demand for games could be seen in the market for home computers. At the same time that the console market was collapsing, the home computer market was growing, allowing consumers to play more complex games on home PCs. The first popular home PCs that took advantage of the early gaming possibilities were Apple Computer’s 1977 Apple II and Commodore’s 1982 Commodore 64. The spearhead for the computer games industry was a young, urbane Harvard graduate and Atari employee named Trip Hawkins. Hawkins left Atari and did for computer games what Kassar had done for console games—he professionalized them. The main difference was that Hawkins insisted on both flash and substance. His fledgling company Electronic Arts quickly became the leader of the game software market by licensing sports figures, upgrading the packaging and marketing, and challenging existing distribution channels by providing superior products (Kent, 2000). Nearly 20 years later, EA is still the industry leader in game software sales, and is a continual reminder that quality continues to matter to the game consumer.

The Modern Era, 1985-2003

Back to the Hearth: The Decline of Arcades

The idea of a home game machine—once confusing and new to consumers
—had to have seemed less out of place in a home with microprocessors embedding in everything from PCs to blenders. This acceptance can also be viewed as part of a general transition of technology-based conveniences away from public areas and into the home (Cowan, 1983; Putnam, 2000). Game play was one of the more dramatic examples of this trend.

Throughout the 1980s, a combination of economic and technological forces moved play away from social, communal and relatively anarchic early arcade spaces, and into the controlled environments of the sanitized mall arcade (or “family fun center”) or into the home. By the 1990s, the diverging trajectories of home and arcade sales were starkly evident. While home games flourished, arcades waned.

Since their inception, video games have been harbingers of the shift from analog to digital technology for both consumers and producers. They made major portions of a generation comfortable and technoliterate enough to accept personal computers, electronic bulletin boards, desktop publishing, compact disks and the Web. Games have also been technological drivers; They have also consistently pushed the capabilities and development of microprocessors, artificial intelligence, compression technologies, broadband networks and display technologies (Burnham, 2001). 
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Figure D. Consoles and computers come to the home, 1977-2000 (% penetration).

For home games, the economic force at work was the Nintendo boom of the late 1980s (see below). The technological change was the reduced gap in performance between arcades and home games, which became obvious by the mid 1990s. Whereas the early arcade games offered vastly superior game play and graphics to their relatively low-powered home cousins, by the end of the decade many next-generation home units and PCs offered capabilities equal to arcade games. These two factors help explain the rise of the home game over the arcade, but they cannot account for all of it, especially the drop-off after 1987. In fact, there is one major question left unanswered—why did people leave arcades and stay away? If the demand for entertainment and video games never went away, why did arcades slowly but steadily drop off even before the second home boom? The answer is that game machines have lead the charge toward powerful and private digital technologies.

Games functioned as a stepping stone to the more complex and powerful world of home computers. Figure D shows the dual trends in adoption for home game systems and home computers. Notably, games preceded computers at every step of adoption, and have continued to be in more homes since their arrival. Gaming histories make the case that familiarity with home consoles lead to eventual comfort with PCs. Additionally, an early study of game players suggests that they enjoyed challenges and were generally more comfortable around computers than non-players (McClure & Mears, 1984). Another suggests a direct link between game use and computer literacy (Lin & Leper, 1987). Computer use has had a further effect on the location of game play; as computers became more and more common in homes, they offered even more opportunities to play games in private spaces. In studying the diffusion of the first wave of home computers, Rogers (1985) found that the most frequent function of the new machines was video game play, which accounted for nearly one-third of all the time spent on the machines.

The Nintendo Era, 1985-1995
Sluggish but steady arcade sales continued to prop the field up through the mid 1980s, but it wasn’t until Nintendo entered the console business that the industry truly resuscitated. That firm’s American chief, Minoru Arakawa, correctly interpreted the persistence of arcades to be a sign of continuing demand for games that could be filled by a home game maker (Sheff, 1999). Eventually, Nintendo’s resurgence lead to improved quality and marketing for the entire industry, and home video games became even more mainstream than they had been in the early 1980s. Nintendo’s Achilles heel would turn out to be a lesser version of the overconfidence that plagued Kassar’s Atari. The difference this time was that enough competition, quality and innovation persisted through the rough patches to keep the game industry moving ahead.

Nintendo had been a conservative trading card company before passing into the hands of Hiroshi Yamauchi, the headstrong and bravura scion of a traditional family (Sheff, 1999). Yamauchi autocratically rehauled the company, transforming it into an industrious and inventive games shop. Before long, Nintendo had established itself as a powerhouse firm in Japan with the massively successful Famicom video game system, and looked across the Pacific at the bewildering and enticing American market. Yamauchi persuaded his son-in-law Minoru Arakawa to head up the new venture. Arakawa, diligent and MIT-educated, hired two entrepreneurial Seattle truckers to begin sales and distribution (they would eventually become vice presidents of Nintendo America). But it was the truckers’ lawyer, Howard Lincoln, who would turn out to be Arakawa’s greatest American asset. Lincoln and Arakawa navigated the volatile arcade business, including winning a contentious lawsuit with MCA, and created a foothold in the market with the breakout hit Donkey Kong (Sheff, 1999). But when the Atari collapse appeared to have entirely destroyed the video game business, Nintendo appeared to be sunk along with the rest of the industry.

Arakawa, however, thought correctly that the home game crash was not the same thing as a total collapse of demand. Knowing that the very words “video games” had become anathema to retailers and distributors, Nintendo of America set out to sell a new console system that they dubbed the Nintendo Entertainment System, or NES. In 1985, Arakawa paid a leading distributor, Worlds of Wonder (WOW), to force skeptical retailers to take the NES if they wanted to get WOW’s hot new toys, Teddy Ruxpin and Laser Tag. The NES eventually outsold both products, and by 1987 the home console industry was booming again. WOW folded, and Nintendo hired its entire sales staff. This management change was highly symbolic, and flew directly in the face of the press’ continued assertion that video games were dead and buried: Nintendo’s new sales staff were veterans of the first games boom—nearly all of them turned out to be earlier survivors from Atari (Kent, 2000).

By the early 1990s, with games re-established as a powerhouse medium, Nintendo began to make a series of costly mistakes that paved the way for a new, more competitive era for the industry. Taking advantage of its dominant position, Nintendo demanded difficult terms from its suppliers and retailers. Next, it alienated its consumer base by making its next console system incompatible with the NES, instantly making old software unusable on the newest system. These missteps allowed a console system from rival Sega to gain a foothold in the market by 1992. Both firms released a series of new systems, games and accessories, with each desperate to drive the other out of business. Riding the strength of its “Sonic the Hedgehog” character, Sega briefly grabbed the sales lead from Nintendo in 1995 (Chronis, 1996). But neither firm anticipated that their toughest competition would come from a company that had never tried its hand in the video game market, the electronics giant Sony.

The Next Generation, 1995-2003

Sony had originally entered the games business as a supplier for Nintendo, developing a CD-ROM based system (Herman, 1997). But when Nintendo opted out of the arrangement, Sony decided that it would press ahead on its own. Lead by Ken Kutaragi, a band of engineers pushed the company to gamble on the new product. Initially rejected by the firm’s leaders, Kutaragi’s PlayStation would become Sony’s single most profitable product (Asakura, 2000). Sony had two things working in its favor. First was the tremendous marketing and distribution muscle of the Sony brand. The second was a superior and inexpensive technology that took advantage of Nintendo’s long-term leverage of its suppliers. Sony’s PlayStation would use CDs, which could be pressed for $2, compared to $20 for a Nintendo cartridge. This in turn allowed Sony to charge only $10/copy for licensing fees (Kent, 2000). Soon, games developers and publishers were flocking to the Sony banner. By 1996, the PlayStation had a bigger game library than Sega, and had established itself as the new market leader. 

From 1996 to the present, there have been new game consoles but only minor changes in competitive forces. Sega dropped out of the hardware business and devoted itself to be a software-only company to compete with Electronic Arts. The behemoth Microsoft corporation entered the field with its Xbox system.

Now, nearly two decades after the Atari crash, the industry is a thriving one marked by intense competition, innovation, and a more mainstream product. Video games enjoy a rosy economic outlook, but significant changes from both internal and external sources keep firms in a state of flux. Even as the field continues to rationalize and mainstream, it is threatened by regulation at home and increasing piracy abroad. But above all the issues, the challenges and opportunities of an increasingly networked world looms the largest.

The outlook for games continues to be strong, despite an uncertain economic climate. The demand for entertainment has continued to rise, and forecasts suggest that this will continue. Communications was the second-fastest growing sector (behind construction) of the US economy from 1995 to 2000, growing faster than GDP (Communications Industry Forecast, 2001). Within the larger communications field, conditions remain beneficial to the video game industry. Media, including games, that are supported by consumers rather than advertisers has continued to rise—from 30.7% of all media in 1995 to 40% in 2000. Forecasts predict that “time spent with the Internet and video games will rise faster than all other segments during [2000-2005]” (Communications Industry Forecast, 2001).

As the industry continues to consolidate and integrate, content will become more and more mainstream. Now that games have become established as a stable economic force that reaches an overwhelming number of eyeballs, standard corporate practices from other media industries will begin to occur. For example, the practice of product placement is still rare, but is inevitable. The best selling game of all time, The Sims, will soon feature Sims characters eating McDonald’s hamburgers, slipping on Dole bananas and using Nokia phones (Richtel, 2002). Industry-wide, such placements are predicted to generate $705 million by 2005 (Bannan, 2002). The advent of such strategies will make the industry more and more profitable, but risks the vibrancy of the content. Just as with other media, content is king. 

The lessons of the past suggest that the firm that focuses more on profit margins than innovation will founder. The difference today is that one company going under will not harm the industry as a whole; in the current competitive marketplace there are no potential Ataris. Non-interoperability and room for several players have made firms leaner and smarter. The underlying demand is also much stronger than it was when games began. With the majority of the population playing regularly, games have become an everyday part of American media diets. For these reasons, the industry is expected to grow at a robust 10% per year for the next several years (Communications Industry Forecast, 2001).

Some challenges will come from external threats and opportunities. Piracy continues to be a major threat, especially overseas. The U.S. has a software piracy rate of 26%, but this is low compared to the 97% found in Eastern Europe and Latin America and the 99% in China and Vietnam (Industry Profiles, 2000). By 1999, the Interactive Digital Software Association, the industry’s trade and lobbying arm, estimated that annual worldwide piracy-related losses had reached $3.2 billion per year (State of the Industry Report 2000-2001, 2001). At home, policy makers offer a more potent threat. Responding to the media outcry over the violent video games Mortal Kombat in 1992, Doom, as linked to the Littleton massacre perpetrators and Grand Theft Auto III in 2000-2002, legislators have convened a series of hearings about the effects of violent media (see next chapter). 

The Rise of Networks

The most important factor facing industry firms is the rise of online networks and consumers eager for interactive technologies. The penetration of broadband technology into a majority of American homes brings a set of opportunities and pitfalls that each major producer is currently considering. Analysts and game industry veterans note that it is not the current sales of online games that is exciting; Online subscription-based titles are extremely profitable, but represent only a tiny fraction of all game profits (N. G. Croal, 2001; Mulligan, 1998; Palumbo, 1998). Instead, it is the coming wave of online game adoption that has firms investing (Kirriemur, 2002).
 This adoption is promising because it will expand the game market beyond the traditionally younger, male audience that plays console games. As of 1999, online games were played by nearly even numbers of men and women, and 63% were between the ages of 25 and 44 (J. Schwartz, 1999). The next few years will provide a test of whether online pay-for-play games will appeal to a mainstream audience. Some of the initial efforts have been more successful than others (Kushner, 2002a). But since more than 100 million Americans play card or board games, the target audience is potentially huge, and firms are continuing to plan for a networked future (J. Schwartz, 1999). More importantly, online games offer producers an opportunity to collect a regular subscription fee for game play, rather than the one-time fee they collect for standard shrink-wrap sales. Yet another aspect of this warfare is the battle for the “set-top box,” the fight to see what device will function as the mythical single box that controls a home’s cable, telecommunication, Internet and gaming functions ("Games to Rule Set-Top," 2000; Hansell, 2000; Markoff, 2002b). 

The increased adoption of networked gaming will not come from the hard-core gaming market, which is already saturated. Instead, it is the casual gamer that will expand the potential universe of paying customers (Kushner, 2002a; Wade, 2000). One of the biggest drivers of this mainstreaming effect will be the continued networking of home consoles. Previously, networked play required a PC, and usually one with extra equipment associated with hard-core early adopters. But with the continued penetration of broadband, console systems are joining the network phenomenon. Analysts estimate that by 2007, 24% of Americans will pay to play online PC games. By the same date, 18% of American households will have a networked console (Li, Kolko, Denton, & Yuen, 2003). 

The major driver for this phenomenon is not the games themselves, but the addition of other players. Socially oriented game portals have seen exponential growth in the past two years, including spikes among middle-aged and elderly players (Pham, 2001). The presence of competitors and collaborators introduces a social element that has been missing from some gamers’ experiences since the early-1980s heyday of the arcade (J.C. Herz, 1997). Networked social functions have become standard features in most new games, and this trend will only increase. By 2007, the majority of games will be designed with this social component as the key feature of the play experience (Li et al., 2003). Even the arcade sector has reoriented to include network functions. Online tournaments of popular arcade games such as the golf game Golden Tee have become more commonplace (Webb, 2002), drawing in casual bar customers accustomed to nearby dart boards and pool tables ("I'm a Gamer," 2003). 

For game makers, the question is whether or not the past will repeat itself. In the first game bust, producers underestimated consumers. Will online game producers make the same mistake? Already, some large firms like America Online have attempted to isolate their customers from outside options with the so-called “walled garden” approach to Internet content. But this approach makes even less sense now than it did in the Atari era. The Internet makes distribution easier and less frictional than traditional retail. Finding alternatives is a Google-search away, rather than a trip to the mall. And while brand power still matters, switching costs are lower in a digital, connected world. Information makes the system more fluid as well; game consumers communicate with one another faster than ever before. The company that produces the next E.T. will fail faster than Atari did.

Beyond the business strategy, the rise of networked gaming has crucial implications for the study of the social impact of video games, and for this dissertation. The little research done to date has generally tested for the effects of games for solo players. As the next chapter will demonstrate, this is not representative of most game play, which has always been fairly social. If the future represents an increase in the social component of game play, as analysts and firms are betting strongly, then the study of gamers must also include this aspect. The study of networked play that makes up the second half of this dissertation was designed with this in mind.

Still, a genuine disconnect remains between the popular conceptions of gaming and actual practices that needs to be explored. Researchers, policy makers and parents have been concerned with the assumedly isolating and violence-inducing nature of video games for the past 20 years. Their concerns must come from somewhere. The next two chapters offer an explanation for these concerns by focusing on the role of the mass media in framing video game technology. These social constructions are then unpacked and contrasted with what science has told us about the actual use and impact of games.

Chapter 3: Explaining the Discourse: Games as a Lightning Rod for Social Issues

With a timeline in place, it is now appropriate to explore the social history of video games. Beyond the details of corporate practices lies a story of vilification and redemption that echoes that of many earlier new media technologies. With the exception of Herz (1997), the handful of game histories (Asakura, 2000; Scott Cohen, 1984; Herman, 1997; Kent, 2000; Sheff, 1999) have all focused on the roles of engineers and captains of industry. As is common with many histories of new technologies, these considered the impact of video games through the lens of technological determinism. However, while most studies of technology ask what the technology does to society (Callon, 1999), this history asks a different series of questions. It begins by acknowledging the role of the consumer as an important piece of the puzzle. Who actually played video games and why? 

This basic social history of use serves as a reality check for the confusion, tension and changing perceptions of games that have clouded understanding of their use over the past 20 years. As Bernstein notes: “Not since the advent of TV has an entertainment medium been subjected to such wildly ambivalent reactions” (Bernstein, 2001)(p. 155). The political atmosphere surrounding games became suffused with tensions and struggles unrelated to their use, driven largely by concerns about the rapidly changing American family. How did this happen and why? An examination of the effects research shows that there was scant evidence that games harmed their users or contributed to a breakdown of family life. This stands in stark contrast to the media punditry and reporting, which lambasted game use in lock step with dominant political discourses. A content analysis used in this chapter and the next shows that coverage of games has followed a predictable reactionary pattern. The interplay of politics, media coverage and research agendas shows how video games served as a lightning rod for the social tensions of the day.

The reaction to games is merely one example among a long string of new media technologies. One commonality has been that in each case, the technologies tapped into tensions particular to the era. For the nickelodeon, it was powerful class tensions that erupted into riots in major cities (Gabler, 1999). For the telephone, it was dramatic changes in lifestyle, social activity and gender roles (Fischer, 1992). For both film and television, it was fears about delinquent children and sexuality (Lowery & DeFluer, 1995). For radio, it was a major change in attitudes about race and sexuality and an invasion of privacy in the home (S. Douglas, 1999). Starting with film, each case also led to a major series of social science-based media studies to determine what effect the newfangled technology was having on the unsuspecting populace, most frequently on children (Lowery & DeFluer, 1995). Video games were no different.

Another pattern has been the ambivalence toward technological change reflected by simultaneous utopian and dystopian visions. On the utopian side, new media technologies have been seen as a way to transcend nature, add convenience to daily life, and spread egalitarian, democratic values in a kind of software and hardware socialism—all classes and groups are equally empowered by the new technology (Czitrom, 1982) in a “global village” (McLuhan, 1964). Even cultural critics have seen the utopian potential in what they consider the most ideological and degraded media (Jameson, 1979). On the dystopian side, new media are suspected to be morally corrupting, poisonous to participation in a democratic society, to have created new stresses and inequalities that had not existed before (W. Russell Neuman, 1991), and to disrupt family life. Their users have been systematically portrayed as hapless and in dire need of protection.

The Consumer Matters

Ruth Schwartz Cowan suggests that any decent social history of a technology should focus on the consumer, and at a place she calls the “consumption junction.” In this place, consumers decide whether to adopt the technology or not, and in what form (Cowan, 1999). In making their decisions, these consumers are not operating in a social vacuum. Instead, their choices are guided by large social forces and by the various roles they play in life. To understand the context of these choices, we have to understand the consumer’s place in a network of relationships that begin with the individual and expand out into the larger society through the family. According to Cowan, the first step in the process is “to evaluate the ways in which the special social and physical relations of the household might influence consumption choices” (p. 274). Obviously, different consumers will exist in different networks and be guided in their decisions by different forces. But by focusing on the household and the family as Cowan suggests, we can gain insight into the roles consumers play as part of a family unit and how the use of game technology highlights issues of power, place and agency for each family member. The next chapter takes this approach a step further by exploring three key facets of game use that are affected by power relations and social control: age, gender and place. 

Cowan’s focus on active consumers stands in stark contrast to elite views. A central theme of this dissertation has been that elite discourses—political, business, and some academic—tend to pooh-pooh the notion of an active and intelligent consumer-citizen. Unsurprisingly then, the actual uses and effects of the technology were drastically at odds with public perceptions and research agendas. To show this, it is essential to start by explaining just who played games, when and why. This basic history of use can then serve as a baseline for the more complex social issues that follow. For now, the process begins with a basic descriptive understanding of why people play. 

As Stevenson has noted, academia starts typically with what new media do wrong. Although there are exceptions (e.g., a more balanced utopian and dystopian approach to the Internet), this was true of most game research. In early studies of game players, this took the form of looking for pathological profiles. But as Funk has noted (1992), studies into the psychoses of gamers have never yielded any fruit, and no profile of the pathological or “addicted gamer” has emerged. For the simpler issue of motivation, the research has yielded results, at least for adolescent players.

Those adolescents who have played games have done so for a consistent set of reasons over time, and nearly 20 years of studies have replicated the findings. Game players—both in homes and in arcades—have been found to be bright, outgoing, competitive, and technoliterate (McClure & Mears, 1984). Studies of player motivations have found consistently that game play takes place for three reasons: for challenge, control, and for social interactions. A 1985 study of college students found that both men and women were driven by competition in their game play, although men found mastering the game to be more important than women did (Morlock, Yando, & Nigolean, 1985). A 1986 study found a similar desire for mastery among college males, and evidence of games being used for mood management (Mehrabian & Wixen, 1986). A 1990 study of college students found that challenge was the top reason for play, followed by social activity (Myers, 1990). Both a 1993 (Gailey) and 1997 (M. Griffiths) study of children found that children played for control and challenge, and because it was a way to be with their friends. Lastly, a large 2003 university sample survey found that challenge, passing time and social interactions were still the dominant reasons for game play (J. Sherry, 2003).

Class differences have appeared in the research, although the reasons are not clear. After wide class mixing in early arcades, general game use has become a more lower-class phenomenon (D. Lieberman, 1986). 1992 public high school data showed that 16.9% of low socioeconomic status students played an hour a day or more, as compared to only 13.7% of middle SES students and 9.4% of high SES students (High School and Beyond, 1994). In this survey, the game play may have come at the expense of TV viewing. Comparing earlier data from the same institution shows a dramatic decline in TV consumption between 1982 and 1992, precisely when game play increased (National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988, 1988).

Explaining the Tensions

Without question, public opinion and media coverage of video games was driven by sociopolitical tensions and by technological and demographic changes. During the initial games boom, the 1981 Reagan revolution marked a key historical moment when conservative forces swept to power in American politics. In a shift away from the progressive politics and gains in the women’s movement in the 1970s (Wandersee, 1988), conservatives questioned the morality of nontraditional family types, and called for a return to earlier times. News media served as a conduit for anti-feminist, and often anti-mother rhetoric in the 1980s (Faludi, 1991), and despite real gender progress in news rooms, journalism continued to be a profession dominated by men (Byerly, 1999). Technologically, Americans were adopting a series of new devices into their daily lives— cable television, VCRs, and the home computer. These devices were on the one hand time-saving and empowering, but on the other hand were also seen as hugely disruptive of family life. 

Underscoring all of these trends were dramatic changes in families and in the role of women. In the United States, a large portion of work shifted from home to workplace settings, explained almost entirely by the migration of women into the work force. Even as economic and social conditions had begun to change what “family” meant, the very notion of family continued to be an epicenter for political and cultural struggle. During the first game boom of 1977-1983, divorce, remarriage, and new nontraditional forms of family were challenging the traditional nuclear forms promoted in official discourses and in media representations (Chambers, 2001). As a direct result, fears and anxieties about parentless children, irresponsible single mothers and a general decline in moral and family values permeated sociocultural debate. 

Statistics and social commentary from the time reveals a tremendous level of anxiety about women and families. Popular magazines from the mid 1970s through the mid 1990s decried the imminent collapse of the nuclear household. Headlines read: “The American Family. Can it Survive Today’s Shocks?” (U.S. News & World Report, 1975) “Saving the Family” (Newsweek, 1978), “Family’s Chances of Survival” (U.S. News & World Report, 1979), “Death of the Family?” (Newsweek, 1983), “The Clamor to Save the Family” (Newsweek, 1988), “The Nuclear Family Goes Boom!” (Time, 1992). These concerns were imbued with a host of other power issues, but did contain some substance. The divorce rate had risen steadily (see Table 2), and more and more households began to assume nontraditional forms. Most notably, divorced and unmarried women became heads of households, often caring for children. In 1970, unmarried women with children headed 2.9 million households. By 1980, this number had risen to 5.4 million, and by 1985, 6 million.

	Table 1

Decline of the Nuclear Family

	Year
	Percentage of Americans who were divorced

	1960
	2.3

	1965
	2.9

	1970
	3.2

	1975
	4.6

	1980
	6.2

	1985
	7.6

	Note. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-20, No. 399, and earlier reports


To a nation reeling from such massive changes to a fundamental structure, there were many things to worry about, and easy targets, namely the single mothers allegedly not providing adequate care for their children. The popular press played a role in stoking those fears, especially for minorities (Gilens, 1999). One of the most common themes in the coverage was the guilt and blame associated with a reduced amount of time and effort in single-parent households. In these cases, magazines pointed an accusatory finger at parents who—despite struggling with financial and time pressures—resorted to using electronic devices as proxy babysitters. There is little evidence to support or refute these claims, with the possible exception of Wang (1991), who found in data from 1984 that children used a home computer for games more often if they were in single-family homes. However, research also found that electronic games played a supplementary role in children’s sociability, rather than a supplanting or isolating role (Lin & Leper, 1987). 

Nevertheless, the cultural groundwork for fears about childhood truancy and parental irresponsibility and guilt was well-established long before video games appeared on the national scene. In 1975, U.S. News & World Report decried, “As households change or break up, children are increasingly under the care of a single parent, a working mother, a day nursery—or the television set” ("The American Family: Can it Survive Today's Shocks?," 1975).  Such conditions, the article contended, increased the risk of runaways and suicide. Latchkey children were depicted as the ultimate symbol of shame for parents who had put their own interests ahead of their offspring’s. A 1977 Time illustration featured an abandoned baby trying to plug in a television set to keep itself entertained ("All Our Children," 1977). By the time home video games began to appear in American homes in force between 1978 and 1982, they were moral scapegoats before coming out of their packaging.

Selling the New Electronic Hearth

An interesting side note to these tensions over the family can be seen in the industry’s attempts to manage them. Before politicians began blasting games, manufacturers attempted to portray them as a positive social force. As Marchand has demonstrated, advertising can be a means of idealizing and normalizing new products, and often operates with powerful social messages (Marchand, 1985). For games, this meant convincing parents that games could unite their families, while also convincing single adults that games had sex appeal. Ultimately, in the face of media frames and conservative punditry, both attempts failed miserably. From the 1972 launch of the Magnavox Odyssey through the early 1980s Atari age, marketing materials for home games featured tableaux of a smiling nuclear family bonding around a game machine (see Figure A). 
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Figure A. With home systems, nuclear families bond around the new electronic hearth. Magnavox promotional materials, 1972 (top) and 1975 (bottom) (Burnham, 2001).

Games were presented in advertising as the new electronic hearth, which directly addressed the fears of technology breaking down the family. The advertising of home games sought to reassure parents that the games were not electronic babysitters so much as magical forces that would unite households. This stood in stark contrast to the advertising for coin-operated games. Before being infantilized during the moral panics of 1981 and 1982, the first coin-op games were marketed for adults in adult-zoned spaces such as bars and nightclubs. Advertisements for games in this early era featured sexualized adult tableaux (see Figure B) before adult use of coin-operated games was made shameful and games became a children-only phenomenon by 1983. 
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Figure B. In coin-op spaces, games took on a more adult, sexualized tone.

Atari promotional materials for the maze game Gotcha (left) and Bally/Midway promotional materials for the Pong clone Winner (right), 1973 (Burnham, 2001).

The warm and fuzzy marketing of home systems did little to alleviate concerns about the new technology’s power to restore and protect families. At the height of both Atari’s empire and Reagan’s mandate, the years 1981 and 1982 were a dramatic turning point in the media’s representations of arcades and arcade players, and represented a time of political shifts and a radicalization of public rhetoric. What was once considered a harmless fad could now be seen as fostering a range of ills including drug use, gambling, and prostitution. Sometimes linked to technology and sometimes not, the headlines and speeches of the day continued to center on families in decline. As Chambers has stated, “Popular media, political rhetoric and government policy are three key Arenas that exploit the family as a sign of moral righteousness in mobilizing anxieties” (Chambers, 2001)(p. 140). This is not to say that the American family was not undergoing significant change—it was. But the concerns over video games can be seen as a by-product of the tensions that arose from that change, not as an actual cause of it. 

The Academic Agenda, and its Results

The political climate and the media coverage had a direct and dramatic effect on research agendas. The most prominent figure in the U.S. health care system, Surgeon General C. Everett Koop, was widely cited when he claimed in 1982 that video games were hazardous to the health of young people, creating aberrant behavior, increased tension and a disposition for violence (Lin & Leper, 1987). Although there was no science to back this assertion, researchers understandably went looking for it. When they did not find it, they were confused. The construction of games as malignant was (and is) a difficult obstacle for social scientists. Glassner’s theory about irrational fears appears to apply to academe as well as the general public. Researchers, however, were collecting data. As a result, the early research was remarkably consistent for both home and arcade game use: The literature reviews and hypotheses were presented with dire predictions about game use turning children into deviant, thieving, drug-addled, truant monsters. The research found no such effects, and the discussion section saw the researcher chastising preconceptions or troubled why he/she did not find an effect that so obviously must have been there. Nearly every study concluded with the finding that game play is an inherently social activity.

Mitchell (1984) studied 20 families from a range of backgrounds to see what the impact of adding a console game machine was to family life. She found that family and sibling interaction increased, that no detrimental trends were found in schoolwork (there was actually a slight improvement), that none of the children or parents became more aggressive, that boys played more than girls, that girls gained a sense of empowerment, and that all of the families saw games as a bridge to personal computers. She further concluded that home video games brought families together more than any other activity in recent memory, chiefly by displacing time spent watching television (Mitchell, 1985). Murphy (1984) found that homes with video games had similar family interactions with those that did not. After investigating the hypothesis that family members might become addicted, Murphy concluded that “contrary to public media speculation, none of the group of owner families in this study appeared to have become video game ‘addicts.’”

Survey-based evidence has yielded mostly positive findings. Gibb et al found no difference between high- and low-volume game players on self esteem, deviancy, hostility, gregariousness, or motivation (Gibb, Bailey, Lambirth, & Wilson, 1983). Lieberman (1986) found that arcades tended to attract grade-school children of a lower socioeconomic status than home computers, with boys playing more both at home and in arcades. Kestenbaum and Weinstein (1985) found that heavy video game use among 10-14 year old boys did not lead to increased neuroticism, social withdrawal or escape into fantasy. They concluded that much of the anxiety about video games was a parental issue, akin to parental overreactions to other adolescent outlets. McClure and Mears investigated the link between game playing and psychopathology, and found none. They instead concluded that game play is a highly social and competitive activity (McClure & Mears, 1984). Similarly, “the video game arcade functions as a place to meet people” and “possesses more positive attributes than has previously been assumed” (Wigand, Borstelmann, & Bostler, 1986) (pp. 289-290). 

The one consistently negative finding for arcades and game effects has been the risk of game play for players who have a previously constructed addictive-prone personality. Funk concluded that although this is a very small segment of the population, the effect is real (J. B. Funk, 2001). One explanation for the susceptibility of addictive personalities around video games is their use of reinforcement schedules (Braun & Giroux, 1989). Games supply players with systematic reward cues that addictive personalities have less control over. Selnow (1984a; 1984b) concluded that for children who watched a great deal of television, games represented a chance to become more active. But he also suggested that game play, despite the social setting of the arcade, was a solitary, escapist activity. 

This last finding is in stark contrast to three detailed ethnographies of arcades, which found highly social structures, norms and systems among young players. Ofstein (1991) found that the social life of arcades fits Huizenga’s model of sociology and sport. Much like on playing fields, social conventions and interactions within an arcade were separate from those of “real life.” Inside the arcade, gamers assumed roles separate from their outside personae and adhered to a strict set of rules governing game play. These included a ban on physical aggression and a recognition of the hierarchy of skill. Meadows’ ethnography (1985) of an arcade found that children had no difficulty separating fantasy from reality, and that game players demonstrated a delicate balance of emotion and rationality in their play. Over time, the players were found to use the games to develop sophisticated cognitive skills. Garner’s ethnography (1991) found that game players became more and more comfortable with not just game machines, but all computing devices after their arcade play. Arcade time was seen as a conduit into computer programming and general use through an increased comfort level with technology.

Did games cause children to neglect more important activities? This negative displacement hypothesis was tested repeatedly in the research, but the concerns were largely unwarranted. Creasey and Myers found no link between game play and either school activities or peer involvement, and concluded that children’s lives are not greatly altered for better or worse by owning a video game (Creasey & Myers, 1986). Lin and Lepper found that arcade game play had a small negative relationship with leisure reading, but that home game play did not. Game play was not found to be isolating, but instead supplemented children’s social activities (Lin & Leper, 1987). Biegen (1985) found that parental attitudes, not game play, affected school outcomes, and that game play did not present a substantial problem for children. In 1983, education researchers lamented the rise of games as squeezing out the role of real educators, and feared that game play would crowd out more important computer use ("TECHnically Speaking . . ." 1983). However, Lin & Lepper (1987) found that game use was a significant predictor of later computer use, suggesting that play was an important first step in technoliteracy.

In reviewing the literature on social ills, Funk concluded “Despite initial concern, current research suggests that even frequent video game playing bears no significant relationship to the development of true psychopathology. For example, researchers have failed to identify expected increases in withdrawal and social isolation in frequent game players . . . Frequent game players do not appear to have a characteristic personality profile” (Funk, 1992)(p. 53-54).

In nearly every case, links to deviant behavior were found to be linked to parental variables such as supervision and pressure for achievement. New research among religious groups has shown that parental guidance in video game play is related positively to more intrinsic thought, higher religiosity, and lower levels of physical aggression (Abel-Cooper, 2000). Generally speaking, most parents do not mediate their children’s game use as much as they do their television or Internet use (C. L. Phillips, 2000). In investigating youths in arcades, Ellis found that deviant behavior was linked significantly to parental variables, and not game play. Instead, game play was found to be associated positively with school performance (Ellis, 1984). More recently, others have found that when used appropriately, and with parental involvement, game technology can have a positive impact on student achievement (Blanchard, Behrens, & Anderson, 1998). 

Finding Trouble in River City

Games have been identified consistently in public discourse as a cause of social ills, but the research does not support the assertion. The political climate and the tensions over families tell us why this happened. The next question is how it happened. 

Certainly, one of the major instruments in the diffusion of knowledge about new technologies are the news media. An examination of the portrayal of a new technology should tell us what its public images were. Media theorists have long been aware of the ways in which news media can affect the portrayal of the news, and a rich literature suggests that we should consider the gate keeping functions (McQuail, 1994) of media elites (Lichter, 1986) and the practices and characteristics of the writers themselves (Gans, 1980; Hall, 2000; Schudson, 1978) as important influences in the dissemination of news. 

Although the news media present facts and events in a particular way as both natural and as common sense, we cannot take this depiction of the world for granted (Gitlin, 1980). Gitlin demonstrated that media frames organize the world for journalists and audiences. Frames are “persistent patterns of cognition, interpretation, and presentation, of selection, emphasis, and exclusion, by which symbol-handlers routinely organize discourse” (p. 7). In looking at how something is presented to us—in this case, the portrayal of video games—we must ask “What is the frame here?” And why this one and not another? Frame analysis helps illustrate the power of reporters to “promote a particular problem, definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation” (Entman, 1993). The portrayal of science and technology is subject to media framing because audiences must rely on experts and journalists to make sense of new, and sometimes confusing, information (Nelkin, 1987). Nelkin notes that technology reporting is also particularly sensitive to issues of power and social norms.

Frame Analysis

The method used here and in the next chapter combines Gitlin’s qualitative frame analysis with the more systematic aspects of standard quantitative content analysis.
 First, analytical categories and frame types were generated by reading through a sample of the news media coverage of video games. The frame categories covered dystopian and utopian visions of game use, as well as aspects of gender and age. These frames were then included on coding sheets and counted in the sample by two coders.

The sample was drawn from the U.S.’s three most widely circulated news magazines, Time, Newsweek, and U.S. News & World Report. News magazines convey information and imagery “generally consistent” with other vehicles of popular culture (Nelkin, 1987).
 For the years 1970-2000, all articles from the three news magazines cited in the Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature under the following key words were included in the analysis: video games, electronic games (until the mid 1980s), computer games, Atari, Nintendo, CD-Rom games, interactive multiplayer, Sega, and PlayStation.
 The sample contained 119 articles, and each was read twice for coding and once for a qualitative analysis. Scott’s pi (W. Scott, 1955) intercoder reliability scores for the coding were satisfactorily above generally accepted standards (Wimmer & Dominick, 1997): Of the 31 variables coded, the mean pi was .82, and the median value was .80 (See Appendix for all scores).

There are limitations to frame analysis. The presence of particular media frames is not proof of anything conscious among journalists. Nor is it the same thing as a direct and measurable effect on audiences. We cannot know if the utopian or dystopian frames resonated with readers, or if they reflect ambivalence. Still, for many people the news media were their first exposure to new phenomena. The news must have had an important influence, amplifying certain assumptions while minimizing others. As the next chapter will show, games have been coded as being “for” particular kinds of people and not for others. Because there is no gender, age, class or race inherent in media technologies, it is reasonable to infer that at least one way that such constructions persisted was through framing.

As studies of earlier media suggest, the vilification of video games was simply one more example of a long-standing phenomenon: an unrelated social tension was activated and superimposed on to the new medium. Political and academic elites then reacted accordingly. As noted in the Introduction, such concerns about new media technologies have become so predictable that there is a theory about the specific patterns they take. According to Wartella and Reeves (1983; 1985), media coverage and subsequent research has followed a three-wave pattern. First, fears emerge out of concerns that the new medium might be displacing a more “constructive” activity. Then fears of health effects appear, followed by fears of social ills. A complementary theory suggests that there is a conservative political component to these fears, especially the ones about negative displacement of children’s time. Ofstein (1991) has described this kind of thinking as the “River City” effect, referring to the fictitious townsfolk of River City in the musical The Music Man. As this thinking goes, if children weren’t wasting their time with the useless new medium, they would be doing something more valuable like reading classic literature.

Two hypotheses guide the following analysis:

H1, The “River City” Hypothesis: The advent of a new medium (video games) will first give rise to fears of displacement of “constructive” activities and of associations with deviant behavior.

H2, The Fear Order Hypothesis: With the advent of video games, news frames involving children will occur in the following order: fears of destructive displacement of worthwhile activities (H1); fears of negative health effects; and then, fears about the effects of content on values, attitudes and behavior.

Utopian Frames: On the Defensive

The utopian frames occurred primarily in the 1980s, and functioned as reactive, defensive frames. If, as Wartella and Reeves hypothesized, initial fears of new media center around negative displacement and health risks, the utopian frames here seem primarily to be reactive countermeasures. Instead of keeping children out of school, games were framed as keeping them out of trouble. Instead of promoting violence, they were providing a cathartic release valve, etc. However, these frames had a short shelf life. Much like the manufacturers’ attempts to promote family bonding through games, these frames dissipated in the face of overwhelming anxiety about families and women entering the work force. 
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Figure C. Utopian frames. Number of articles by year.

The utopian frames identified here are games as a way to improve skills, as cathartic, and as a way to keep kids out of trouble.

The “physical skill” frame focused on the hand-eye coordination and spatial abilities presumed by some writers to be a benefit of games.
 Ace gamers described their learning curves and fellow players spoke of how valuable hand-eye motor skills were. In 1982, Time called the best ones “athletes.” 

The “violence as catharsis” frame was common in the initial stories, most typically in reference to professional men who used games as an outlet for job stress or boredom, or to exhibit some kind of control they were denied at work. From Newsweek in 1981: “You go back to the office more relaxed, partly because you have been able to control something. It’s either this or the psychiatrist” ("The Asteroids Are Coming," 1981). 

Lastly, “games as good displacement” was a common early frame that spoke directly to fears about control, space, and the role of parents as supervisors. Employed as a direct counter to River City-type fears about truancy, this early frame stressed that children in arcades were off the streets and not getting into real trouble. Moreover, arcades were initially framed as socially quite positive before their coverage became significantly negative in 1981 and 1982. Prior to this period, arcades were framed entirely as places of safety, positive socialization and even racial harmony. An 18-year old girl was quoted in Newsweek: “Look at all these people together—blacks, whites, Puerto Ricans, Chinese. This is probably the one place in Boston where there are not hassles about race” (1981).

Dystopian Framing

Dystopian frames occurred in two distinct waves matching the two game booms. The types of frames that occurred within these waves, and the order in which they occurred, support the two hypotheses.

The “River City” Hypothesis. These negative displacement frames were among the first to emerge in coverage, and took place most heavily in the first wave. Notably, several stories used the same River City analogy in describing the reactions of town elders to arcades. 

[image: image9.png]—e—Bad
displacement:
Time or §

= Health risk:
physical
allments

—®—Leads
toffacilitates
antisocial
behavior:
theft

o Leads
toffacilitates
antisocial
behavior:
drug use




Figure D. Dystopian frames, wave I. Number of articles by year.

The first wave consisted of four frames: bad displacement, health risks, theft and drug use, and occurred primarily during the Atari boom from 1980 to 1984, but reappeared during the Mortal Kombat controversy in 1992 and 1993. “Bad displacement” is a direct test of the Ofstein hypothesis. In this frame, adolescents were described as wasting their money, which would be better spent on some more wholesome activity. For example, Time reported in 1982: “A conversation with a twelve year old boy produces unsettling information . . . ‘I usually bring $20,’ says the boy, when asked how much money he spends, ‘but today I brought $40’” (Skow, 1982). Equally common was children’s displacement of other worthwhile activities such as reading, playing with friends, or being outside. For example, “For many parents, the problem is not what their children are doing on their Nintendo systems, but what they are not doing while locked in Mortal Kombat—reading books, playing outdoors, making friends” (Elmer-DeWitt, 1993b). One article lamented that video games were causing young children to turn away from Shakespeare. There was no evidence offered by the writer, and no support for this position in the research.

The “theft” and “drug use” frames also suggested that arcades were either the locus of problems or that games drove players to steal or traffic drugs to support their gaming habits. Often this frame came from the actions or speeches of small-town mayors who had banned arcades because they had heard of or seen deviant behavior in them—but never in their towns. Time reported in 1982 that “the town fathers of Irvington, N.Y. (pop. 6,000) rose up in wrath last July and passed an [anti-video game] ordinance designed ‘to protect the village against the evils associated with gambling.’”

H2, The Fear Order Hypothesis, was that news frames involving children would occur in the following order: fears of destructive displacement of worthwhile activities, as illustrated in the first wave, then fears of negative health effects; and then fears about the effects of content on values, attitudes and behavior.

The early “health risk” frame suggested by Wartella and Reeves was found, nearly simultaneous with the negative displacement frame. These occurred primarily in the 1980s and then faded away. Concerns revolved primarily around skeletomuscular ailments such as “Pac Man elbow” (Skow, 1982), “video wrist” ("Donkey Kong Goes to Harvard," 1983), “Nintendinitis” (Adler, Rogers, Brailsford, Gordon, & Quade, 1989; "Dr. Nintendo," 1990), and “Space Invaders wrist” (Zoglin, 1989), but also epileptic seizures (Leerhsen, ZaBarsky, & McDonald, 1983). 
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Figure E. Dystopian frames, wave II. Number of articles by year,

To further support the second hypothesis, the second wave of dystopian frames included the bulk of social risks and fears that Wartella and Reeves suggested would occur next. This second wave took place largely in the late 1980s and the 1990s. It highlighted fears of video games’ effects on values, attitudes and behavior and a rise in the language of addiction in game use. This wave might have been short lived were it not for two things. The first was the highly publicized controversy surrounding the realistic (for its time) and violent 1992 game Mortal Kombat. The second was the 1999 massacre at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado. Both served as catalysts for fears about the social risks of video game players, specifically in how games might make players more violent.

The study captured a significant volume of fears about the addictive potential of video games. Although the players often jokingly referred to their play as “habits” or “addictions,” the sheer volume of terms typically associated with drug and alcohol dependence was striking. Writers often relied on the language of pathology to describe game players, often using terms such as “junkies,” “mania,” “infected,” “pathological preoccupation,” and “madness.”
 

The “other social risks” frame included the inability of children to distinguish between fantasy and reality, over-commercialization, mindless passivity in game play and the promotion of low culture. Intergenerational tensions were evident in the suspicion that Baby Boomers still had for their now-grown progeny. This frame has persisted to the present. One Newsweek headline joked insultingly in 1998 “Just Don’t Shoot the Client. How Do You Train Nintendo-Generation Workers?” and suggested that those “Nintendo-generation workers” needed more stimuli than previous generations, and had shorter attention spans (Meyer, 1998).

Lastly, “games as promoting violence” was tied consistently to adolescent males, and the hypodermic media effects model predominated the frame. This frame occurred primarily during the 1990s. Time claimed young male players had become “inured to violence” (E. Thomas, 1998), and Newsweek said games gave “kids a lack of respect for life” (Taylor, 1999). The Columbine incident initiated a resuscitation of this frame. U.S. News opined: “Did the sensibilities created by the modern video kill games play a role in the Littleton massacre? Apparently so” (Leo, 1999). But video games were not always framed as the main culprit in all of the articles. This is not to say that new media technologies do not serve as sites of anxiety for social problems—in fact the new ones still are. It is perhaps not surprising that in many other articles about the incident, a suspicious and shadowy newer medium was blamed for the Columbine incident: the Internet.

Discussion 

The dystopian frames speak not only to the hypotheses generated earlier, but to general social conditions in the United States, and to the idea that new technologies provide a telling window into the issues of the day. It is surely no coincidence that the years 1981 and 1982 marked the start of the dystopian frames of misspent youth, or fears of injury, drug use and the like—and that this is precisely the period of the conservative Reagan administration’s rise to power. In seeking to throw off what it perceived as the general social, cultural and moral malaise of the 1970s, the Reagan administration campaigned on a platform that especially highlighted the culpability and irresponsibility of single “welfare queen” mothers. Children and families were a site of struggle as “family values” became a means to attack working mothers. This political agenda lead to frames about truancy, latch-key children and the negative influences of electronic media of all types. Additionally, the administration’s highly publicized war on drugs in the 1980s may have influenced the pathological language used for games. Given this political backdrop, it would have been surprising to not see these frames gain prominence in the early 1980s. 

Using games as a scapegoat was not limited to the early 1980s. When the industry died its spectacular death in 1984, the scapegoat was removed from the picture and the tensions over women and families moved into other domains. However, as soon as the Nintendo resurgence hit full stride in the late 1980s, the same patterns began again. These patterns have serious implications for game producers and players. Unaware of the disconnect between the research and the social construction, the public continues to worry about the deleterious effects of gaming. The second wave of tensions peaked in 1993 and again in 1999 when joint House-Senate committees held hearings on video game violence. At these pivotal hearings, conservative and liberal lawmakers raised the specter of potential regulation (Marketing Violence to Children, 1999). The hearings also featured a series of academic and advocacy critics of the game industry who made a case for a causal link between game violence and real-world violence (Chapter 6 presents the literature on game violence, and concludes that there is no solid connection).

The industry has sought political cover under the First Amendment by strengthening its content labeling system (see www.esrb.com) and advocating for the role of responsible parenting (Richtel, 2000), earning a mild commendation from government critics (Marketing Violent Entertainment to Children: A Six-Month Follow-Up Review of Industry Practices in the Motion Picture, Music Recording & Electronic Game Industries, 2001). Still, lawsuits over violent games and children’s access to them in arcades and at retail points continue to dog the industry, with major cases in Indianapolis and St. Louis under review ("American Amusement Machine Association, et al. v. Teri Kendrick, et al," 2002; "Interactive Digital Software Association, et al., v. Westfall, et al," 2002). The free-market atmosphere cultivated by recent administrations is currently at odds with the moral codes of both liberals and conservatives, who have struggled to balance free speech concerns with their often strong personal dislike of much game content (Bennett, 1999; J. Lieberman, 1999). The leading advocates of game regulation, Senators Sam Brownback of Kansas and Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut and Congressman Joe Baca of California,
 continue to challenge game makers on moral and health grounds, and represent real political obstacles.

Games as Lightning Rod

Consistent with prior new media technologies, video games served as touchstones for larger struggles within the culture—so much so that perhaps “lightning rod” is a better term. The two hypotheses about conservative fears around new media were supported by the data. These results show that politics, media coverage and even supposedly objective academic analysis can be powerfully affected by the tensions of the day. In this case, all three groups misfired badly. The good news is that by carefully examining a reaction to new media technologies, we can come to an understanding of what is really at issue. The next chapter will demonstrate this by showing how power and social control issues around video games have played out for age, gender and place.
("The American Family: Can it Survive Today's Shocks?," 1975; "The Clamor to Save the Family," 1988; "Death of the Family?," 1983; "Family's Chances of Survival," 1979; Wallis, 1992; Woodward, 1978)
Chapter 4: Playing With Power: Age, Gender and Place at Issue

The previous chapter demonstrated the way that the news media can be used to reinforce norms and advance political viewpoints when framing new media technologies. This chapter unpacks the phenomenon further by closely examining issues of power relations and social control. If games were socially constructed in their use, what groups were most affected and how? What power relations are revealed by the control exercised over video game technology? The answer can be found at Cowan’s (1999) consumption junction where consumer convenience meets conservative morality. This is illustrated by presenting the everyday practices, the social construction and the framing of three issues involving game technology: age, gender and place. In each case, the game technology was used for social control. The chapter concludes by illustrating the repetition of these phenomena in the social construction of Internet gaming, an activity that involves the same patterns of framing, fear and power, but has yet to be measured.

Dad, put down the joystick and back away slowly: 
Games and Age

In the past, video games have often been constructed as the province of children. Today, as an all-ages phenomenon, they have begun to enter the social mainstream. Academics now seriously discuss whether video games are art (Zimmerman, 2001) or educational (Gee, 2003), museums dedicate space to the cultural impact of games (Slovin, 2001), games have their own cable channel (G4), partisans argue that gamers are athletes (Baimbridge, 2002), and major universities are opening up programs in their creation and interpretation (Preston, 2000; Toyama, 2001). Is this adoption the result of our culture’s slow and steady acceptance of gaming technology, or simply the result of an aging user base? Changes in attitudes can be the result of one particular generation (a cohort effect), the aging process (an age effect) or circumstances particular to a unique moment in time (a period effect) (Glenn, 1977). The evidence suggests that there were both cohort and age effects at work over the last quarter-century. Today, youths continue to adopt game technology, even as the average age of players rises steadily. One cohort effect is relatively easy to isolate: consistent with research on the generational stability of partisan attitudes (Jennings & Niemi, 1981), the generations that initially ignored video games in the late 1970s and early 1980s have generally continued to stay away. 

The question remains of whether children who play still grow up to be adults who play. One reason to doubt this is that the culture of games still caters primarily to adolescents. Many adults complain that games do not address to their grown-up interests and capabilities (Kushner, 2001; Russo, 2001). Without having panel data for the years since the advent of video game technology, it is impossible to establish whether the increasing trends in game use and an increasing age of game players are the results of pure cohort or age effects. Most likely, they are a combination of the two.

Age: Use and Opinion Data

Cohort and age effects are both evident. The initial game boom from 1977 to 1982 was both an adolescent and adult phenomenon, and the aesthetic of games permeated not just arcades, but adult movies, fashion, television, technology, music, and media. At their first peak, video games were a worldwide all-ages phenomenon: in 1982, 250,000,000 games of Pac-man were played worldwide (Burnham, 2001). But by 1984, the adult cohort had dramatically decreased its play, probably because of the powerful social messages its members were getting about the deviancy of adult gaming. As this section will illustrate, adult gamers began to be described as deviant and ashamed of their play in stories. In 1982, 31% of adults said they found games generally enjoyable.
 In 1991, that figure had dropped to 24%. But by the late 1980s, another cohort came of age; the adolescents of the initial game boom had become adults, and adult play began to rise (see Figure A).
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Figure A. Percentage of adults playing home video games, 1989-1998. Source: Roper data archive.

Opinion data, however, show that the Generation X cohort that continued to play games into adulthood did in fact experience changes in attitude. Even while they have continued to play, they have become more critical of games at the time when they entered their main child-rearing years. A Harris Interactive poll asked “Do video games contribute a lot towards violence in society?” The general population answer in 1994 was 38% “yes,” but in 1999 and 2001, the level had climbed to 47%. This indicates that play may have continued as a cohort effect, but that attitudes were subject to changes with age. Breaking the answers down further, the age effect becomes more apparent still (see Table 1). Those members of Generation X who were 10-15 years old in 1980 were in their early 30s, and their answers had begun to differ from new cohorts of adolescents. It remains to be seen if the Generation X group will continue to follow their parents attitudinally as they age. There is evidence to suggest that aging cohorts may adopt games (Copier, 2002).

	Table 1

	Age Effects in Attitudes Towards Games, 1998

	“Do video games contribute a lot towards violence in society?”

	Age range 
	% agreeing with statement

	18-24
	24

	25-29
	40

	30-39
	39

	40-49
	48

	50-59
	60

	65+
	66

	Report Title: Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 1998, Issued By: Bureau of Justice Statistics


Age: Social Construction

The social construction of age in gaming use can be examined for both adults and children, defined here as high school age or younger. The media construction of adult use was marked heavily by social norms that the writers implied about the acceptability of adult video game use. This construction changed once during the Reagan revolution, and again in the 1990s as Generation X entered early adulthood. Media constructions of children’s game use centered entirely on media effects and social status.

The popular conception of game use as a purely child-centric phenomenon is a social construction at odds with reality. This did not emerge until well after games had entered the popular consciousness, and home games became widespread. This is not surprising since the initial video game boom occurred in adult spaces such as bars and nightclubs (Kent, 2000). It was not until home units first gained widespread popularity in 1981 and 1982 that adults suddenly began to be framed as shameful or deviant in their game use, and it was not until the late 1990s that this frame finally began to dissipate.

The initial coverage from the mid 1970s until 1982 treated games as an all-ages social fad. For the most part, coverage of game users was coverage of professional workers seeking escape from the daily grind, as in Newsweek: “For a mere quarter, Asteroids will turn an unassuming cost accountant into the commander of an embattled spaceship” ("The Asteroids Are Coming," 1981). This frame was reinforced by some game advertising.

The advertisement in Figure B from 1982 was clearly targeted at an upscale adult audience. The central figure is a professional who enjoys playing video games, especially as a way to relax after a day at the office. The ad copy reads: “After treating patients all day, Dr. Grayson puts down his stethoscope, picks up his LIGHTSABER and prepares to do battle with anyone who’s up to the challenge. Maybe some day you’ll be good enough to be called a JEDI MASTER too.”

But by the end of 1981 and early 1982, these adults began to be framed as ashamed of their game play. A Time article provides an example in framing an attorney who felt ashamed of his habit: “I’d really rather you didn’t use my name. This is my secret place. It would drive my wife crazy. I really don’t come here very often” (Skow, 1982).  Through a series of similar articles, it quickly became clear that adults were no longer permitted Jedi training.

By the peak of the Atari boom and throughout the Nintendo era, there was a prevalent “adults aren’t able to understand games” frame, reinforcing games as the exclusive province of children, and adult play as deviant. Children were described as more able to play and as adults comparatively clumsy, as in Newsweek’s commentary on ability: “Aptitude, however, seems to decrease with age” (1981). By the early 1990s, games were so prominently framed as child’s play that adults were said to be wholly uninterested. For example, Time’s game writer stated “The kids get it right away. Nobody has to tell a 10-year old boy what’s so great about video games . . .  Grownups, as a rule, don’t get it” (Elmer-DeWitt, 1993a). This framing was firmly at odds with actual use. As noted in Figure A above, adult home game play was at 43% during 1993, the year that grownups were said to “not get it.”
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Figure C. Who are games for? Age. Number of articles by year.

But where adults were framed as furtively hiding their illicit habits in the 1980s, adults in the 1990s were seemingly able to come out of the video games closet. Much of this stems from sense of social cache (and disposable income) that Generation X members gained upon entering independent adulthood. This trend was also likely reinforced by a transition within news magazines to younger writers for the video games beat. As thirtyish Los Angeles Times technology reporter Alex Pham put it, “most publications I’ve worked for tend to see it as ‘people who play games are acne-ridden adolescent boys who are socially inept’” (Liatowitsch, 2002). Even while some older players were still framed as hanging on to their childhood longer than they should—“The Dad-needs-a-sports car syndrome has hit the desktop” (S. Thomas, 1996a)—many writers began to actively resist this frame, especially for young adults. First was the acknowledgement in the late 1990s that adults once again found games pleasurable. Gradually, fewer articles (by percentage of total articles in a year) mentioned the age of users at all, a sign that game use is no longer as age coded as it was previously.
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Figure D. Effects reporting by age. Number of articles by year,

As with what age games are “for,” the framing around the effects of games shifted in 1981. Before the shift, children were shown either enjoying a new pastime or experiencing an improvement in social status. Initially, this was a gain in status for disenfranchised minors. An early story featured a homeless boy in Times Square able to find validation through his game play: “This is my world—it stinks, don’t it? When you start to think you’re a loser, you come here and get 4,000 at Space Invaders, and you ain’t a loser anymore” ("TV's New Superhit: Jocktronics," 1976). Later stories focused on the high status of ace players, but with the vilification of arcades, the ace gave way to the “computer nerd” stereotype or the awkward boy who turned to machines because he was unable to connect with other human beings. With later acceptance of gaming, such frames decreased.

Several surprising findings in the sample merit speculation. Since the game industry and its proponents so often feel like social pariahs or are defensive about the merits and negative effects of video games, it was surprising also to see positive frames. This may simply be a function of the journalistic norm of two-sided balance in reporting (Gans, 1980). The positive frames appeared to function as defenses against the sorts of fears that Wartella and Reeves predict. They peaked in 1982 and 1983, the same years that the dystopian frames hit full stride. Instead of games taking children’s time from valuable activities, proponents argued that children playing games were safe. Eventually, these frames appeared to be the hallmark of a more mature medium, and at least partially as the result of a maturing cohort that grew up with video game technology: “The kids who fell in love with Mario when they were 6, they’re now 26” (N. Croal, 2000). Both the writers, and one might presume the readers, are now less focused on defending video games rather than on simply accepting their presence and liking or disliking them as readily as other mainstream media. This is also consistent with the stability of attitudes over time since most opinion change occurs through mortality and generational change, not within cohorts (Jennings & Niemi, 1981). Given the surge in leisure spending, the search for more convenient forms of entertainment, and a new generation without a predisposition against the medium, the rising popularity of video games should not be surprising. 

Uppity Women

The research shows a clear gender gap in video game play, but one that has only been measured for adolescents. Nearly every academic study and survey of the social impact of games, regardless of its focus, has noted that males play more often than females (Buchman & Funk, 1996; Dominick, 1984; Fisher, 1994; Gibb et al., 1983; M. Griffiths, 1997; D. Lieberman, 1986; Lin & Leper, 1987; McClure & Mears, 1984; Michaels, 1993; C. A. Phillips, Rolls, Rouse, & Griffiths, 1995; Scantlin, 1999). These differences have been consistent in both home and arcade settings. The one exception was Creasey and Myers (1986), who reported no difference in the amount of play between genders. Government data are on the side of a substantial gender gap: by 1992, 19.2% of public high school male seniors played some type of video game more than an hour a day, compared to only 6.8% for females.
 In 1996, Buchman & Funk found that eighth-grade boys still played roughly twice as much as girls. Research findings on preference have been more mixed. Griffiths found definite differences between genders, with boys preferring more violence and sports (M. Griffiths, 1997), but Braun and Giroux found no differences (1989). Some of the gender preferences may be a result of socialization and parental influence. Griffiths found that interest in sports games dropped off dramatically between grades 4 and 8 for girls, and that most gender-based preferences had changed by age 11. Why have boys played more than girls? Parents may have been discouraging girls at the same time they were encouraging boys to play. Scantlin found that boys not only played more, but started playing earlier than girls (Scantlin, 1999). Ellis (1984) found that parents exerted far more control over their daughters’ ability to go to arcades than their sons’. Why should this be?

The explanation involves the gendering of technology. For males, technology has long been an empowering and masculine pursuit that hearkens back to the wunderkind tinkerers of the previous century. The heroic boy inventor image was first made fashionable through the carefully managed and promoted exploits of Thomas Edison and then Guglielmo Marconi (S. Douglas, 1987). Since then, technology has remained a socially acceptable pursuit for boys, and one that may offer them a sense of identity and empowerment that they are not getting elsewhere. 

A reason for boys to associate more closely with technology is the psychological result of how boys and girls are socialized differently within families: boys develop with more emphasis on the cognitive and the rational because they are forced to form an identity early on separate from their mother, while girls are encouraged to retain their mother’s identity and to place more emphasis on the emotional (Chodorow, 1994; Rubin, 1983). The result is that boys are driven to technology in large part because it is rational and cognitive, and also because it helps them develop their self-identity at a time when they are being forced into independence. Male tastes are privileged through content as well, reinforcing the choice. This explanation fits the experience of the males, but does not fully explain the dearth of females pursuing technological interests, who continue to remain on the sidelines of science and technology. For example, women are dramatically underrepresented as engineers and scientists in college, despite outperforming men in science and math in high school (Seymour, 1995). The percentage of female engineering Ph.D.’s who graduated in 1999 was an all-time high of only 15%.
 This is partly because fields such as computer science are perceived and experienced as hostile to women (Pearl et al., 1990).

If there are fewer women in technology, it must be for one of two reasons. One, women are not capable or naturally interested in technology, or two, women have been systematically socialized away from technology. Despite media framing (see below), there is no evidence to suggest that biology plays a role in the gendering of technology. There is, however, ample evidence pointing to a social construction of science as a male pursuit (Jansen, 1989).
 Flanagan argues that this is a direct result of the threat that female empowerment through technology poses to male power; women who use technology are not only less dependent on men but less monitored and controllable (Flanagan, 1999). The world of video games is a direct extension of this power relationship (McQuivey, 2001). Men have been represented as technologically superior, leading to fewer female gamers (Bryce & Rutter, 2001). 

Research on Games and Gender

Contrary to the social constructions, the research shows that differences in video game play between the genders are due to culture, not biology (Gilmore, 1999), and could be corrected through gender-balanced marketing and packaging (Groppe, 2001; Swanson, 1996). The effects of such social constructions are very real: the connection between video game play and later technological interest becomes a gender issue in early adolescence, and persists throughout the lifespan. Females are socialized away from game play, creating a self-fulfilling prophecy for technology use: girls who do not play become women who do not use computing technology (Cassell & Jenkins, 1999; Gilmore, 1999). 

The socialization begins early. As early as kindergarten, children have already begun to see video games as male (Wilder, Mackie, & Cooper, 1985). Studies show that this is not of their own choosing. When given equal access, female students show as much interest in technology as male students (S. Kiesler, Sproull, & Eccles, 1985), and equivalent levels of programming skill (Linn, 1985). Some have speculated that the difference in game preferences is evidence of a biological difference between the genders. However, gender differences in computer game preferences have been predicted by a reduced amount of exposure to them; increasing girls’ exposure to games reduces the gap significantly (P. Greenfield, 1996). This gendering process is sustained in part by a male dominance of video game culture that has actively rejected female consumers, and has simply used them as a means to satisfy male audiences. Girls who enjoy video games have difficulty finding games that appeal to their interests.

Several analyses have now concluded that video games are highly gendered in that the vast majority of characters are male. Female characters, when they do appear, tend to be objects rather than protagonists, resulting in generally negative gender stereotypes (J. Funk, 2001; Gailey, 1993; Knowlee et al., 2001; Rushbrook, 1986). Additionally, a strongly male, heterosexual viewpoint is assumed, with most characters playing the role of the strong, assertive man seeking glory through violence with the reward of female companionship (Consalvo, 2002). Depictions of sexualized women tend to raise considerably less ire than depictions of helpless women. Sexualized women in games can sometimes have agency, but are still often in need of a male savior to rescue them from everything from evil demons to rats in their cellars (Pinckard, 2003). Surveys of female gamers suggest that, like males, they want to win the trophy at the end of the race, but they are highly aware of (and offended by) the fact that women are usually featured as the trophy (Groppe, 2001).

The Role of Industry

Another reason for the continual dominance of male games is the perceived success rate of “pink” and “purple” games. “Pink” games, such as the Barbie series, continue to sell well, which has convinced game makers that young girls prefer frills, chiffon and highly stereotypical depictions of females. Meanwhile, an experiment with games made to empower young girls by the company Purple Moon was a financial failure. This failure, although it was only one,
 has been taken as proof by most male game makers that females want pink games or nothing—a viewpoint I heard repeatedly from industry figures in interviews and on panels. The dynamic at work has been whether or not girls will buy games made for girls instead of whether they will buy games not made specifically for men (Pinckard, 2003). Games made for what developers think girls want have a mixed record of success, and are often criticized for promoting sexist stereotypes (Gilmore, 1999). Instead, games continue to be made that cater to boys and men by including large amounts of violence. At an early age, boys either prefer more violence than girls, or are encouraged to enjoy it more. The preponderance of violent content in games then widens the gender gap over time (Kafai, 1999). There are vocal exceptions to this rule in that game “grrls” like to transcend traditional gender lines to compete with, and preferably beat down, their male counterparts (Daviault, 2000). The female market for violent games is small, but real (Groppe, 2001). However, games that do not specifically appeal to men are rarely made. The key reason for this can be found in the culture of the industry. 

A brief walk around the Electronic Entertainment Exposition (E3), the game industry’s annual trade show, is enough to convince even the casual observer that games are still being created by males for males. My estimate for the shows in 2001 and 2002 was that approximately 95% of the attendees were men. Of the 5% who were women, more than half were scantily clad models (“booth babes” in E3 parlance) hawking attendees to admire their wares (see Figure E). Jenkins (2001) had a similar appraisal of the event. Women designers were few and far between. In my interviews with game makers, producers, press relations and players over two years, I spoke with nearly no women. The only exceptions were outsourced PR reps hired by the industry, one French game designer, and one PR rep at Activision. There is no surprise, then, that an industry-wide masculine culture has developed in which a male point of view is nearly the only point of view. In this sense, the locker room atmosphere of Nolan Bushnell’s Atari has never left the industry. 

The end result of this imbalance is that games are made by a male subpopulation which satisfies its own aesthetic tastes. Like most creators of entertainment, game makers make games that they like. And since these designers are also hard-core gamers themselves, they make games that appeal to hard-core male players. Mainstream players are therefore less well served, and female players are an afterthought. Women experience frustration with their inability to identify with in-game characters, but male designers are largely unaware of the problem (Wright, 2002). Ultimately, this pattern works to the detriment of both women and the industry itself. An exception proves the rule: The production shop with the highest number of women designers is Maxis, the producer of The Sims (Jenkins, 2001). The lead designer did not set out to create a gender-balanced game, but the team ended up producing a game that has become the best-selling title of all time, in large part because its appeal is not particularly gendered. Meanwhile, the vast majority of game shops continue to be dominated by men, who will continue to satisfy their own tastes until either the internal culture changes or corporate directives force them to cater to a broader audience.

Recent changes in both mainstream popular culture and video game content suggest that a change in these patterns is possible. With the advent of strong female characters in movies and television—most notably the empowering figure of Buffy the Vampire Slayer—girls have begun to see characters that they might identify with, even if those characters are also objects of the male gaze (G. Jones, 2002). These new characters have also been able to maintain their sexuality without remaining powerless. Critics disagree about whether such female empowerment is ultimately beneficial or harmful for women in their search for equality (Marriott, 2003). Some say that even strong women characters are generally undercut and made into objects through marketing (Pinckard, 2003). Still, there are clearly new games with smart, sexy, empowered female protagonists which tweak the tradition of objectification. For example, the strong-willed heroine of the No One Lives Forever spy game frequently tells off her stuffy patriarchal British spy superiors, to the delight of both male and female gamers (Miller, 2001). Likewise, strong female characters within a range of hypersexualization have appeared in the recent hits Deus X 2, Lara Croft: Angel of Darkness, Dino Crisis, and Perfect Dark. 

Nevertheless, the objectification of women persists wholeheartedly as long as money can be made from games such as Dead or Alive: Xtreme Beach Volleyball, a title so sexist that its producers looked genuinely embarrassed about it at its 2002 E3 trade show launch. In the end, the overwhelmingly male culture of the game industry continues to cater to male tastes. Despite the untapped sales potential of the female audience, this culture is unlikely to undergo any sea change in the near future so long as men dominate the ranks of game makers.

Gender and Media Framing

This culture is sustained in part by media-driven social constructions. The content analysis revealed that the two genders were framed differently in video game coverage. These frames persisted until the late 1990s. Coverage suggested that gender differences were the result of biology and not society. This biological determinism was a thin cover for a consistent pattern of patriarchy that manifested in frames ranging from light-hearted jokes about the difference between the sexes to more serious lashing out at women. Numerically, games were framed strongly as the province of males until the mid 1990s, when several articles covered the rise in women players (see Figure F). In articles where no gender was mentioned, maleness operated typically as the invisible norm.
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Figure F. Who are games “for?” Gender. Number of articles by year.

General stereotypes about males and females took on the theme of the nursery rhyme that asks “What are little boys and girls made of?” The answer for boys is “snakes, snails and puppy dog tails,” and for girls “sugar, spice and everything nice.” In this vein, gender differences were consistently stated or assumed to be biological. Males—primarily male children in the coverage—were framed as the primary users for video games and as inherently aggressive, competitive and brutal by nature. The games themselves were also consistently coded as male, despite such androgynous figures as Pac-Man or a spaceship. Although gender was absent in the first few stories about video games, it did not take long for a male frame to emerge. By 1976, a headline dubbed the new phenomenon “Jocktronics” ("TV's New Superhit: Jocktronics," 1976). Twenty years later, this style of headline persisted, e.g. “Boys and Their Toys” (S. Thomas, 1996a). 

By the early 1980s, this male-centric framing of the technology had taken on a frame of biological determinism. The snakes, snails and puppy dog tails were implied to be natural ingredients, the results of which were hopelessly violent boys. This frame was repeated frequently during the Nintendo boom: “Nintendo speaks to something primal and powerful in their bloody-minded little psyches, the warrior instinct that in another culture would have sent them out on the hunt or the warpath” (Adler et al., 1989); For boys, the games satisfy a “basic urge” (Quittner, 1998); “Unlike young girls, who seem to be able to take video games or leave them, boys tend to be drawn into the games at a deep, primal level” (Elmer-DeWitt, 1993a). Boys, unlike girls, were also described as preferring repetition and less cognitive effort in their video games (S. Thomas, 1996b), and in being concerned with games of reflex and skill rather than intelligence and strategy.

This biological determinism was frequently combined with a hypodermic needle media effects frame; the violent-by-nature boys were framed as especially susceptible to the negative media effects that plague society in general: “It is a madness that—like most—strikes hardest at adolescent boys and their young brothers” (Adler et al., 1989).

Early on, while video games were first being constructed as the province of men, women were described as sources of strife and contention in coverage that clearly speaks to an underlying tension over gender roles in the early 1980s. Consider the decidedly unsubtle tone of this 1982 feature article:

Women, especially if they are wives, generally resent the games, and quite often regard them with outright loathing . . . Ear-weary males, their backs welted with wifely sarcasm, may grumble that women are afraid to look foolish in public, or that they simply do not know how to play . . .They say that women view the games as black holes, soaking up male attention, and that even liberated wives are made nervous when their male protectors act like little boys (Skow, 1982).

This passage is simultaneously defensive, suspicious and patriarchal, with women depicted as misunderstanding harpies who threaten the technocratic privilege enjoyed by men.
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Figure G. Web site ad, 1999. Source: NextGeneration
A recent advertisement blends the male-centric viewpoint with the image of a beautiful woman trying unsuccessfully to seduce her man away from his game-playing machine. In the ad, the woman is simultaneously an obstacle on the road to technological mastery, a sex object, and uninterested in technology herself. Coverage of technology and video games was so male-centric that maleness became an invisible baseline; when female video game use was discussed, it was nearly always in comparison to male use.

In contrast to the male frames, females were decidedly more filled with sugar, spice and intelligence, but often with a lack of interest in technology. For example: “Girls rarely seem to have either the chance or inclination to get plugged in,” and “said one father trying to buy games for his daughter ‘Anytime I brought home another game, she just wasn’t interested’” (Greenwald, 1996). However, positive female frames emerged in the mid 1990s as female game developers and users sought and gained exposure. Biology was less overt in female framing, but still present. Stereotypes of adolescent girls fixated on boys and shopping persisted. Girls were also depicted as decidedly social in their game use, whereas boys were framed as isolated: “These games, unlike the single-player games targeted at boys, are designed for crowding around the computer and playing as a group” (S. Thomas, 1996b). Such statements simply ignore the long history of multiplayer games, dating back to the original Pong.

How can we explain the biological determinism surrounding gender and video game play? The general exclusion of women from video gaming frames can be viewed as part of a broader power issue in gender and technoliteracy. If games were, as many suggested, a path to technology skills, then female gamers would ultimately be as much of a threat to male technocentric power as female computer engineering students. If women were stereotyped as being uninterested or unable to grasp technology, men would retain power in that sphere. This is not to suggest that there was some sort of conspiracy to keep women in place. Rather, it is evidence that the pursuit of science and technology continues to be socially constructed as male (Jansen, 1989; McQuivey, 2001). And so long as games are designed only by young men, these patterns of socialization will be reproduced indefinitely.

Place, the Final Frontier

In addition to the powerful social forces that have moderated gamers’ behavior and access to the technology, changes in both technology and space have impacted play. The introduction of a new technology or appliance into the home can have a tremendous impact on social relations within families and communities (Cowan, 1983). Unfortunately, examining issues of home spaces and power relations is an approach that has been mostly ignored in communication studies (Massey, 1994; Shome, 2003). An exception is Spigel’s work on the placement of televisions in homes in the 1950s and 1960s. She noted that the installation of televisions in homes was not a given, that it had to be argued over, debated and contested in popular discourses (Spigel, 1992). Once the TV was installed, how and where it was installed had a profound effect on private lives (Spigel, 2001). Writing from a more community-based perspective, Putnam has argued about the negative impact that televisions had on local conversation and sociability (Putnam, 2000). He has argued persuasively that the TV ultimately moved individuals away from each other by taking them away from common shared spaces such as stoops and parks. In the case of television, Putnam states that the introduction of a new media technology had an anti-social effect. Similarly, Putnam has suggested that video games are yet another media technology that is further atomizing communities. But in this case, Putnam’s line of analysis misses the actual sequence of events, and presumes incorrectly that game play, regardless of location, is isolating.

In actuality, the role of place and space in the social function of game play has undergone a number of transitions that have both helped and hindered community formation. Figure H shows the move from arcade to home spaces.
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 Figure H. Industry breakdown: Home game vs. arcade sales, in millions of 1983 dollars.

Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001).

Video games started as a highly social public phenomenon in arcades, became temporarily less social and more atomized within homes during the late 1980s before recent technological advances allowed for more players and began to eliminate the need for physical proximity. The late 1990s and first years of the new century saw an explosion of networked gaming, providing evidence that the demand for social play had never disappeared. Whether or not this social networking is qualitatively better or worse for social networks than in-person game play is the focus of the second half of this dissertation. 

Some of the move toward the home was precipitated by advances in technology, and some by changes in the home itself. Over thirty years, technology has lowered the cost of processing and storage to the point where home game units are comparable to arcade units. With easier access and more parental control available in the home, games have naturally moved that way. Convenience played a crucial role. But other less obvious forces have kept game technology moving into the home, and into more isolated spaces within homes. 

Wholesale changes in American consumerism have had an impact on not only what we buy and consume, but on the very physical structures in which we live. Data on a wide range of American consumer goods show what WIRED has dubbed the “Supersizing” of America: breast implants, NFL players, refrigerators, food portions and supermarkets have all grown by 10 to 20% margins over the past two decades (Kaufman, 2002). Homes have been no exception. From 1970 to 2000, the average home size rose from 1,500 square feet to 2,200 square feet. More importantly, this space became more subdivided than ever before (O'Briant, 2001). Ten percent more homes had four or more bedrooms than in 1970, even though Americans are having fewer children ("In Census Data, a Room-by-Room Picture of the American Home," 2003). Consequently, there is less shared space within homes and more customized, private space for individuals. More than half of children have a video game player in their bedroom (Roberts, 2000; Sherman, 1996).
 In much the same way that Putnam described televisions moving people off of stoops and into houses, games and computers have been moving people out of living rooms and into bedrooms and offices. 

Games, along with other mass media, may have separated families within their own houses causing less inter-generational contact, while at the same time opening up access to new social contacts of all types via networked console systems and PCs. This bedroom game culture has likely had two effects. One, it has probably pushed family members away from each other within homes, and two, it has laid the infrastructure for Internet gaming. The result is a conflict of countervailing social forces. The impact of these changes is unclear. However, despite the physical separation of game players, the demand and desire to play together has remained constant. An overview of the social interactions around games over time shows that young game players (the only group regularly studied) have played together whenever the circumstances have permitted it.

Early arcade play was highly social and involved a wide range of ages, classes and ethnicities, but this diversity had been drastically reduced by the mid 1980s (J.C. Herz, 1997), when games were played primarily in homes (Funk, 1993; R. Kubey & Larson, 1990). For play to be social, a group had to gather around a television set and play. Evidence suggests that in the mid-1980s, home play hit a low point for sociability (Murphy, 1984). The correlation for sociability and console play was still positive, but was not as large as for arcade play (Lin & Leper, 1987). One reason for this temporary drop was that the earliest home games usually only allowed for one or two players, as compared to four-player consoles that became popular in the early 1990s. Once more games and console systems were made to satisfy the demand for social play, the trend reversed. By 1995, researchers were finding that play was in fact highly social again, despite the obstacle of required physical proximity around consoles (C. A. Phillips et al., 1995).

The continued demand for social interactions around gaming can be seen in two other phenomena. First is the rise of PC-based game gatherings, know as LAN (local area network) gatherings. These gatherings are notable because they bring together competitors for tournaments which do not require physical proximity. Nevertheless, the players—once again both teens and adults—are driven to gather physically. Researchers studying the phenomenon in Britain have concluded that gaming is “an increasingly social, public and institutionalized activity” (Bryce & Rutter, 2001). The second phenomenon, and the one most central to this dissertation, is the explosion of online gaming, which has emerged as an all-ages phenomenon, but has reached an epic scale among adolescents especially (a more in-depth discussion of online gaming is presented in Chapter 6). 

In 1991, 84% of children with access to a home computer were using them to play games, as compared to 44% of adults ("Proportion of Households with Computers Hits 15%," 1991). But with the rise of Internet access, this computer activity has become almost entirely social. In 2001, a Yankee Group Interactive Consumer Survey found that an astounding 67% of children with Internet access were using it to play online games (Stellin, 2001). This is not only notable for the large proportion, but because almost all online play is between people and not just with the computer itself; players who want to play alone have little need to use a network. The survey also found that online gaming had become the third-most popular activity among children online and aged 12-17, trailing email (86%) and instant messaging (68%), but ahead of school work (66%) and chat rooms (49%). 

Taken as a 20-year pattern, the figures here show that gaming is a social activity undertaken whenever possible, especially among adolescents: despite the social and consumer forces that pushed game play out of the murky depths of arcades, the demand for social interaction around game play has apparently remained robust. People still crave the socially interactive experience of the arcade, and seek to duplicate it online if they can’t do it in person (Killian, 2002). 

Social Pressures on the Site of Play: River City’s Elders Speak Out 

Technology and consumer trends played key roles in the demise of arcades, but the move to the home was primarily a result of social pressures. Parents who struggled to balance child care with income and schedule pressures were already portrayed as heartless and irresponsible if they resorted to parking their children in front of an electronic device. But even worse than the parent who gave their child an Atari was the parent who skipped the home electronic babysitter entirely and abandoned their child to those dens of depravity, arcades. Much of this was fear of the unknown. Ofstein concluded in his study that it was not game play that was threatening to authority figures so much as the separate and seemingly mysterious space created by and for youths within the arcade (1991).

For the more prurient conservative authorities or fearful (and guilt-ridden) parents, arcades were hell-holes only one step removed from biker gang-infested pool halls. These concerns were valid, but not because of anything occurring in the arcades so much as things occurring in problematic households. Ellis discovered early on that any deviant behavior reported in arcades occurred primarily after 10 p.m., and involved children with little or no parental control. Except for the handful of facilities that were poorly maintained or run-down, the arcades themselves were found not to be the source of the problems so much as a lack of parenting (Ellis, 1984). Nevertheless, arcades were an easy mark for parents and pundits as the source of trouble, and commentators made great capital out of the arcade issue. There was, indeed, hellish trouble in River City. A British critic wrote in the liberal Guardian:

From the street peering into the inferno of flashing lights and electronic shrieks, it is not easy to feel positive towards your noisome neighborhood video arcade. It still has the air of the pinball palace of old, a temple to misspent youth, wasted money . . . Look at those kids huddled over the screens in obsessive, anti-social, isolation. (Fiddick, 1984)
It becomes apparent that the first video arcades were the direct heirs to the long tradition of social rebellion and class warfare that extends back through the pinball parlors of the 1950s, to the game parlors of the 1940s and 1930s, and to the heyday of nickelodeons at the turn of the 20th century (Gabler, 1999). But whereas those early movie shows were threatening to existing class structures, arcades also tapped into concerns about gender, ethnicity and age. The efforts to ban, regulate, mainstream and otherwise control arcade spaces were also the direct descendents of laws against pinball, which was banned for a 35-year period in New York City because of its supposed similarities to gambling and connections to organized crime (Kent, 2000). With attacks on arcades, as with nickelodeons, pool halls and pinball rooms, the substance of the concerns were typically unfounded—it was always the case that something else was going on beneath the surface. In this case, that something was scandalous social mixing. Pinball, for example, 

was chaotic and vaguely aggressive, and there were girlies on some of the cabinets. Pinball was how James Dean or Marlon Brando might squander time while contemplating riskier pursuits. And it attracted people who at least dressed like juvenile delinquents. But more importantly, the pinball parlor was a place where sheltered suburban teens might actually come into contact with working-class kids, high-school dropouts, down-and-out adults, cigarettes, and other corrupting influences, which made the place a breeding ground for parental paranoia, if not for crime. (J.C. Herz, 1997)(p. 44)

For arcades, the thing beneath the surface was a carnivalesque blurring of social boundaries that, combined with the existing fears of latchkey children, lead directly to moral panic. As seen in the media coverage, arcades were mixing grounds for homeless children and lawyers, housewives and construction workers, and countless other socially impermissible combinations. The lashing out against arcades was so far removed from reality that it would have been humorous had parents and authorities not taken it seriously. According to Time, children in arcades were said to be susceptible to homosexual cruisers, prostitution and hard liquor (Skow, 1982), and according to U.S. News & World Report, gambling ("Videogames-Fun or Serious Threat?," 1982). The disconnection between the reality and the frame shows how troubling arcades were to the established social order. And although this work is not arguing for a causal link between media frames and public opinion, there was clearly agenda setting. It is certainly notable that by July 1982, public opinion polls showed that thirty percent of Americans favored a total ban on arcade games ("ROPER REPORT 82-7," 1982).

As forbidden fruit, the appeal to the gamers was equally apparent. Not only could people mix with others of different ages, ethnicities and classes than they were otherwise constricted from being near, they could form friendships, compete, and establish an identity. Game players reveled in the uncontrolled atmosphere and camaraderie of the early arcades. Said one player, looking back on the era, “Sure, all my favorites were there, but it was the magic of the place at large, and the people there that were a major draw” (Killian, 2002). Until 1981, the primary wall color for arcades was black and the lighting was usually weak, which made the game screens stand out more, but also made for poorly lit rooms. This atmosphere was as enjoyable to the crowds as it was mysterious and frightening to conservative authorities, who—just as Gabler noted for nickelodeons—imagined all kinds of horrors taking place in the unsupervised moral darkness. 

Game players in arcades and homes created identities as technologically savvy, wall-eyed, supple-wristed latter-day pinball wizards (Bennahum, 1998). Arcades were, like sport in its purest sense, meritocracies. Huizenga has noted that sports appeals to people in part because they represent a meritocracy otherwise unavailable in a world filled with unfairness (Huizenga, 1949). The participants in a sporting match can exercise a level of control they may not be able to experience in their jobs or personal relationships. Video game play has had many of the same appeals. Gamers in general—but especially arcade players—were able to enter a world based purely on talent and hard work. For those who felt marginalized, unchallenged, or unable to participate in other mainstream activities, game play allowed for the contestation of issues that were less easily dealt with in everyday life. For the socially awkward, the underclass, or the socially restricted player, success at a game translated into a level of respect and admiration previously unavailable outside of the arcade. There was no gender or status bias in arcade competition, and the machine didn’t care if the player was popular, rich or an outcast. Status came from one thing, and one thing only—the high score (Burnham, 2001). As Herz explains it, “It didn’t matter what you drove to the arcade. If you sucked at Asteroids, you just sucked.” (J.C. Herz, 1997)(p. 47). Unsurprisingly, the group most keen to gain social status—marginalized teenage boys—flocked to the arcades in the greatest numbers.

Eventually, industry did to the arcades what moral authorities could not—it mainstreamed them. The dank, noisy, dangerous atmosphere of the 1980 arcade had nearly totally disappeared by the mid 1980s, replaced by more profitable, sanitized, Disneyesque versions with brighter colors, Skee-ball lanes, and toy machines to appeal to toddlers. Arcades became the province of the middle class mall, and their clientele became less and less diverse. As noted above, adults had been largely shamed out of the arcades and back into their homes in the early 1980s, ceding their turf entirely to their Gen X children. Instead of meeting and mixing in arcades, the demand from adults went back into the closet to lie dormant until a more socially acceptable—or anonymous—form of game play would appear in the late 1990s.

Internet Cafés: Old Wine in New Bottles

Just as with arcades and the sequence of public spaces preceding them, the uncontrolled space of the Internet has predictably raised concerns about who is interacting with whom, and what morally questionable activities might be taking place. The case of Internet cafés—a modern combination of anarchic arcade space and private network—shows the same patterns and concerns occurring yet again.

The advent of low-cost networking technology appeared first for PCs, and more recently for console game systems. For PC players, being suddenly networked and linked to potentially millions of other game players meant an effective end to the bedroom culture of gaming. But to access these game networks and truly compete, players have needed a high-speed Internet connection. And while broadband technology continues to penetrate American homes, the price point and availability has kept it out of many. This excess demand has been met with the advent of public networking sites, variously called Internet or cyber cafés. These public spaces are typified by rows of computers connected to a network. Some centers are luxurious, while others are Spartan (Kotler, 2003). Game play is typically the most popular use of the cafés, sometimes between players in the same room, and sometimes between players on different continents—China has over 200,000 such sites (Ni, 2002), and in South Korea the rooms (called “PC bangs”) have become a national phenomenon (Stewart & Choi, 2002). In the United States, Internet cafés are less common than in most Asian nations. But because the cafés are a place for young people to gather unsupervised, they are flashpoints for parental and community concerns—much like early arcades. In fact, on closer inspection, the case of Internet cafés bears a striking resemblance to the arcade era. Both share similar physical spaces and similar public reactions, suggesting that while technology has changed, its sociological context has not.

Much like early arcades, many Internet cafés are marked by the same dark lighting and socially inclusive atmosphere (McNamara, 2003; G. Yee, Zavala, & Marlow, 2002). The networked game play inside the cafés is in many ways a return to the aesthetic and values of the early arcades: the spaces are morally questionable, challenging, anarchic, uncontrolled, and community oriented. Different racial groups mix in the spaces, but unlike the early arcades, Internet cafés are almost entirely adolescent spaces. Fears and reaction to the Internet cafés are also remarkably similar to arcades, probably owing to a parallel set of concerns and punditry centering around computer use. Initially, the only difference between the technologies was age-based. While video games were said to create delinquency and isolation in children, computer use was said to create “technostress” (Brod, 1984) and isolation (Jeter, 1985) in adults. However, 20 years later, public computer use has become framed as an adolescent issue, and media coverage between early arcades and current Internet cafés is remarkably similar. Table 3 illustrates that the same themes—sometimes even the same phrases—occur, suggesting that the same issues of social control and parental guilt are still operating. 

	Table 2

Comparing Coverage of Early Arcades With Current Coverage of Internet Cafés

	
	Early Arcade Coverage (1981-1982)
	Internet Café Coverage 
(2002-2003)

	The site operator defends the activity
	“I baby-sat a bunch of kids here all summer. It may have cost them money, but they were here, they were safe, and they didn’t get into trouble.”*
	“I think that anything that helps keep kids off the street and out of trouble is a good thing . . . Here there are no cigarettes, no drugs, no alcohol. Here the kids come to be with their friends.”**

	River City Moment
	“Taking a cue from the pool-troubled elders of the mythical River City, communities from Snellville, Ga., to Boston have recently banned arcades or restricted adolescent access.”†
	“It’s not hard to imagine what Professor Harold Hill would have said upon entering the dim recesses of Cyber HQ in Eagle Rock. ‘Trouble, with a capital T and that rhymes with C and that stands for computer game.’”**

	Allegations about deviant behavior
	Homosexual cruising, gambling, liquor, prostitution, truancy*
	Gang violence, truancy††

	Note. *(Skow, 1982).

**(McNamara, 2003)
†(Langway, 1981)
††(G. Yee et al., 2002)


These current concerns may or may not be valid ones, but the history of moral panics and public criticisms of technologically oriented public gathering spaces—whether it is a nickelodeon, pinball hall, or arcade—suggests that they are likely overstated and hiding other social tensions. Uncovering the causes underlying the tension for Internet cafés is beyond the scope of this dissertation. What remains is the empirically testable phenomenon of online computer networks, and the millions of people of all ages who use them in Internet cafés, at work and in homes. This is especially salient for games, which are one of the primary uses of these networks. As Funk has noted, “Multiplayer gaming over the Internet is increasingly popular, and the impact of this activity is essentially unknown” (2001). 

Games and the Internet may be the heirs to a long history of public concerns about new media, but they cannot be studied the same way. These media are qualitatively different than the older ones; new media require new methods. In order to explore the social and personal impacts of online computer gaming, there is a large amount of groundwork to be laid. The second half of this dissertation therefore begins with a review of the theory and literature concerning online life more generally and the development of a theoretical model and scales that can be used to measure the social impact of an Internet phenomenon. With that framework set, it turns to the empirical study of online gaming.

Chapter 5: Life On the Screen and On the ‘Net

Introduction

The preceding chapters showed how media constructions of games—and now the Internet—can influence public opinion. As modern games continue to move online, researchers will need to distinguish the media-influenced discourse from reality. The same is true for Internet researchers, who may also be subject to social forces. In reviewing the Internet research literature, it is also apparent that the field has not advanced far enough to explain gross-level social phenomena. There are no adequate measures for understanding what happens to someone’s social networks when they go online. Additionally, there are fundamental problems in some of the most common analytical frameworks. Understanding the previous work on Internet effects, and expanding on it enough to proceed with a test of online game use, is the focus of this chapter. The chapter begins by taking a brief look at the Internet phenomenon before proceeding to review the literature on virtual community and on Internet effects. It then explores the concept of “social capital” and how that might apply online. 

Background: Growth and Use of Internet

The Internet is the fastest-growing and most open communication medium in history. From its privatization in 1992 to the present, no medium has grown as fast, included so many, overcome as many obstacles, or offered so much content (Abbate, 2000). In 1995, barely five percent of U.S. households were connected to the Internet (Bower, 2002). By 2000, that figure had grown to 57%. As we have seen in previous chapters, such dramatic growth stimulates concern about the impact of the new medium on society, and the Internet has been no different. The past 10 years have seen an explosion of speculation and study on Internet use, of both the “what is it doing to us?” and “for us?” varieties. Where Internet speculation has differed from games is in the site of effects; while game research has focused primarily on individuals, Internet research has also focused on community and civic-level impacts.

What are the uses and effects of the medium? More specifically, what are the social consequences of particular kinds of Internet use, namely online video game play? To answer these questions, we need to review the literature on online communities, and find a base of theory for empirical investigation. Once that is in place, it will be time to fashion appropriate measures.

Virtual Communities

Community is a term that has been explicated and examined so often, and in so many different ways, that scholars can scarcely agree how to define it. The classic sociological definition by Bender is as good a starting point as any:

A community involves a limited number of people in a somewhat restricted social space or network held together by shared understandings and a sense of obligation. Relationships are close, often intimate, and usually face to face. Individuals are bound together by affective or emotional ties rather than by a perception of individual self-interest. There is a ‘we-ness’ in a community; one is a member. (Bender & Kruger, 1982)
Bender’s definition suggests several aspects of community—people tied by common practices, by common interests, and in physical proximity, with some sense of bonding. All of these seem to fit the everyday offline world comfortably enough, but can these criteria be applied to groups of people online? Certainly, the idea of geography and physical proximity will not hold up, so how much does “place” matter?

Can communities exist through communications media, or do people have to be physically present to be part of one? Is cyberspace a real site for community? Sherry Turkle was one of the first to address the ramifications of socializing through computer networks. Through case studies and her own participant observation, Turkle has raised a series of provocative and often disturbing issues about life lived online. In Life on the Screen, Turkle draws on the theories of Jean Baudrillard to raise an important question about the value of a virtually lived life (Turkle, 1995). If, as Baudrillard claims, American society has already become hyper-real and artificial, will the artifice of pretend spaces make our society less real, and our relationships and communities more degraded? Put another way, if Americans can’t make the distinction between the genuine and the fake, what will fantastic pretend worlds do to us? Will we become so accustomed to the pretend version of interactions that we neglect the real, physical, gritty, visceral ones? 

By way of example, Turkle recalls a conversation she had with a high school junior whose friendships had migrated online. “She complained, ‘Now they just want to talk online. It used to be that things weren’t so artificial. We phoned each other every afternoon.’” (Turkle, 1995)(p. 237). The irony, of course, is that the phone was already an artificial form of in-person communication. Taking our relationships and communities even further into electronic worlds might be one more step toward eviscerating real human bonds. However, Turkle argues strongly that focusing on computer use removes attention from the true source of the effects, which is the background of the individual. She suggests that people with problems socialize through computer uses like games and then either work them out or become stuck. What is difficult to say without a broader methodology than Turkle’s case studies is just how widespread or how strong these phenomena are. 

Conceptualizing human relationships carried out through computers is a new, and often confusing phenomenon. However, guidance from two theorists unconcerned with electronic media suggests a way of thinking. Borrowing a page from Habermas and his notions of civic coffeehouse culture (Habermas, 1998), Oldenburg has argued that we should consider “third places,” such as cafés and bars as vital to communities (Oldenburg, 1997). He notes that these “third places” are important because they provide a location that is central to neither work nor home, and are essentially neutral places for the free exchange of ideas and community building. In these third places, fast friends can strengthen their bonds at the same time as new contacts are made. This is especially notable in light of Putnam’s “Bowling Alone” hypothesis (2000); Putnam argues that third places are in decline as a result of increased electronic communication. 

Secondly, historian Benedict Anderson has suggested that physical proximity is not essential to community formation. In his book Imagined Communities, Anderson argues that even nation-states with defined political and geographic boundaries such as “America” are not physical communities at all, but abstract conceptions that stand in for them (Benedict Anderson, 1991). The things that create community, he argues, are shared values, culture, practices, norms and information. Group members need not be physically close to share these if another means—such as a shared news press, or some new form of communication—is available. The proviso is that the people must be consuming the same information at the same time, something the Internet can facilitate. The crucial connection between physically separate people is the group’s ability to imagine themselves as part of a whole. Thus, despite what Thoreau said about people in Maine and Texas having nothing to say to each other (Thoreau, 1957), these people are all still part of the same community of Americans if they imagine themselves to be. That they may also have a great deal to say to one another is more evidence that they are part of the same community.

The Internet represents a possible new application of both Oldenburg and Anderson’s ideas, and many scholars have seized upon the “third place” notion as an analytical framework for understanding the Internet (Howard, Rainie, & Jones, 2001). Like a bar or clubhouse, the Internet can take on the function of a third place in that it can be not-home and not-work. And, if we agree with Anderson that physical proximity is not a necessary condition for communities to form, we can see the Internet as a site for community and social connections (Chayko, 2002). It is not surprising then, that Howard Rheingold coined the term “virtual communities” to describe the phenomenon he saw occurring between people online (Rheingold, 1993). 

Most people who use the Internet do so to connect with others. The Pew Internet and American Life Project reported that as of 2001, 84% of Internet users keep in touch with family members via email, with about half of all users doing so weekly (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002). But such coarse analysis is quite different from evaluating the Internet in terms of its overall impact on society and communities, or understanding the give-and-take between online and offline life. So the larger questions remain: If we accept that there are such things as “virtual communities,” how do we treat them? Are they equivalent to offline communities? Do they improve our civic culture or detract from it? As Rheingold notes, sociologists have argued about community since society shifted from gemeinschaft (community, epitomized by village life) to gessellschaft (society, epitomized by urban and national life) (Rheingold, 1998; Tönnies, 1957).

In thinking through whether or not the Internet is a help or a hindrance to community building, the same criteria should matter online as offline—good communities are maintained when it is difficult to get in or out of them (Galston, 1999), when members have something in common and need one another (Wellman & Gullia, 1999), and when there is a sense of individual contribution. Put more formally, strong groups are maintained when entry and exit costs are high, when the members have both mutual interests and an interdependent sense of obligation, and when they have a voice (Galston, 1999; Hirschman, 1970). There are criteria for deciding whether a given group of people interacting online are a strong or a weak community. 

Therefore, it makes sense to go beyond the simple question of whether the Internet is good or bad for communities since the various communities we find online look, function and act differently. Online medical support groups will be different from loose chat networks, which will be different from online gaming communities. And within each grouping, there will be differences suggested by Galston and Hisrchman. For example, do the members of a particular online gaming community find it easy to enter or exit that group? Do they have shared interests? Do they need one another? Do they have a say in how their communities are run? Still other distinguishing characteristics may be the geographic dispersion of the community, or whether the group previously existed and moved its communications online (DiMaggio, Hargittai, Neuman, & Robinson, 2001). This kind of interrogation is what the field needs in order to build answers to grand questions, and to avoid confusion. Still, the initial efforts have tended to take global approaches without considering the multiple dimensions underlying Internet use.

The Research to Date

Despite the coarseness of the “The Internet” as a stimulus, several studies have examined what effects, positive, negative or otherwise, “it” is having on society. As with any new medium, assessments of its effects tend to polarize immediately into unrealistic utopian and dystopian visions (W. Cooper, 2002; Czitrom, 1982; DiMaggio et al., 2001; J. E. Katz & Rice, 2002).

Optimists thinking in the tradition of Ithiel Pool’s “Technologies of Freedom” (Pool, 1983) saw the flattening of hierarchies (Sproull & Kiesler, 1992), the creation of wholly new community forms (Etzioni, 1997), an aide to social activism (E. Schwartz, 1996), and a medium that finally reflected a diverse society (Dizard, 1997). Pessimists saw pseudo, rather than real communities (Beniger, 1987), the threat of exquisite social control by elites (Lessig, 1999), individuals disconnecting from families and friends (Nie, 2001), and a dissipation of the bonds of obligation from our relationships (Postman, 1992). One of the more alarming predictions has been that the Internet will balkanize and polarize us, rather than link us to new people and ideas (Sunstein, 2001; VanAlstyne & Brynjolffson, 1996)—the awful down side of a perfectly customized information environment (Negroponte, 1995). The Internet also struggled with an early public perception as a realm for disaffected geeks. Early on, the common wisdom was that only socially crippled adolescents would use the Internet to communicate (Rheingold, 1993).

What follows is a review of what little we do know empirically. The studies fall into three rough groups: those that show the Internet improving people’s lives, those that show it causing problems, and those that suggest more complex patterns.

Positive Results

Several studies have found strong evidence of people using the Internet to strengthen their existing relationships, and that fears of time displacement are unfounded. There is evidence to suggest that the Internet supplements, rather than supplants, face-to-face and phone conversations (Wellman, Boase, & Chen, 2002). The Pew Internet and American Life Project has found that Internet users use email to build, maintain and extend their personal relationships, with gains among teens, adults, and senior citizens (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002; Howard et al., 2001). They also found that the Internet can be used to improve civic culture in cities (Horrigan, 2001), and that users are becoming active creators and producers of material, rather than simply passive consumers (Horrigan, 2002). Similarly, a study by the UCLA Center for Communication Policy found that time online cut into television viewing, not social activities (The UCLA Internet Project: Year Two, 2001). In related research, that same team found Internet users to be less isolated and more sociable (J. Cole & Robinson, 2002). Parallel studies of Chinese (Lee & Zhu, 2002) and Japanese (Mikami, 2002) populations yielded similar results. 

Time diary studies of the general U.S. (Kestnbaum, Robinson, Neustadtl, & Alvarez, 2002) and Canadian populations (Provonost, 2002) and working families (Qiu, Pudrovska, & Bianchi, 2002) found that Internet use did not affect time spent with family and friends, but often depressed time with other media, at work or for personal grooming. Two other surveys found that Internet use boosted volunteerism and political activism (J. E. Katz, Rice, & Aspden, 2001; Wellman, Haase, Witte, & Hampton, 2001). Internet use may also be associated with higher civic engagement (Shah, Schmierbach, Hawkins, Espino, & Donavan, 2003). Among British households, the Internet appears to build social links by helping people coordinate their offline social activities (Gershuny, 2002a, 2002b).

Chat rooms have become an important focus of research because they represent the potential for people to meet others “live” while online. The most intriguing research to date on chat rooms brought together a nationally representative sample of users who were placed in online chat rooms for political deliberation (Price & Cappella, 2002). After applying controls, the more often people attended and interacted with others both like and unlike themselves, the more their sense of civic engagement and trust rose. Whether these findings refute Sunstein’s contention of naturally occurring online balkanization is unclear—the study artificially brought the participants together to deliberate, and so implies potential rather than actuality. Another study demonstrated that chat rooms have been found to be supportive and useful in coordinating action (Spears, Postmes, Lea, & Wolbert, 2002). 

Other findings include the Internet helping the less mobile remain connected (Phipps, 2000), and socially or geographically isolated groups making connections with each other. This letter to the editor from Science provides a typical example of the latter:

I’ve been hosting an interactive forum on the Web for the past 71/2 years. Our community is made up of people with chronic inflammatory bowel diseases and their families and friends.

The nature of these diseases is such that sufferers tend to be socially isolated, and finding each other on the Web has opened up a social life that many of us have not had for a long time. There have been at least two marriages between members who met on the site. Upwards of two dozen of us at a time have met in person in various locations around the United States. (Bower, 2002)
Negative Results

In stark contrast to the rosy findings mentioned above, Norman Nie argues that the Internet is at heart an isolating medium (Markoff, 2002a; Nie & Erbring, 2002). Nie explains the positive findings as incorrectly interpreted and inappropriately applied. In the studies, Nie points out, all of the gains were made among current Internet users, an early adopter group already predisposed for gains by being wealthy, educated and non-elderly. This is true, with the exception of the Gershuny panel study. He is also correct to point out that the studies in opposition to his own have made spurious claims to causality with cross-sectional data. As the general population enters the online world, Nie argues that we will all become more isolated simply because any activity spent online must come from some previously existing activity, most likely a social one. For example, according to Ankney’s survey findings, time on the Internet is spent listening to radio or playing video games, rather than interacting with other people (Ankney, 2002)–although it is unclear why playing video games with others does not count as interaction. Unlike most other studies, Ankney’s found that Internet users had fewer community ties than non users (Ankney, 2002; Putnam, 2000). 

Contrary to the data in the Pew, Wellman and Katz studies, Nie’s show that offline social activities decline as Internet use increases. It is important to note, however, that Nie’s research does not consider the Internet as a site of social activities (Nie & Hillygus, 2002) and so for him socializing online can never compensate for socializing offline. Nie’s questions have also been criticized by other researchers as leading or too difficult for respondents to answer accurately (Kestnbaum et al., 2002). Public perception may be on Nie’s side of the debate; A study by National Public Radio, the Kaiser Family Foundation and Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government found that most Internet users believe their use cuts into time spent with family and friends (Survey Shows Widespread Enthusiasm for High Technology, 2000). 

The dangers of the Internet are not limited to sociability. Glaser et al found that the anonymity of the Web can lead to the proliferation of hate and racial violence (Glaser, Dixit, & Green, 2002). In an application of Lessig’s argument that the Internet is only as open as the code that regulates it, Deibert has shown how the Chinese government has been able to exert real political and social control of its population on the Internet (Deibert, 2002). And despite the generally accepted view of email as a social and empowering tool, research has found that email can be a stumbling block among people trying to do business without prior relationships (Spears et al., 2002; L. Thompson & Nadler, 2002), and that spam and pornography are considered a growing nuisance by Internet users (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002). Lastly, issues of the “digital divide” continue to point out the disparity of access to the Internet between rich and poor, educated and less educated (J. E. Katz & Rice, 2002; K. K. Levy et al., 2002).

However one interprets the above findings, there is an essential methodology problem. Nearly all of the work done to date is based on cross-sectional data. While the authors in many cases suggest that their findings indicate causality, their method cannot support those conclusions. Is it the social extroverts who go online and experience benefits and the introverts who experience losses? Or is it anyone? The correlations give us room to speculate, but little certainty.

More Complex Patterns

Some think the effects of the Internet are more complicated. In these studies, Internet use has amplified existing patterns, been shown to have little effect, effects have depended on psychological variables and demographics, or interface architectures have been the determining factor.

The now-famous “Home.net” study was the first—and still one of the few—to collect longitudinal measures of Internet use. By introducing computers and Internet connections to 169 homes, the Carnegie Mellon-based team was able to see what effect Internet access had on subjects’ long-term social lives. The initial results showed the Internet’s potential for isolation and depression, in that some users spent less time with offline friends and family in order to engage in assumedly less substantive relationships online (R. Kraut et al., 1996). However, in the team’s follow up report, these effects had largely disappeared, possibly because the subjects’ families had joined them online (Sara Kiesler et al., 2002). In fact, Internet use was associated with increases in community involvement and trust (Robert Kraut et al., 2002), results similar to those found by researchers using GSS survey data (Neustadtl & Robinson, 2002). The reasons for the initial change and later improvements are unclear. It could have been simply a product of an initial learning and frustration curve, and an inability of novice users to get quick access to social support (W. R. Neuman, O'Donnell, & Schneider, 1996).

Whatever the duration of effects, Kraut’s team appears to have found an important function of the Internet in people’s social lives: gregarious people gain even more when going online, and introverts have even less contact with others. Kraut has dubbed this the “rich get richer” phenomenon, but perhaps it would be better described as an “amplification” effect because the poor also seem to get poorer. The “rich get richer” portion of the model is supported by the findings of two studies of highly wired communities (Hampton & Wellman, 2001; Kavanaugh & Patterson, 2001), both of which experienced social gains the longer they used the Internet. Matei and Ball-Rokeach found similar results among seven typical ethnic communities in Los Angeles, with Asians experiencing the largest gains (Matei & Ball-Rokeach, 2001).

And then there are studies that suggest no impact at all. Uslaner suggests that the Internet has relatively little effect on our social lives, positive or negative—it is neither a threat nor a panacea. He found that Internet use did not lead to increases or decreases in how much people trust one another, a key aspect of community formation (Uslaner, 2000). A study of college students found that Internet use was not a significant predictor of any social benefits or losses (Baym, Zhang, & Lin, 2002). A community-based study in Virginia found that differences among community-based behaviors in Internet populations stemmed mainly from whether the subject was an early or a late adopter of the technology. The former had higher levels of engagement than the latter, but in the long term Internet access had only a modest effect (Kavanaugh, 2001). 

Does the Internet affect civic engagement? Despite the rosy predictions of technologists (Negroponte, 1995) and professionals (Browning, 1996; Morris, 2000), Bimber (1999; 2001) and Norris (1998) have found little impact. In Bimber’s research, the ease of availability offered by the Internet did not improve civic activism (operationalized as contacting government or seeking political information). Instead, preexisting motivations and other cognitive phenomena were thought to play a role.

Still another group of studies focused on psychological variables in understanding who is affected and why. In contrast to Nie’s suggestions that introverts are doomed to further introversion within the Internet, Bargh et al found that it is not one’s prior level of extroversion/introversion that leads to social ties (Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimmons, 2002). Instead, the key predictor of social networking is willingness to open up in online conversations. Those who do experience gains, regardless of their personality type. Another study found that psychological profiling of Internet users—and not demographic categories—was a powerful predictor of the user’s willingness to participate in social change (Previte, Hearn, & Dann, 2001). In studying text-based game groups, Turkle found that while some players find positive psychological connections through their play, others found only empty escapes from real-world problems (Turkle, 1995). Individual circumstances and psychology were the main factors.

Demographics might moderate impacts. For example, in studying civic engagement and political participation, Bimber found that age and gender can make a difference in how people behave online. He discovered that young people are more likely to acquire campaign information online, while women are less likely than men to do so (Bimber, 2001). Bimber’s results are also a product of the more rigorous approach he used: not simply examining Internet use, but a particular kind of use. More will be made on this point shortly.

Smith suggests that the interface matters in generating online relationships, trust and reciprocation (Smith, 2002). Studying Usenet groups, Smith found that interfaces that tracked the responsiveness of individuals and featured ratings of participants generated better and more efficient social connections. He suggests that such “social accounting metrics” are a key to building supportive groups online. Similarly, others have found that there are different advantages and disadvantages to using “The Internet” when we consider the range of interfaces and architectures. As Lessig has argued, virtual space is a blank slate that is programmed and given values. Architecture, or “code,” regulates actions online (Lessig, 1999). For example, asynchronous environments lead to more thoughtful correspondence while instant chat leads to less thoughtful, but more immediate correspondence (Preece, 2002). One cross-sectional study found that people using the Internet primarily for social recreation had fewer social gains than those using it for information (Shah, Kwak, & Holbert, 2001). Chat room and game players were less likely to participate in civic organizations, trust others, or be content with their lives, and these effects were stronger among Generation X than older generations.

Between the unevenness of the studies to date, and the infancy of the field, we still know very little for sure about the Internet’s impact on society. As Kraut has said “Scientists are on the cusp of being able to say something sensible about the effects of the Internet on social life. It’s premature to make any sweeping statements about what’s going on” (Bower, 2002). In the meantime, there is little consensus about whether “The Internet” is “good” or “bad” (Wellman & Gullia, 1999)—as if it were some unified and consistent whole.

Social Capital and the Internet

Opinions of online communities continue to vary, due to a scarcity of data and the lack of a common yardstick. While there have been a few noble efforts to centralize and standardize data on community formation (e.g. the Saguaro Seminar database), there are no universal measures. One reason is that the area of inquiry is so new and shifting that we have not had opportunity to try out a range of approaches. The very few longitudinal studies that have been carried out have been exploratory, rather than confirmatory. As a result, our measures of community and online life are still in their infancy.

What researchers have agreed on is the theoretical notion of what we should be trying to measure. The generally agreed-upon term is “social capital” (Coleman, 1988), a contentious and slippery term that some researchers use functionally while others use structurally (Foley & Edwards, 1997). In his book Bowling Alone, Putnam defines social capital as social networks and their associated norms of reciprocity (Putnam, 2000). Newton has deconstructed the concept and noted that it is essentially cyclical (Newton, 1997). He suggests social capital is comprised of norms, networks and resulting outcomes, which can then feed back into further norms and networks. Similarly, Resnick has noted that such cyclical patterns carried out through communications technology can be “sociotechnical capital” (Resnick, 2001). In this sense, social capital is not a thing so much as a process. But we can clarify it further by at least understanding how the process works, and by noting that it might operate on different levels in different situations. Putnam’s concepts of “bridging” and “bonding” allow for different types of social capital to operate when different norms and networks are in place.

Bridging and Bonding

Clearly, some communities will work differently than others in both form and function. Some are large and some are small. Some are collections of fast friends, while others are loosely knit groups of mere acquaintances. Some communities are based on shared enterprises over time, which Wenger calls “communities of practice” (Wenger, 1998). Still others are based on play, or mutual interests, and might not fit Wenger’s definition. As we begin to classify and organize these various groups, it becomes apparent that not all will generate the same types of social capital forms or activities. Putnam’s concept of “bridging” and “bonding” social capital is especially helpful in understanding the differences in both composition and outcome (Putnam, 2000).

According to Putnam, “bridging” social capital is inclusive. It occurs when individuals from different backgrounds make connections between social networks, working as sociological WD-40. These individuals often have only tentative relationships, but what they lack in depth, they make up for in breadth. As a result, bridging may broaden social horizons or world views, or open up opportunities for information or new resources. On the down side, it provides little in the way of emotional support. In contrast, “bonding” is exclusive. It occurs when strongly tied individuals, such as family and close friends, provide emotional or substantive support for one another, working as sociological superglue. As the mirror image of bridging connections, these individuals have little diversity in their backgrounds, but have stronger personal connections. The continued reciprocity found in bonding social capital provides strong emotional and substantive support and enables mobilization. Its drawback is assumed to be insularity and out-group antagonism in the research tradition of the Robber’s Cave experiment (Sherif, 1988). As Sherif demonstrated, the simple formation of a group can lead to feelings of mistrust and dislike for those outside the group. Although this overall bridging vs. bonding framework presents a handy means of understanding both online and offline communities, it has not been used successfully in the research to date for either online or offline communities. Says Putnam, “I have found no reliable, comprehensive, nationwide measures of social capital that neatly distinguish ‘bridgingness’ and ‘bondingness’” (Putnam, 2000)(p. 23-24). The conceptualization of such measures begins in looking where Putnam looked.

In coining “bridging” and “bonding,” Putnam touched on the work of sociologist Mark Granovetter. It was Granovetter’s study of people looking for employment that illustrated that there were what he called “weak-tie” and “strong-tie” relationships. Upon studying who found jobs and who did not, Granovetter discovered that the most successful job seekers were not those who had the strongest relationships and friendships (Granovetter, 1973, 1974). In fact, successful job seekers were those with wide-spread, weaker relationships. 

This suggests that the type of network can predict different kinds of social capital. In the case of weak-tie networks, the connections  yield Putnam’s bridging social capital; since weaker ties tend to be to those people less like the first person, they lead to more people in different life situations and thus to a broader set of information and opportunities. Granovetter called this phenomenon the “strength of weak ties.” However, those in weak-tie relationships do not gain the benefits of bonding social capital. With less interdependence and fewer commonalities, weak-tie networks are less likely to offer strong emotional or substantive support. Conversely, those in Granovetter’s strong-tie networks are likely to offer emotional or substantive support. These networks, though, will not offer much in the way of connections between different types of individuals. As the converse of weak-tie networks, strong tie ones are likely to yield bonding social capital, but not bridging. This weak-tie and strong-tie approach is quite similar to Newton’s “thin” and “thick” community types (Newton, 1997), which are in turn similar to Tönnies’ gemeinschaft and gessellschaft structures (Tönnies, 1957).

Subsequent research in the field of organizational studies has supported Granovetter’s weak-tie hypothesis, showing that simply more ties are better than fewer (Friedkin, 1982), and that the diversity of the weak-tie network leads to greater gains (Burt, 1983). Strong ties, meanwhile, are still important in affecting change within organizations (Krackhardt, 1992). More recently, there have begun to be Internet applications of the idea, and the dawning of the idea that computer-mediated social networks can help maintain both weak and strong ties (Wellman, Salaff, Dimitrova, Garton, & Haythornthwaite, 1996). Email use between strangers (i.e., those with very weak ties) in a large organization has been found to lead to information gains (Constant, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1996), and workers and organizations have been shown to benefit from supporting computer-mediated weak-tie connections (Pickering & King, 1995).

Working in the personal influence tradition of the landmark Columbia School studies (Berelson, Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1954; Lazarsfeld et al., 1968), public opinion researchers have found results that support the importance of network types for opinion exposure and change. Huckfeldt et al found that the strength of local social networks was a key variable in access to broader social opinions (R. Huckfeldt, Beck, Dalton, & Levine, 1995). When groups were particularly cohesive, they tended to shelter the group members from the larger world of public opinion—an example of the exclusive property of strong ties. Those with less intimate conversational ties were more likely to be exposed to the world of public opinion—an example of the inclusive properties associated with weak, bridging networks. In a separate analysis, these same weak ties (this time among non-relatives) were found to have more of an impact on opinion change than strong ones (R. Huckfeldt & Sprague, 1991). 

What, then, is the optimal balance of weak and strong tie networks, and how do they naturally occur? This is a complex phenomenon, but we can reason that too much of either type at the expense of the other would be harmful to the individual and the larger community. Work in economic sociology suggests that, in business at least, too many weak or strong ties at the expense of the other leads to genuine financial problems between merchants (Uzzi, 1998). There may be a natural tendency toward strong ties with their strong reciprocal and emotional advantages. For example, Huckfeldt suggests that people often seek like-minded partners for political discussion, thereby limiting their exposure to a broad range of ideas (1983). Counterweights to this tendency would be forces that keep us interacting with new and different people, e.g. travel or changing jobs. The relevant application here is how time spent online might play a role in making social circles inclusive or exclusive, i.e. bridging or bonding.

To complicate matters further, building social capital will likely be different online and offline. For example, many Internet researchers agree that a key ingredient of successful community building is trust (Preece, 2002; Uslaner, 2000), but online trust is something that must be cultivated and enabled through the correct interface (Smith, 2002), and often with community leaders (Andrews, 2002; Hiltz & Turoff, 2002). Furthermore, others have noted the challenges that come from interacting without the myriad social and physical cues we get in face-to-face interaction. It follows that the more online communication can facilitate non-text cues, the better the communication will be; social “translucence” online is therefore a means to building better communities, incorporating good social cues and accountability (Erickson, Halverson, Kellogg, Laff, & Wolf, 2002).

Haythornthwaite has been among the first to speculate on this approach with new media (Haythornthwaite, 2002). She suggests that new communications technologies such as the Internet are inherently useful for forming and maintaining weak tie networks, but that the more centralized the connection is, the more dependent and fragile the networks are. In contrast, others suggest that virtual communities may be comprised primarily of people in bonding situations because they will naturally be people with matching interests, thus limiting differences in the group (Mandelli, 2002; Preece, 1999; Stolle, 1998). This second suggestion makes sense when people drawn to a similar interest are similar on other measures. For example, people drawn to a soap opera chat room are likely to have the same interests in soap operas, but it is less likely that they will be the same age, personality type, religion, ethnicity, class, etc. The chatters may certainly bond over the soap opera (Radway, 1984) but they will also be crossing social boundaries that would otherwise separate them in the physical world. In an online game, 50-year old lawyers play alongside 14-year olds—an interaction that is, to say the least, uncommon offline.

While Galston considers the strength of the connections to be a result of the entry and exit costs, Haythornthwaite notes that online weak-tie networks are fragile for functional reasons. For example, an online game might bring together new people and make weak tie networks out of latent ones, but if their only communication is via the centralized servers of the game, those networks are somewhat at risk of dissolution—changes in the game architecture, technical problems, interest in the game, interface, or availability might severely disrupt the social network. Conversely, if the social network connects through multiple paths, the tie is tougher to break. So those same game players who chat in-game might also begin to chat on a fan web board, make phone calls, or meet in person, and are disrupted less easily. Strong tie networks might also gain from adding new communications paths. Introducing e-mail, chat or common online activities into an existing strong relationship could potentially provide communication and support systems and augment the relationship. Although this has not been tested yet, it could offer an explanation of the gains made from the first to the second studies made by Kraut et al. However, when a new communications medium displaces a prior one, the effects could be negative, as when communication shifts from phone to email (Markus, 1994a, 1994b) or from meeting to listserv (Yates, 1999). According to Haythornthwaite, we should examine online tie strengths because they likely have “differential effects . . . ties of various strengths, with their different ranges and access to resources, fill important niches in our daily work and lives” (Haythornthwaite, 2002)(p. 8). Therefore, we should be studying how new media encourage or discourage their formation and maintenance.

Challenges in Measuring Online Social Capital

Previous research has sketched the rough contours of online life for us, but it continues to suffer from three basic problems. These are a reliance on the phenomenon of displacement, not allowing for multiple Internet uses, and ignoring the dynamics of online and offline gains and losses.

Problem One: Time Displacement

Traditional time displacement approaches to Internet use ignore changes that occur online. What was appropriate for traditional media does not automatically apply to new media. When television cut into movie attendance, radio or newspaper usage, it was a straightforward exercise in applying diffusion curves and inferring displacement; it made perfect sense to succinctly show how new media took time from old media because both were sources of entertainment (DeFluer, 1972). But while such analyses are attractive, they often omit other important variables. For example, DeFleur did not factor in the demographic upheavals of the 1950s; instead of seeing that many young families with infants preferred the convenience of home entertainment, he assumed that the changes must have been primarily a result of the new technology itself. 

Direct displacement analysis is also problematic for newer media, but for different reasons. For the study of the Internet, the chief obstacle is even more fundamental than social factors: TV and the Internet are not functionally equivalent (Kestnbaum et al., 2002) because the Internet’s uses are broader than television’s. And because the Internet may be more interactive than television, we cannot assume that its social use is analogous. If Internet users might be more engaged or more social with their fellow users than television viewers (or less), it is not appropriate to apply the same analytical framework.

In their review of Internet studies to date, DiMaggio et al concluded “The functional equivalence model that described the effects of television thus far appears not to fit the experience of Internet users” (DiMaggio et al., 2001)(p. 315). Therefore, the difference between optimists and pessimists is in their functional view of the Internet—whether it is displacing or substituting, or creating something wholly new. For those who do not believe that Internet-based communication should ever be (or should always be) considered an adequate substitute, displacement is the only possible way of thinking. For those who consider more complex dynamics, there are interesting questions to consider. Maybe Internet time displaces face-to-face time. Maybe it doesn’t. 

The key point is that we do not know whether total social activities are or are not in decline. After all, some of that time online will be given to sociability. If we make the simple mistake of equating all time online to be isolated and passive like television—something problematic enough on its own (E. Katz, 1996; Robert Kubey, 1996)—we preclude the possibility that there can be any gains there to make up for offline losses, or that something more complex might be taking place. Likewise, we cannot assume that all time online is contributing to a vibrant social universe. Clearly, sociability online and offline could be qualitatively different, but since we have little grasp on how this functions, no researcher should insist that they are sure the Internet has this or that impact. What we have seen so far are only the marginal totals. We have not seen anything resembling their underlying change tables to see where the churn may be. Dertouzos asks the most fair question: “Which qualities of human relationships will pass well through tomorrow’s information infrastructures and which ones will not?” (Dertouzos, 1997) Such an approach stresses functional displacement, rather than only time displacement.

Problem Two: Multiple Internet Uses

Early evidence suggests that Internet use varies by age, gender, education and psychological profile; different types of people use the Internet for different things (Howard et al., 2001). Because of this, patterns of use are a more profitable route to explore than gross hours of use (Shah et al., 2001). Typologies of users and their preferences have begun to bear fruit (Norris, 1998). Women, for example, are more likely to play games, research health information and look for new jobs. Young people are more likely than old to keep current with popular culture online and participate in chat sessions. On an individual level, we have evidence that online behaviors also vary by psychological profile (McKenna, Green, & Gleason, 2002). These differences suggest that it is inappropriate to consider Internet use as a monolithic, singular concept. Not only are the use patterns different from user to user, the content is the most varied in any medium in history. For example, Bimber argues that gross-level Internet usage is too muddled an activity for studying civic engagement (Bimber, 2000).

The next steps in uses and effects research should be in talking about specific types of people using specific parts of the Internet; we should not lump chat rooms, stock quotes, sex sites, news gathering, and games all in the same category of stimulus. “It is a mistake to collapse use that includes activities as varied as playing EverQuest, telecommuting, reading the news, and emailing next door neighbors into global measures such as time online” (Baym et al., 2002). Once we have adequate measures, “Internet usage” will be too coarse a unit of analysis (Ben Anderson & Tracey, 2001). At that point, it will be appropriate to measure the impact of chat rooms, email, online video games, or other specific activities.

Problem Three: Exploring Complex Dynamics On- and Offline 

How then, should we measure sociability in an online world? We should start by acknowledging that sociability and social capital effects can occur offline and online (Mandelli, 2002), and that online social networks are real: 

When a computer network connects people or organizations, it is a social network. Just as a computer network is a set of machines connected by a set of cables, a social network is a set of people (or organizations or other social entities) connected by a set of social relations, such as friendship, co-working, or information exchange (Garton, Haythornthwaite, & Wellman, 1999).

We do not know much about what kinds of sociability occur, but it should at the very least be included in any discussion of whether some specific Internet use, in conjunction with daily life, is isolating or engaging, or somehow both. We need to be taking parallel measures of sociability online and offline, and to think through how those realms might differ, and we need an approach that works equally well for both. “Weak tie” (bridging effects) and “strong tie” (bonding effects) thinking provides that approach.

If we think that weak- and strong-tie networks will look and behave differently, we are faced with the prospect of measuring both their presence and their effects. The kind of network present must be established, and then whether there are social capital gains to be had through it. For a measure of tie strength, Granovetter’s original work suggested using frequency of contact, separated at more or less than twice per week, (Granovetter, 1973). But what is it that makes a tie strong or weak? Simple frequency of contact collapses the dimensions of affective bonds into quantity. A detested co-worker might look like a stronger tie than a weekend poker buddy. Clearly, there are more dimensions to be incorporated. The best guidance comes from Marsden and Campbell, who found that the two primary underlying factors of tie strength were intensity and duration. They found through survey testing that both factors can be predicted by the degree of closeness one person feels for another  (Marsden & Campbell, 1984).

Separate from the strength of the tie is a measure of the kind of social capital that the tie generates, or, stated another way, the effects of the tie. A laudable first effort by Norris (2002) focused exclusively on the type of network created rather than on the effects such a network might have. Absent were distinctions between online and offline life, measures of emotional support, access to information, affective bonds for fellow group members or outsiders, and several other theorized phenomena to be discussed shortly. The work did support Haythornthwaite’s intuitions about the usefulness of the Internet for weak-tie networks.

Chapter 6: Being Massive: Understanding Online Games

As noted in the previous chapter, one of the biggest obstacles in Internet research has been in testing for the effects of a monolithic “Internet.” This chapter follows the advice of Shah et al (2001) in exploring particular kinds of Internet behaviors and activities, and by linking this effort to the study of video games. The first half of this dissertation examined how games have been represented in the media, contrasting media frameworks with games’ actual use. This chapter begins by focusing on the research agenda that resulted from those views. Despite good work, gaps remain. There is an important distinction to be made here: pointing out gaps in the research is very different from saying that there are no effects of video games. As the final chapters will illustrate, there certainly are effects. A careful study of a game must remain separate from the social discourses surrounding game use. This chapter will illustrate that approach in two ways: by placing a game and its players in a real social context, and by presenting the results of an in-depth participant observation of a game. This sets the stage for hypotheses and an experiment in the next chapter.

Learning from Prior Research

What lessons can we draw from the research on games to date? Much like the research on TV, movies and radio, the research agenda for games has been influenced directly by the discourse that surrounds a new communication technology. As a result, the majority of the research—still scant and inconclusive after 20 years of intermittent study—has focused on the potential negative effects of game play, chiefly those relating to aggression and violence. For Internet-based games, there is even less: “there is little research on even the most basic aspects of online gaming” (M. D. Griffiths, Davies, & Chappell, 2003)(p. 90). The main limitations in the research have been a reliance on older theories developed for passive media, studying populations that are not always representative, and a paucity of causal data. These may explain in part why the field has produced inconsistent findings regarding the negative effects of game play.

Because research into game violence and aggression is rooted firmly in the more established field of media effects (Funk, 1993), researchers have drawn on a series of theories and approaches that have established what most consider to be a reasonable link between television violence and real-world aggression. Following this tradition, game researchers have expected to find stronger links than with television because of the more active level of participation in game. However, while some studies have found connections between game violence and aggression (Ballard & Weist, 1995; Bushman & Anderson, 2002; Irwin & Gross, 1995; Schutte, Malouff, Post-Gordon, & Rodasta, 1988), others have not (J. Cooper & Mackie, 1986; Graybill, Kirsch, & Esselman, 1985; D. Scott, 1995), and researchers remain divided (M. D. Griffiths, 2000; Wiegman & Schie, 2000). 

Several recent reviews and meta-analyses of the video game research literature have come to different conclusions while pointing out serious shortcomings in the literature. Sherry’s meta-analysis (2001) suggests that games increase aggression, and that this effect is likely smaller than television’s. However, Sherry added the proviso that the varying findings, treatment times, stimuli and subject pools prevent a truly clear understanding of effects. Treatment times have varied from five to 75 minutes, and have consisted of “violent” content ranging from crude box-like shapes in an early 1980s boxing game (Graybill et al., 1985) to highly realistic 3D hand-to-hand combat (Ballard & Weist, 1995). A review by Anderson and Bushman reached the conclusion that exposure to violent video games is linked with aggression, but they noted the absence of longitudinal studies from the analysis (C. A. Anderson & Bushman, 2001). Two other reviews of the literature (Dill & Dill, 1998; M. Griffiths, 1999)—from the same journal—reached opposite conclusions about the strength of the findings to date. In the first, Dill and Dill refrained from doing a meta-analysis at all due to a scarcity of research. Instead, they suggested that the literature points to aggression effects, but that the key shortcomings are a lack of longitudinal methods and an over-reliance on minors as subjects of study. Griffiths (1999) also found fault with the research’s reliance on young subjects. Additionally, he suggested that the wide range of available games have been largely ignored as having potentially different effects, a theme to be taken up shortly. In sum, researchers suspect a strong linkage between violent games and aggression, but with the exception of relatively short-term effects on young adults and children, they have yet to demonstrate this link conclusively.

Choosing Appropriate Theories

The work to date rests entirely on models derived from social learning theory. This theory predicts that some games may have long-term effects on aggression due to similar mechanisms found with television violence—learning, rehearsal and automatization of cognitive structures such as aggressive beliefs, schemata, and scripts (C. A. Anderson & Bushman, 2001). Furthermore, unlike television, video games also allow players to practice their aggressive behavioral scripts (C. A. Anderson & Dill, 2000). This led Anderson and Dill to conclude that the approach is especially appropriate and that any effects should be stronger because the interaction is simply more engaging and therefore affecting than television. However, games may be functionally nonequivalent enough with television, movies and radio to disrupt such analysis.

A social learning approach would recognize that the social aspect of game play is plainly different than the social aspect of more traditional media and must be accounted for carefully. Compared to traditional passive media, observation modeling in games may stem from at least three sources. First, players may observe and model the behavior of computer-driven characters. This kind of observational learning is what has been tested in prior studies. Secondly, players in a multiplayer game will also observe and potentially model the behaviors of other players in the virtual space. This modeling may well differ from observation of computer-controlled characters. Would a player process an aggressive character action differently if she knew the character was controlled by an actual human being rather than software? The research has not addressed the possibility. This distinction is especially salient because as games incorporate more players, game content is driven increasingly by actions among the players themselves. Lastly, social learning may occur from play that occurs in physical proximity, as in an arcade, home or office, in Internet cafés, or in LAN tournaments. In this case, the in-game interactions and observations occur in parallel with real-world ones. Studies that proceed without allowing for these distinctions may well have been testing players in highly unnatural settings, and conflating various sources of effects. Sherry, for example, suggests that because the typical game experience is social, the dominant format of laboratory studies on solo game players playing against a computer may be testing for an effect that does not occur normally (J. Sherry, 2003; J. Sherry & Lucas, 2003).

An alternative approach is to use cultivation theory to generate hypotheses and research questions. The most well-known application of cultivation theory (Gerbner, Gross, Morgan, & Signiorelli, 1980) has been vigorously assailed on both methodological and analytical grounds. Some have attacked the spurious causal claims derived from correlational methods, or the study’s lack of control (Hirsch, 1980). Others assail the theory not for method, but because it fails to explain exactly how cultivation occurs. In response, Shrum (1999) has theorized that cultivation is essentially an extension of well-established models of cognitive processing dealing with memory recall. Cultivation effects occur through memory recall when someone uses heuristic processing (Chaiken, 1987) rather than central processing of information (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). These heuristic shortcuts can lead to a distortion of reality because they emphasize accessible information that may be incorrect rather than harder-to-recall correct information. The likelihood of such a shortcut over the central route can in part be predicted by the decision rule (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973), which “posits that people infer the prevalence of a construct from the ease with which an example is retrieved (i.e. its accessibility from memory). That is, they infer that because something is easy to remember, it must occur frequently” (Shrum, 1999)(p. 126). Cultivation operates by repeating a series of constructs to a viewer, making those constructs easier to remember. Someone who watches a lot of violence may therefore infer incorrectly that the real world is more violent than it actually is because those images are most readily available. When thinking about the level of violence in the real world, images of televised violence are more likely to guide perceptions when the person has been exposed to a lot of those images.

Shrum’s cultivation theory offers a helpful framework for research into online worlds, and not only for violence. If the theory holds true, people who participate in some online activity may find it easier to remember a construct from their online experience, and may incorrectly associate that construct with their offline experience. The more exposure to the online world someone has, and the more realistic it is, the easier it should be to infer that constructs from that world occur in the real one. One particularly compelling reason to use Shrum’s theory lies in the nature of some online games. The world of a video game can range from a simple two-dimensional and unrealistic static screen to a highly detailed and immersive three-dimensional environment. According to Shrum’s approach, a highly immersive and realistic game world, such as will be examined here, should affect how players perceive their everyday surroundings. A challenging test of this theory would then be a very specific prediction based on the particular characteristics of the game world and whether or not they affect perceptions of the real world. Specific aspects of the real world emphasized in the game world should influence a subjects’ view of reality; but aspects of the real world not present in the game world should have no influence. A design that can establish causality is also necessary to validate a cultivation approach.

Whom to Study?

The research community has focused on children. Given the consistent findings for the negative effects of television on children, it is understandable that researchers would seek to provide empirical data to inform concerned policy makers and consumers. Also, the public rhetoric on gaming has declared that “games are for kids” and that adult players are deviants. However, by following these discourses and ignoring the actual demographics of players, researchers have missed the boat. The foremost example of this phenomenon is an over-reliance on very young subjects in experiments. While exploring issues of children and game violence remains important, it is also important to study other ages, especially when the average age of game players is steadily increasing for both home consoles and online play. Those under 18 now make up only 42% of console players and only 28% of PC players.
 Data from the 2002 Pew Internet and American Life Project show that 37% of all Internet users have played a game online, including an astounding 38% of people over 65 (Pew, 2002). Because the effect size from television violence is thought to be much lower for adults (Paik and Comstock, 1994), we can speculate that this may also be true for video games. Still, samples should match the actual population.

The Challenge of Method

To date, game research has relied on two methods, the survey and the laboratory experiment. Surveys are open to the plausible alternative explanation that what has been found is correlational rather than causal. For example, Dominick (1984) found that boys who played a lot of arcade games watched more violent television. But the survey method he used cannot determine whether television viewing caused game play, vice versa, or if some third variable such as parental influence caused both. Laboratory studies have drawbacks as well, especially when considering the social nature and duration of game play in natural settings. Research suggests that the length of the game play stimulus is a vital factor even in the studies investigating short-term effects. In his meta-analysis, Sherry (2001) noted that there were two studies of one particular game (Mortal Kombat) with different durations. In the first study, undergraduates played the game for 10 minutes, and the researchers concluded that their higher levels of aggression were due to game play (Ballard & Weist, 1995). In the second study, undergraduates played the same game for 75 minutes, and the researchers found almost no effects (Hoffman, 1995). As Sherry concluded, the initial effects might have been caused by arousal that wore off and was replaced by boredom or fatigue, neither of which is thought to increase aggression. 

Arousal has stimulated learning and long-term aggressive cognitions in television research (L. Huesmann, 1999), but this link has not been established for games. Experiments like Hoffman’s question the presence of such a link. Laboratory-based experiments on games and aggression have also been assailed as unduly artificial and not representing the typically social context of game play (Goldstein, 2001). This last point is especially salient, given that 60% of gamers now play with friends and 25% play with a spouse or parent (State of the Industry Report 2000-2001, 2001). A longitudinal study would help triangulate the findings, and reach the type of sustained effects Huesmann found for television. Regardless of their individual expectations, each of the four major reviews came to the same conclusion. To quote Anderson and Bushman, “longitudinal research is badly needed” (C. A. Anderson & Bushman, 2001)(p. 359).

The Choice of Stimulus

The last problem is one that has received little attention in the research to date, but is equally, if not more, important than the others. This is the issue of the choice of stimulus in the experiment, and what can be said afterwards. Only recently have researchers begun to measure important variables that relate to the content of the game under study. Few researchers have noted the distinctions between basic game genres or play contexts. Previously, researchers had picked a game based on their own prima facie understanding of it as “violent,” or “non-violent.” An exception is Anderson and Dill, who have been among the few to pretest their stimuli to rate it on their dimensions of interest (C. A. Anderson & Dill, 2000). The distinction between games in an issue not to be glossed over. Indeed, the wide variety of video game content and play experiences would likely surprise most first-time investigators. The online database www.allgame.com lists descriptions of 35,400 different games across 93 different game machines plus computers. Even if we could make the assumption that all of these games are uniform in their level of violence (or some other variable), we would still be left to account for the wide variety of play contexts that include place and social environment: at home, school, work, in an arcade, on a cell phone, alone, with a few others, with a small crowd, or online with several thousand others. 

To collapse this wide variety of content and context into a variable labeled “game play” is the equivalent of assuming that all television, radio or motion picture use is the same. As Dill and Dill have noted, “This is akin to lumping films like The Little Mermaid with Pulp Fiction, and expecting this combined ‘movie viewing’ variable to predict increases in aggressive behavior” (Dill & Dill, 1998)(p. 423). For this reason, it is essential to have a full understanding of a game before choosing a research design. Correspondingly, the conclusions drawn from the experiment in the next chapter are not intended to generalize to anything like “games,” or “violent games,” which are too gross-level a qualification for rigorous research. What follows is a discussion of the game genre, its players and its culture, and an in-depth participant observation study of a game prior to the main study. What kind of game genre does it represent? What is the content like? Who typically plays such games and why? What social issues and effects present themselves through game play? This exercise provided crucial insight into the content and context of the game world.

Massively Multiplayer Games, and the People Who Love Them

This dissertation now focuses on a video game called Asheron’s Call 2, typically referred to as AC2 by its players. Studying any one video game demands that the researcher not only understand the particular game, but also understand where that game fits in the total universe of all games. Otherwise, the issues of generalizability and external validity are essentially ignored. Therefore, this study of AC2 begins by placing it in the context of other games and by describing how it is similar to or different from other titles. AC2 will be shown to be representative of a particular class of online games known as “massively multiplayer role playing games,” or MMRPGs.

A Typology of Content

Creating a typology of game play is more complicated than classifying the genre of a movie, book or television show because any one game may have several play characteristics or variations. A given game often fits a single genre fairly neatly, but the options presented to the player make for added complexity for researchers. For example, a single game may let the player play alone or with other players, or may offer computer-based “non-player characters” (or NPCs). These other players and NPCs may be on the player’s side or they may be antagonists. Play can take place on a computer, console, or a portable device such as a GameBoy, PalmPilot or a cell phone. Other variations in a game can come from space, time, and narrative structure (Wolf, 2001). Lastly, the question of social setting can be important: is the player alone or with others, and in a home, office space or a public space? Therefore, describing a game for the purposes of research begins with genre, but must always include an accounting of the several other variations in game content and context that may impact the variables under study.

Not including purely educational titles, there are eight generally acknowledged video game genres, based on industry practice, but increasingly adopted by the growing research community (Funk, 1993; J. Sherry & Lucas, 2003) (see Table 1). Like other media products, games can overlap genres, as with the popular Rise of Nations that borrows elements from simulation, action and strategy games. The most popular genre, and the one under study here is the RPG, or role-playing game. 

	Table 1

Game Genres.

	Genre
	Examples

	Action
	Tomb Raider, Doom

	Adventure
	Myst, Zork

	Driving
	Gran Turismo, Mario Kart

	Puzzle
	Tetris, Worms, Chess

	RPG
	EverQuest, The Sims

	Simulation
	Flight Simulator

	Sports
	Madden NFL, Tony Hawk Pro Skater

	Strategy
	Civilization, Command & Conquer


RPGs are the best-selling genre, according to data from industry analyst NPD Funworld (Ow, 2003). Computer RPG’s evolved from the tabletop game Dungeons & Dragons, which gathered players to cooperate on a quest. With an element of chance, but guided by an omniscient “dungeon master,” the tabletop RPG was a leap from the pages of fantasy novels into the home. RPGs are an interactive form of paperback fiction (Pearce, 2001). As with their offline predecessors, in an electronic role-playing game, “players create or take on a character represented by various statistics, which may even include a developed persona. The character’s description may include specifics such as species, race, gender, and occupation” (Wolf, 2001)(p. 130). Players guide their character through a series of adventures or in pursuit of some goal. Typically, the player seeks to improve his or her character by raising skill levels or acquiring valuable objects.

An important recent development in video games is the mainstream arrival of networked play. Networked games are those played by multiple players, each using their own terminal device. With the rise of the public Internet in the mid 1990s, PC-based games were the vanguard of networked gaming. More recently, home consoles have taken advantage of DSL- and cable-based ISPs and have incorporated networked game play; broadband connections are impacting entertainment choices (Kwak, Skoric, Williams, & Poor, 2003). By most accounts, networked play is seen as the future of the video game industry, partly because players expect new titles to have some kind of multiplayer experience built in (N. G. Croal, 2001; Kushner, 2002a; Pham, 2001; J. Schwartz, 1999). Forecasts suggest that online gaming will grow from a $127 million industry in 2003 to a $6 billion one by 2006 (ScreenDigest, 2002). Studying an online RPG therefore means studying the most popular genre, and potentially the dominant future form of video games. 

Online games are played by large and small groups of players, and last for very different time periods. The smallest games—for example, online chess—have only two players and are relatively short. Medium-sized games such as Counterstrike or Quake, may last about the same time period, but have from 2 to 40 players. A handful of these titles can be played competitively for cash (Lubell, 2003). The largest games of all have hundreds of thousands of players and continue indefinitely. This last kind of game is known as a “massively multiplayer online role-playing game,” more commonly referred to as an MMORPG or MMRPG. 

The Evolution of the MMRPG

The concept of cyberspace came from the novels Neuromancer, (Gibson, 1984) and Snow Crash (Levin, 2003; N. Stephenson, 1992), and was further popularized by movies ranging from Tron (Lisberger, 1982) to The Matrix (Wachowski & Wachowski, 1999). These fictions helped usher in the notion of a virtual space in which a representation of the user appeared on the screen in some way, either as a text-based character or a fully modeled 3D figure, or “avatar.” The virtual spaces might be largely imagined, as in the mental picture generated by the on-screen text, “You enter a small, dimly lit room. Two chairs sit on the far wall next to a strange cat-like creature which is eyeing you with curiosity.” Or they might be more realized environments, complete with topography, weather and realistic physics. These fictional, virtual environments allow for many interactions, but the most common and popular ones have been games.

Online multiplayer gaming has undergone a slow evolution from niche hobby to mainstream marketability. How many players “massive” means is not clear, but games have moved steadily from allowing only two players to allowing as many as possible, sometimes up to several hundred thousand. According to Mulligan (2002), a long-time online game industry veteran, the industry evolved through three stages. The first generation was marked by the invention of games played not just on a computer between people, but over networks where those people sat in front of separate terminals. This was made possible by the 1969 debut of the ARPAnet, the research institution-based precursor to the modern Internet. As with the early game development chronicled in Chapter 2, progress was made by university students with access to mainframe computers. The first networked games quickly launched that first year of ARPAnet when Rick Blomme wrote a network version of Spacewar, two years before Nolan Bushnell adapted it into the arcade clone Computer Space. Crude 3D graphics games appeared in 1973. 

The second generation dates from 1978 to 1995, and introduced the concept of “persistence” to online games. The text-based 1978 Multi-User Dungeon (or MUD) was the first real-time, multi-player game that allowed players to save their characters and grow them indefinitely, meaning that their characters persisted even after the play session ended, i.e. the character would pick up where it left when the player next joined the game.
 “MUD” eventually became the generic term for any text-based, persistent multiplayer game, and scores of general and specialized MUDs flourished (Curtis, 1992). Like most of the MUDs and MMRPGs that followed, MUD drew its source material—just like Dungeons & Dragons—from the fantasy novels of J.R.R. Tolkien (Pearce, 2001). Nearly every MMRPG features variants of the stock characters of trolls, orcs, elves, armor-clad warriors, and wizards. Written for the PDP-10 mainframe computer, MUD’s code was “shared” by users worldwide when it was anonymously posted on ARPAnet. Its success inspired the fledgling game industry to experiment with networked titles, and by the mid 1980s, rudimentary games using the CompuServe and Genie networks were charging $4 per hour for play. 

The third generation began in 1996 when online games moved from proprietary networks like CompuServe to the public Internet, and when the games began charging a flat monthly fee, rather than an hourly one. These two changes brought the niche hobby to the mainstream public—or at least to those early adopters who were online in 1996. The first title in this vein was Meridian 59 (see Figure B), which has since folded (Colker, 2001). Following Meridian 59 was the first truly successful MMRPG, Ultima Online (UO), which traded on a recognized game brand and convinced developers that the genre could be profitable on a large scale; for the first six months of its release UO was the fastest-selling product in the history of Electronic Arts, the most successful publisher in games history (Mulligan & Petrovsky, 2003). 

Who plays MMRPGs? Because of the proprietary nature of publishers’ data, exact figures for MMRPG play are not available, meaning that we are still not sure who plays them. National survey data show that general online play is diverse in terms of gender, race and age (see Table 2).
 Data from the Pew Internet and American Life Project illustrate that higher percentages of racial minorities and women are playing than white men, and that surprisingly large numbers of older people play.

	Table 2

Online Gaming Demographics

	National adult sample, respondents who answered yes to “ever play a game online?”

	All users
	37%

	Men
	37%

	Women
	38%

	Whites
	34%

	Blacks
	48%

	Hispanics
	54%

	18-29
	52%

	30-49
	34%

	50-64
	28%

	65+
	38%

	Note. Data were collected by the Pew Internet and American Life Project in June and July, 2002.


What we do know about MMRPG players comes from a handful of available self-selected surveys. What is clear is that the typical MMRPG player is older than the average gamer, and that while general online gaming has no gender gap, MMRPG players are overwhelmingly male. In an ongoing series of surveys, Yee (2001; 2002) has found that MMRPG players are roughly 85% male. The mean male player is in his mid 20s, while the mean female player is 30. Griffiths et al (2003) and Kline & Arlidge (2002) found similar numbers in their investigation of EverQuest players, but the firm PCData has estimated that one quarter of MMRPG players are women (Laber, 2001). Yee also found that female players were far more likely to be married and have children, and played with a romantic partner at a rate four times greater than men. Within the games, men are more likely to favor weapons and technology and competitiveness than women (Kline & Arlidge, 2002). The average number of hours played for the three most popular MMRPGs is about 20 per week (N. Yee, 2002). Due to the fairly complex nature of most MMRPGs’ interfaces, it can be inferred that players are relatively expert and comfortable with PCs. This further suggests that the demographic profile skews to the wealthier and more educated, so it is not surprising that approximately 50% of players have an undergraduate degree (M. D. Griffiths et al., 2003).

Analysts and developers agree that the long-term profitability of the MMRPG industry rests on moving the games from this relatively small, hardcore audience to the more mainstream one captured by the rest of the game industry (P. Loftus, 2003). But based on the culture of the industry described earlier in this work, there are significant barriers in place, starting with designers who make games for designers and not the general public. This, and other basic organizational and management flaws continue to plague the industry (Mulligan & Petrovsky, 2003). Cases in point were the much-hyped release of two games thought to bring MMRPGs to the masses, The Sims Online and Star Wars Galaxies, both of which fell short of expectations. Each title built on a well-established brand, but failed in some other key aspect. The Sims Online featured repetitive tasks as its main game play element, leading to this kind of review: a “one-word take on ‘The Sims Online’: boring. ‘My screen-saver is more entertaining’” (Pham, 2003b)(p. C1). And despite the tremendous excitement and potential user base of Star Wars fans (J. C. Herz, 2002a; Nguyen, 2002), Galaxies also featured repetitive tasks and significant software bugs. As Au put it, “What if they gave a world and nobody came?” (Au, 2002)
The flaws point out major challenges facing the genre. Without compelling interactions with other players, will people stay in the game? And with no clear end-game, i.e. no way to “win,” will people still play (Herold, 2003)? Since most MMRPG titles have little in the way of a motivating dramatic structure (Klug, 2002), the content and social life of the game must be compelling enough to make it worth playing, regardless of the bells and whistles and setting (Kim, 2000). As one gamer said, “[meeting new people is] the most interesting aspect of the game. This gives it a social dimension. There’s another person behind every character” (Pham, 2003b)(p. C1). 

Research shows that social interactions are the main draw for MMRPGs (M. D. Griffiths et al., 2003; Kline & Arlidge, 2002) and it follows that games that have compelling content and vibrant social communities, such as EverQuest and Dark Ages of Camelot, have grown their subscriber bases and been profitable. Given that previous generations of games with no explicit social function have become popular sites of social interaction, it should not be surprising that games with built-in sociability should be more appealing still. A literature scholar described MMRPGs as a “highly social form of collaborative fiction” (Pearce, 2001)(p. 3). In South Korea, where broadband access is cheaper and more common than in the U.S., MMRPGs are a social and mainstream entertainment medium (Belson & Richtel, 2003; Stewart & Choi, 2002). The most popular title has three million players, and gaming is a highly public activity (J. C. Herz, 2002b).

Whether mainstream U.S. titles will acquire these features remains to be seen. What can be said with certainty is that there is a spectrum of game content within the MMRPG market. On one end are highly entertaining, more social and successful games, and on the other end are mundane, asocial and unsuccessful games. The vibrant and successful games have the potential for positive social effects, while the others may well bring null results or even negative effects.

The Social Life of MMRPGs

You have to think, in the history of human culture, how many times have we come into possession of a new medium of expression that allows us to capture the world in a way that could not be captured before? 

– Prof. Janet Murray on MMRPGs (quoted in Liatowitsch, 2002)

The U.S. MMRPG market has a handful of major titles, but is dominated by one very popular game, EverQuest. EverQuest’s visuals and storyline are in most ways inferior to the stand-alone single-player games found on both consoles and PCs. Like all MMRPGs, it is graphically hamstrung by the technical constraints of Internet connection bandwidth, and Internet “lag” can make for an unpleasant play experience that gamers find annoying (Olivera & Henderson, 2003). EverQuest’s success can instead be attributed to the value that the players bring to the game for each other to enjoy. What sets it and other successful MMRPGs apart from the rest of video games is that the player interactions and community are the compelling content. “To play this game, you’ve got to be social,” said one player (Kushner, 2002b)(p. E4). 

MMRPG players are far more active than the assumedly passive consumers of traditional media. For example, more than one-quarter of EverQuest players say they have made some original artwork or fiction based on the game (M. D. Griffiths et al., 2003).
 Researchers considering direct effects or limited effects models will have to come to grips with a population that takes a vigorous role in the practice and creation of their medium. Through public “beta testing” and in everyday play, MMRPG players evaluate games and interact with producers in a more active way than any other medium; the feedback loop for these consumers is immediate and potent. It is not unusual to see players criticize a game feature and then have the producers modify it the next day. In one MMRPG incident, players threatened to leave their game en masse if a controversial change was made (Schiesel, 2002). These game worlds are also populated by players who have established behavioral norms and boundaries (Kim, 2000). Antisocial behaviors are clearly identified and frowned on by the vast majority of players (Kline & Arlidge, 2002; N. Yee, 2001). Passionate arguments on posting boards often revolve around what behaviors are or aren’t allowed by the game code (MacLellan, 2002).
 

Aside from an involved user base, EverQuest also benefits from a network effect: the game is popular because a lot of people play it, and a lot of people play it because it is popular. The community that formed around EverQuest has become astoundingly large and vibrant. More than 400,000 subscribers play regularly,
 fighting monsters, collecting loot, organizing groups, and engaging in trade. Some of this trade moves offline to auction sites, providing full-time employment for a handful of enterprising middlemen (Dibbell, 2003; Weingarten, 2002). Based on the population and the hourly wage, an economist calculated that EverQuest’s fantasy world of Norrath is the real-world’s 79th richest nation (Castronova, 2001). 

But while the economics of the game worlds are compelling, it is the social and community elements of MMRPGs that offer the strongest potential for positive and negative effects; MMRPGs have aspects that can create or stifle both bridging and bonding social capital, and can have a direct impact on existing social networks and structures. Game play can lead to direct human contacts, providing the kind of crucial psychological support that is the hallmark of bonding social capital. Some of this comes from simply providing an outlet to practice social skills; one gamer attested that being outgoing in the game taught him to be outgoing in real life (Klett, 2003). Much like the medical support group members cited in Chapter 5, one Asheron’s Call game player told the story of how the game had saved him from giving up on life. After being struck by a car, he had acquired an extremely painful nerve condition that kept him home-bound and isolated. After a year of nearly total social withdrawal, a friend begged him to reconnect by playing an MMRPG with him. According to this player, getting back into a social group through the game was a turning point in his life (Liatowitsch, 2002). 

Other instances of bonding involve players who met online and then moved their relationship offline, occasionally resulting in romance and even marriages. Another aspect is the strengthening of preexisting relationships through game play. Yee’s data suggest that this is a particularly strong phenomenon among female players, although one father cited his game play as a way of bonding with his two young sons: “I found that EverQuest has given me back something I haven’t had in a long time—communication with my boys and their friends” (in Liatowitsch, 2002). Other online games have also been cited as father-son bonding mechanisms (Gorman, 2001). 

The contact between players who haven’t previously met shows MMRPGs’ potential for bridging social capital, and also a return of the arcade dynamic of the early 1980s. Those early arcades were the sites of social mixing that crossed age, race and ethnic lines—social spaces that allowed for bridging in ways otherwise impermissible:

The arcade was where you jumped from the holding pen of physical teenagers into a disembodied game world. Dialing into networked Doom rooms and online game sites, you’re going the other way—navigating virtual space to get back through to real people. You’re playing videogames from the inside out against people whose real names and circumstances you may never know. In this sense, online game space is even hazier and more dubious than the old arcades . . . Somewhere on the other side of the virtual arcade is a real person who, in a friendly, schoolyard way, has it in for you (J.C. Herz, 1997)(p. 58-59).

Bridging dynamics operate in some MMRPGs both in and outside of the game world. Players meet and communicate through game-related chat rooms, web sites, IRC channels and posting boards (Chick, 2001). On the sites and in the games, players often communicate about their personal lives, locations and backgrounds, and “find them useful for making friends and socializing” (J. E. Katz & Rice, 2002)(p. 193).

A diverse mixing of real-world backgrounds often results, and many players tout the electronic horizon-broadening effect of MMRPGs: “You have the opportunity to meet people from so many different places. I mean, I know people from Iceland, Korea, you know, all over Europe. And it gives you opportunities to talk to people you wouldn’t normally talk to and you get to learn a lot about different cultures” (in Liatowitsch, 2002). A U.S. Naval commander plays via satellite link from a battleship in the Indian Ocean (Rowan, 2003). Some of this mixing may be an indirect product of the game’s setting and norms. American-produced MMRPGs always feature multiple races, while games created in more homogeneous cultures like Taiwan offer no diversity. This in-game diversity norm may lead to more racially diverse attitudes (Lai, 2003) and thus more bridging. Many gamers form playing “clans,” which often cross racial lines (Tangherlini, in Yee et al, 2002).

Evidence of this melting-pot bridging potential can be seen at EverQuest Fan Faires. At the Boston Fan Faire, members of the guild Harmony of Souls gathered for omelets and to meet each other in person. They were accountants, advertising executives, mothers and fathers, and resided in places as separate as Denmark and Alaska (Kushner, 2002b). Los Angeles Times journalist Alex Pham commented “From all over the world, they come to meet one another. There’s a sense of trust online, and it’s interesting to see whether or not it translates into real life. A middle aged lawyer is talking to a 12-year old kid with whom he’s interacted online, and in any other circumstance these two people would not be talking to one another” (in Liatowitsch, 2002). 

Bridging is easier in online environments than in real ones because of the lowered entry costs for relationships and communities. Online friendships in games are often less threatening than real ones (Turkle, 1995), but sometimes they are formed simply because of real-world obstacles. One female EverQuest player, who lived in a remote farmhouse in the English countryside, found that playing the game was a means to socialize in an otherwise lonely environment. She describes the low entry costs for EverQuest communities as part of her personal experience: 

I’m not very outgoing, but I like having people to talk to and it was a way for me to spend my evenings talking to other people . . . The thing with EQ is if you’re not very good at making friends, a lot of the uncomfortable face-to-face stuff is not there. A lot of the barriers that stop people or make it hard for people to make friends in real life are gone (in Liatowitsch, 2002).

The flip side of this ease, however, is that communities with low entrance and exit costs are also less likely to be substantive ones. David Greenfield, author of Virtual Addiction, (1999) echoes the dystopians concerns of Beniger (1987) when he asks of MMRPG gaming “Is it a form of pseudo social connection, a form of pseudo community?” (in Liatowitsch, 2002) This play can also be social escapism. Said one player, “I’ll tell ya’, honestly, I have a lot better social experiences in the game than I do in real life” (Liatowitsch, 2002). This makes MMRPG communities a possible source of large social networks, but also potentially empty ones. It means that such communities can be a refuge from the real-world risks and rewards of human relationships, for better or worse. The English woman quoted above decided to drop her game play because it was taking up too much of her time and didn’t deliver enough in the way of solid social connections. 

Her case illustrates both the benefits and costs of spending large amounts of time in a virtual environment. After playing nearly 30 hours per week for several months in a row, she had begun to feel that the game was having a negative impact on her life. Most of the people she met online were only passing friends, many of whom she discovered had serious personal problems. She noted, however, that she had made a small handful of very close friends who lasted after her game play ended, making the whole experience worthwhile. The potential for bridging and bonding was there, but so was the potential for a net disconnection from real human ties. Had she not gained that small handful of friends, she would have had nothing to show for her time other than diminished relationships with those she’d known before playing the game. 

Some of the positive and negative effects therefore appear to come as a function of time played. Many players speak of an over-time burnout effect, and describe their slow realization that their life in the game had become either boring or lonely (Kwill, 2001). Veteran MMRPG designer Raph Koster suggests that the typical cycle for an online gamer is two years: an initial period of excitement is followed by a long period of steady use, which ends in a sudden stop (Liatowitsch, 2002).

Understanding Asheron’s Call 2

The content and context of a given game is crucially important for understanding what the possible effects might be. A researcher must account for genre, setting and duration when designing studies. As Gershuny has noted, “Computer games . . . that involve multiple players in different households, . . . constitute a wholly new sort of leisure activity, with hardly any previous parallels” (2002a)(p. 70). 

To better understand the variables under study, I engaged in a two-month participant observation of an MMRPG. If the setting and play style might affect the dependent variables under study, I preferred to enter the process with an intimate knowledge of the game experience. My choice was the game Asheron’s Call 2 (AC2),
 and what follows is a description of its content, followed by those characteristics relevant to a study of River City-inspired fears (including aggression) and social capital. The conclusion of the participant observation is that AC2 is typical of other MMRPGs in its setting and goals, but is thin on social structures and community, chiefly due to a shortage of players. As a source of aggression effects, there are plenty of violent acts to witness and participate in, but as a source of community, the game is unlikely to prove beneficial.

An understanding starts with basic game mechanics and background. AC2 is a fantasy-based game, complete with the expected assortment of evil monsters, virtuous heroes and heroines and panoramic environments. Players normally buy a copy of the game in the store, install the CD, and then connect to the game’s servers on the Internet. In the game community AC2 is considered to be one of the more accessible MMRPGs available ("2003 State of the Online Union," 2003), and certainly one of the most beautiful. AC2’s game manual is short and simple, and the user interface has few options compared to some of the more complex MMRPGs. Ease of use makes it well-suited to new players (who might be solicited for a study). The wilderness that predominates the game world is one of waterfalls, valleys, mountains, desolate plains, and alpine meadows, punctuated occasionally by cities. In every locale, naturalistic lighting effects such as reflections on water, sunlight glare, shadows and fog follow an actual in-game day-and-night cycle with a sun and two moons. Cities are walled compounds and fortresses with separate buildings, concrete pathways and meeting squares. Each feels like an independent town or small campus. Additionally, the game features realistic physics: Players may jump, run and swim through the environment, peer around corners and dive off of cliffs, suffering harm if they fall too far. 
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Figure D. The wilderness setting of AC2.

An archer pauses beneath a willow tree. This typical in-game wilderness area demonstrates the details and lush natural settings that typify the game. Notice the reflection of the hills on the water and the shadow on the tree at left. Both vary according to the player’s perspective and the angle of the sun at the particular time of day. Clouds move overhead and slowly become a starry sky when darkness falls.

Players start the game by constructing their character, which is represented on-screen by a figure known as an avatar (see Figure D). They are guided through a series of steps that enable a customization of the avatar for species, gender, race, build, clothing type, and even facial features (see Figure E).

Figure E. Creation and customization of an avatar.
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Growing the character’s abilities through quests and combat is the primary activity in AC2. Combat is almost never between online players. Instead, the wide variety of creatures and critters that assail the players are directed by the computer. This combat takes place on a nearly constant basis in AC2, and cannot be avoided if the player wants to complete the game’s various tasks. But while combat is necessary to reach the various goals, it is rarely the goal in itself. In fact, monsters that appear in a player’s path are often avoided when they offer the player little other than a delay. Combat itself is fairly typical of the genre in that it involves weaponry and spells, and is of middling graphic violence. Players and monsters use swords, bows and magic staves, rather than engaging in hand-to-hand combat. The bloodshed and detail of the violence is less graphic than a first-person shooter game such as Unreal or Counterstrike, but is certainly not sanitized. Blood oozes and flies, and creatures writhe and scream when they are reduced to gory corpses. AC2 is very similar to other MMRPGs in its level of graphic violence, and is safely a representative game for the genre. 

Figure F. Combat.
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The overall threat level of the game environment is notable. Players start off in safe zones where they cannot be attacked, but must soon venture outside to begin their tasks. Once outside, foreboding music heralds a series of imminent attacks and the player’s “radar” screen shows the location of monsters lying in wait. 

As in any MMRPG, the role of the other players is particularly important. Players may talk with one another openly or in private chat through simple text messages. Those who venture out alone into the wilderness usually fare less well than those who collaborate and join temporary, “fellowships,” or more long-lasting “allegiances.” Within these groupings, players can communicate easily, meet, support one another and share resources. Fellowships and allegiances are the basic social structures of AC2, and some even feature home pages and chat rooms for out-of-game chatting. But even outside of these groupings, most players regard each other in a collegial and supportive fashion. Because players cannot attack other players except in a few specially marked areas, there is very little inter-player strife. In fact, the player community is proactive in its help of others, with players frequently taking a moment to help out those with less power or knowledge, often by casting helpful spells, a process known as “buffing.”

Figure G. Socializing through chat windows.
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All of these features should combine to make AC2 a socially vibrant and communal game, except for one fatal flaw: There are few players. AC2 is an unsuccessful game. Where other MMRPGs feature busy town squares and a thick bustle of player activity in them, AC2’s cities are relatively unpopulated. An EverQuest or Dark Ages of Camelot server usually has several thousand players on at any one time, while the AC2 servers usually only have a few hundred spread across a massive world. Although the world is stunningly beautiful, a player wandering alone for an hour in the lush wilderness can begin to wonder if anyone else is playing. The sensation must be akin to being the only person in an amusement park: fun-looking, but not fun. This under population makes it more difficult to reach the critical mass of community members that make games such as Ultima Online, EverQuest, and Dark Ages of Camelot socially vibrant. 

In short, AC2 is the world they built to which nobody came.
 Some players have griped that the game is beautiful, but “has no soul” (Val_Poncho, 2003). The resulting negative network effect was a death spiral; no one came because it was unpopular, and it was unpopular because nobody came. There is evidence that a popular version of AC2 could increase social capital. An internal Microsoft study showed that in Asheron’s Call, the original and very similar game, those players who joined in-game groups interacted with other players both in and outside of the game, and also played in more pro-social ways (Axelsson & Regan, 2002). But without a sufficient player population, such positive outcomes are unlikely. 

AC2 was therefore suitable for a natural experiment representing the poorer end of the social spectrum: it is a social game without the energy to truly promote easy access to social capital. It had just enough people to be a viable setting for an experiment, but not enough people to substantially promote community. It should yield small gains at best, but is more likely to generate null or negative effects. Testing the possible positive social phenomena would require a different game—perhaps EverQuest’s sequel—and another study. Instead, this game is a very conservative test of how negative the social capital effects could possibly be.

Chapter 7: New Methods for New Media

Much of this dissertation has focused on the discourses surrounding new media technologies—explaining our ambivalent reactions while also looking beneath the surface at underlying social issues. The questions have been What are the effects of video games? and What are the effects of the Internet? What do these media do to individuals and communities? Now it is time to answer those questions empirically. This chapter starts with the creation of new scales for measuring the social capital effects of an Internet use. Those measures are then used to establish a baseline for gross-level Internet effects. Then, the hypotheses and methodology for a study of online game use are presented. The results of this large panel study are presented in the next chapter.

The Michigan Social Capital Scales (MSCS)

As noted earlier by Putnam, there are no comprehensive measures of “bridgingness” or “bondingness” to measure the impact of a media technology. There are no scales to show how weak-tie networks lead to links across groups, or how strong-tie networks provide emotional and substantive support. To proceed while using his analytical framework, such scales had to be created. The creation and validation work is presented in detail in the Appendices (see Appendix A). In sum, they were found to be reliable and valid, and can be used to measure bridging and bonding social capital as they change in both online and offline contexts.

The next step was to use the scales to test their predictive validity, and to establish a baseline for the gross-level effects of the Internet. The results will show that bridging and bonding social capital are separate, measurable concepts, and that their different stocks online and off can tell us much about what the Internet’s strengths and weaknesses are in building social capital. The online world is shown to be better suited to the bridging function, and the offline world is better suited to the bonding one. The results are discussed in the context of the growing Internet research field and in the Internet’s role in civic society. These effects will then be compared to the more specific effects found later on for online gaming.

Measuring Social Capital with the MSCS

The validation results presented in Appendix A suggest that the Internet carries out slightly different social functions than our offline lives. It may be more of a bridging mechanism than a bonding one. This assertion must now be tested and subjected to alternative explanations. Moreover, there should be some reasoning as to why the Internet would function in this way. The speculation here is that the social capital generated by online communities is moderated by the relatively low entry and exit costs there compared to offline life. Joining an online community is typically easier than joining an offline one. As a result, we should see more of the bridging function there than in offline life. There is also the converse question of whether or not the Internet is useful as a bonding mechanism. Do online groups provide the same kinds of psychological, emotional and practical support as their real-world counterparts, even without the power of face-to-face interactions? And do Internet users feel the kinds of reciprocal bonds that would lead them to contribute to their online communities? Both sets of questions can be explored by using the MSCS on a population.

But as with predictions for any set of dependent variables, there will be alternative explanations that must be accounted for. Do Internet relationships function differently than those in our offline lives? It may be that any differences between a subject’s stock of online and offline social capital might be explained by their level of social extroversion or some other psychological variable. Kraut et al’s findings were explained in part by showing that outgoing people experienced more gains and shy people experienced more losses when given Internet access. Likewise, it is reasonable to suggest that education, age, gender and income might moderate any findings because they have been found to relate to overall Internet use (Coget, Yamauchi, & Suman, 2002; J. I. Cole, Suman, Schramm, Bel, & Aquino, 2000; K. K. Levy et al., 2002), or possibly even race given the digital divide debate. Each of these alternative explanations is therefore included as a control.

Hypotheses

The application here is intended to make sure these measures are appropriate for use in the longitudinal application that makes up the balance of this dissertation. There is also an opportunity to show predictive validity if the measures yield results in the directions expected by theory. Revisiting Granovetter and Galston’s theories suggests several hypotheses about the relative advantages of weak and strong-tie networks and of the intensity of any differences due to the amount of time spent online. Haythornthwaite suggested that the online world is particularly well-suited for maintaining weak tie networks, and possibly not as good for maintaining strong ones. The latter is consistent with critics who, without seeing any potential benefits from online networks, decry Internet use as isolating. Functionally, this has appeal in that the entry and exit costs online tend to be lower than their offline counterparts, and so the relationships that develop may not be as bonding. Therefore:

H1: Bridging (weak-tie) social capital will be larger online than offline.

It follows that this effect should increase as time online increases, so:

H2: Effects found in H1 will be stronger for heavier users than lighter users.

A related question explores the functional form of the expected effects, i.e. do they take on some kind of curvilinear form? Turkle’s work with gamers suggests that those users who spend large amounts of time online may eventually experience problems. Do light users experience moderate weak-tie gains and heavy users strong ones, but very, very heavy users see a decrease at some point? So:

R2: What is the functional form of bridging effects as time online increases?

If the Internet is better at generating weak-tie, bridging social capital than offline life because of its lower entry and exit costs, the offline world should be better at generating strong-tie bonding social capital because of its relatively higher entry and exit costs. With more to gain and more to lose from them, offline communities and relationships should generate more emotional support than the online world. Also, as noted in Chapter 5, the “translucence” of online social encounters is weaker than offline, and so should make it harder to transmit the social cues and to establish the mechanisms of accountability that strong networks are thought to require (Erickson et al., 2002). So:

H3: Bonding (strong-tie) social capital will be larger offline than online.

But what of the fears about offline effects due to Internet activity? Kraut et al’s first series of experiments suggested that there might be initial losses in strong social networks offline after the introduction of the Internet into people’s lives (R. Kraut et al., 1996). However, the second wave of studies showed that this effect had gone away (Robert Kraut et al., 2002). Still, the time displacement approach favored by Nie suggests strongly that time online must eat into “real world” strong network effects (Nie, 2001). As a test of these conflicting findings, we can ask whether the amount of time spent online is a determining factor in how much offline strong-network support is lost:

H4: More time online will erode bonding social capital offline.

And, again to remain parallel with bridging:

R3: What is the functional form of bonding effects as time online increases?

Following up on the out-group antagonism findings in the scale validation, we can look at whether the Internet makes people think differently about people unlike themselves. The validation process cast doubt on whether out-group antagonism is part of bonding, but it did not tell us that the Internet would be particularly impactful for the phenomenon. By comparing the out-group antagonism subscales for online and off, we can see if the optimists or pessimists are closer to the mark. Will the Internet lead to lower barriers between previously separated groups, paving the way for new connections and understandings? Or will the cyberbalkanization effect show up, atomizing society? This is a test of the critical case between the two:

R4: Is out-group antagonism higher online or off?

Similarly, we can check not only whether there is or isn’t dislike, but also whether there is or isn’t trust. Once again, the optimist and pessimist camps can be tested. Will the Internet foster trust between people or will the “real” world remain the more important source of trust? So:

R5: Is trust higher online or off?

Method

Subjects were drawn from the first wave of the panel study that is presented in detail later in this chapter. These subjects were the same pool of 884 volunteers used in the validation process. Here, they were used to test the hypotheses and research questions by analyzing the differences between the various types and loci of social capital. As a part of the survey, control measures of psychological profile were collected using scales of introversion/extroversion (Bendig, 1962) and loneliness (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980). To control for any differences that might arise from the sample and not the dependent variables, control measures were collected for subjects’ race, gender, age, income, political ideology, prior Internet use, and sense of local community.

Results

H1: Bridging (weak-tie) social capital will be larger online than offline.

A paired-samples T-Test of the online and offline bridging scales found that bridging levels were higher online than off, supporting H1. Comparing the two parallel scales, which run from 10 to 50, online bridging (Mean = 39.02, S.E. = .23) was larger than its offline counterpart (Mean = 36.24, S.E. = .24). This difference of just under three scale points between the measures was highly significant (t = 8.563, 707 df, p < .001).

A crosscheck of this finding used three questions about the diversity of personal interactions for both online and offline settings (scale 3 to 15, with higher values indicating more different-group contacts, online version alpha = .718; offline version alpha = .710). The mean scores show that people reported more interactions with others from different classes, races and religions online (Mean = 13.22, S.E. = .07) than they did offline (Mean = 12.67, S.E. = .09). This difference was highly significant (t = 6.214, 713 df, p < .001).

H2: Results found in H1 will be stronger for heavier users than lighter users.

	Table 1

Predictors for Getting More Bridging Social Capital Online Than Off, OLS regression

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients (b)
	S.E.
	t
	Sig.

	(Constant)
	3.195
	3.427
	.932
	.352

	Education
	-.670
	.262
	-2.561
	.011

	Age
	.014
	.048
	.287
	.774

	Gender
	2.392
	1.097
	2.180
	.030

	Political Ideology
	.298
	.321
	.927
	.354

	Minority
	2.048
	1.637
	1.251
	.211

	Introversion/Extroversion
	-.157
	.061
	-2.589
	.010

	Loneliness 
	.280
	.101
	2.776
	.010

	Time Spent Online
	.103
	.021
	4.804
	.000

	Sense of Local Community
	-1.450
	.780
	-1.859
	.064

	Model: r2 = .145, F = 10.086, p<.001
	
	
	
	

	Note. Dependent variable is online bridging – offline bridging. Each is a 10 to 50 index, with higher scores indicating more bridging.

Education was measured on a seven-point scale ranging from “less than high school” (1) to “graduate or professional degree” (7).

Gender is a dummy variable for which male = 0 and female = 1.

Political ideology was measured on a five-point scale ranging from “very conservative” (1) to “very liberal” (5).

Minority is a dummy variable for which African Americans and Hispanics = 1, and all others = 0.

Loneliness is a six-item summative battery, which ranges from six to 30. Higher values indicate more loneliness.

Time Spent Online is hours per week, not including time online for work.

Introversion/Extroversion is a 10-question summative battery, which ranges from 10 to 50. Lower values indicate a more introverted personality and higher values indicate a more extroverted personality.


To consider H2, an ordinary least squares regression model was tested to see whether time online had an impact. Table 1 shows the results of a model in which the dependent variable is the difference between the bridging social capital found online and offline. Positive coefficients show that the variable is associated with larger differences between online and offline bridging social capital (more bridging online). Negative coefficients show smaller differences (more bridging offline). Age was found to be unrelated to the location of bridging. Time spent at work was found to be insignificant in this and all subsequent models, and so was dropped from the analysis.

Time spent online in general was significantly positively related to garnering more online bridging, supporting H2. The effect was of moderate size. Education was a negative predictor of online bridging, i.e. the more education a subject had, the less likely they were to get more bridging online. Gender was a positive predictor: women bridged online more than men. Political ideology was not a significant predictor. African American and Hispanics in the sample were much more likely to go online for their bridging than their white, Native American or Asian counterparts. This finding approaches generally accepted levels of significance, but was limited by the small number and type of African Americans and Hispanics in the sample.

Personality type and situation also played strongly significant roles in the findings. Extroverts were less likely to bridge online than introverts. Conversely, lonelier people were more likely to bridge online. These two results offered mixed support for H2 and suggest that time online is related to personality. Rather than showing that more socially interactive users get more bridging online, the results suggest that it is a question of need fulfillment.

Lastly, the stronger one’s sense of local physical community was, the less the subject had online bridging. In sum, higher education, an outgoing personality and a strong sense of local community predict less bridging online than off, while being female, lonely or spending more time online predicts more.

R2: What is the functional form of bridging effects as time online increases?


Figure A. What happens to online bridging as time online increases? Pictured is the line of best fit.

The functional form of the relationship between time online and bridging social capital gains is best understood by examining the data graphically (see Figure A).

Figure A demonstrates the functional form by plotting hours online per week, excluding work-related time online, against each subject’s level of online bridging. A line of best fit for the total data illustrates as time online increases, bridging has a slight positive slope. In other words, the simple correlation between online bridging and time online is positive (r = .096, p < .01). The effect is linear, and the fit is not improved with a quadratic function, i.e. there is no point at which more time online begins to harm the bridging gains. 

H3: Bonding (strong-tie) social capital will be larger offline than online.

A paired-samples T-Test of the online and offline bonding scales found that bonding effects were substantially higher in daily offline life than on the Internet, supporting H3. Comparing the two parallel scales, which run from 10 to 50, offline bonding (Mean = 41.72, S.E. = .28) was larger than its online counterpart (Mean = 29.23, S.E. = .39). This difference of nearly 13 scale points between the measures was highly significant (t = -25.620, 582 df, p < .001), showing that bonding effects were much higher offline than on. This difference was much larger than that found for bridging.

H4: More time online will erode bonding social capital offline.

	Table 2

Does Time Online Harm Offline Bonding?

	
	Unstandardized Coefficients (b)
	S.E.
	t
	Sig.

	(Constant)
	48.262
	1.893
	25.489
	.000

	Education
	.177
	.160
	1.110
	.267

	Age
	-.035
	.032
	-1.128
	.260

	Gender
	.252
	.702
	.358
	.720

	Political Ideology
	.077
	.203
	.381
	.703

	Minority
	-2.855
	1.075
	-2.657
	.008

	Loneliness 
	-.765
	.054
	-14.046
	.000

	Time Spent Online
	-.034
	.014
	-2.398
	.017

	Friendship Closeness
	-.013
	.002
	5.201
	.000

	Online Bonding Index
	-.041
	.024
	-1.715
	.087



	Model: r2 = .399, F = 39.511, p<.001
	
	
	
	

	Note. Dependent variable is the offline bonding index, which ranges from 10 to 50. Higher values indicate more offline bonding.
Education was measured on a seven-point scale ranging from “less than high school” (1) to “graduate or professional degree” (7).

Gender is a dummy variable for which male = 0 and female = 1.

Political ideology was measured on a five-point scale ranging from “very conservative” (1) to “very liberal” (5).

Minority is a dummy variable for which African Americans and Hispanics = 1, and all others = 0.

Loneliness is a six-item summative battery, which ranges from six to 30. Higher values indicate more loneliness.

Friendship closeness is the sum of closeness thermometers (0 to 100) for the subjects’ six closest friends.

The online bonding index ranges from 10 to 50, with higher values indicating more online bonding.


To test H4, the offline bonding index was made the dependent variable (see Table 2). The control variables of education, age, gender and political ideology were found to be insignificant. African-Americans and Hispanics in the sample were much less likely to have as much offline bonding social capital as whites, although it should be noted that this subgroup of the sample skewed much higher than their general populations in education and income. Lonely people were less likely to have good bonding support.

The main variable of interest for testing H4 is time spent online. Although the variable was highly significant, substantive interpretation of the coefficient tells us that time online plays little role at all in offline bonding support. Each extra hour of time spent online per week predicts a .03 drop in the 50-point bonding index, making time online almost totally irrelevant in predicting the amount of offline bonding social capital. 

Two other variables were included in the model to control for rival explanations of offline bonding support. The first is the extent of the subjects’ personal local networks. This was measured by asking the subject to name their six closest friends, and then giving a 0 to 100 rating for the degree of closeness for each. As noted in Chapter 5, closeness has been found to be a reliable predictor of the strong ties associated with bonding social capital (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). The variable reported here is the sum of the subject’s closeness ratings, or the subject’s total local emotional support. The second control is the extent of the subject’s bonding social capital that they derive from their online life. It is possible that getting this type of support online might preclude the need for it offline. Having some online bonding social capital does predict less offline bonding. However, the results suggest that, much like total time online, this has little impact. Removing this variable from the model did not substantially change the size, direction or significance of the other variables.

R4: What is the functional form of bonding effects as time online increases?
Again, we can understand the functional form best by examining the data graphically.

Figure B. What happens to offline bonding as time online increases? Pictured is the line of best fit.
Figure B demonstrates the functional form by again plotting non-work time online, but this time against offline bonding. The line of best fit shows that as time online increases, bonding has a slight negative linear slope. The simple correlation between offline bonding and time online is negative (r = -.122, p < .001). The effect is linear and the fit is not improved with quadratic or cubic techniques; there is no point at which more time online begins to cause more harm to offline bonding. But, as noted above, this effect is small when controls are applied in a regression model.

R4: Is out-group antagonism higher online or off?

A paired-samples T-Test of the means of out-group antagonism scales for both online and offline contexts (three items each, online version alpha = .597; offline version alpha = .689) found that out-group antagonism was lower online (1 to 5 scale, with higher values indicating more antagonism: online Mean = 2.82, S.E. = .05; offline Mean = 3.22, S.E. .06). The difference was statistically significant (t = -7.91, df = 826, p < .001).

R5: Is trust higher online or off??

Another paired-samples T-Test compared answers to the standard question “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?” and “What about the people online?” A four-point scale ranged from “Trust them not at all” (1) to “Trust them a lot” (4). Trust in people online was higher than in people in general (online Mean = 2.72, S.E. = .03; offline Mean = 2.30, S.E. .03). This difference was statistically significant (t = -14.40, df = 530, p < .001).

Discussion

The MSCS was shown earlier to be a consistent and reliable set of measures, but like any new instrument, it must be evaluated for its ability to work well in testing relevant theory. The application here suggests that the MSCS has good predictive validity and appears to be a psychometrically sound measure of the two theorized types of social capital that can work in both online and offline contexts.

The findings presented speak to a wide range of theories about the effects of the Internet, including where people get their bridging and bonding social capital, how those effects relate to increases in time online, for whom the effects are stronger, and how much out-group antagonism and trust there is when comparing the online and offline worlds. While the Internet appears to offer the boundary-crossing engagement that we might all hope for, it does not offer deep emotional or affective support. These results paint a picture of life in the Internet Age that will likely totally please neither optimists nor pessimists. Pessimists will be displeased because the analytical framework here is driven by functional displacement thinking, rather than time displacement thinking. Hours at work, for example, were initially included in the analysis to check the accuracy of the time displacement approach, but were found to be insignificant in all of the models. 

Bridging levels were higher online than off. This effect was stronger the more time that was spent online, for women and for lonely people. The effect decreased for the more educated, for extroverts and for those with a strong sense of local community. Importantly, people reported that they made more out-group contacts online than they did off. The findings fit the argument that the Internet offers lower entry and exit costs, and so helps increase the bridging effect by linking more and different people together than the offline world. The results also suggest that the mechanism at work is need fulfillment. Those who are better educated already have access to a broader range of people and ideas, and so need to seek them less online. For women, the effect might be explained by the perceived relative safety of online space. The offline world presents more physical dangers to women than men. These can be avoided online. The Internet might offer women a safer place with less chance of both physical and emotional harm from strangers. Alternatively, women may be using the Internet differently, perhaps by chatting and emailing more than men. This gender difference merits further exploration, especially since the sample contained relatively few female subjects.

For the loneliest people, the Internet was also operating as a safe refuge. But for extroverts, the Internet was simply less necessary—for those who have no trouble meeting others in general, the Internet is less useful than regular, daily offline life. Similarly, for those who already have a strong sense of local community, there was less of a drive to meet new people online. This is the only evidence in the study that suggests a mechanism consistent with Putnam’s predictions of community insularity. In general, for each of the dimensions tested, the result was a matter of whether the particular group had a higher or lower need to bridge social boundaries in a place likely perceived as safe and convenient.

Most notably, the combined bridging, antagonism and out-group contacts results offer a stark refutation of the polarization hypothesis. Not only was there no cyberbalkanization effect, people considered the online world in a much greater progressive, civic and bridging way than they did their offline lives. To buttress these findings, people exhibited far lower out-group antagonism and exhibited higher degrees of trust. Price and Cappella (2002) have found that the Internet had positive potential for civic deliberation when people were placed into experimental groups. The findings here suggest that this potential is being realized, although the extent is certainly not clear. Regardless, it appears that the “Daily Me” can be read alongside the “Daily Everybody Else.” However, just because people are open-minded and ready to test old social boundaries doesn’t also mean that the Internet is a panacea. For example, trust in others online is higher, but the online bonding functions are so much lower that we must consider what online trust is actually capturing. The trust people feel online is more likely measuring a generalized online goodwill. Given the option to place something valuable in the hands of another—private personal details, for example—the data here suggest that people are far more likely to look offline than on. This kind of risk-taking is the true source of trust in relationship-building. Otherwise, nothing ventured, nothing gained. The results tell us that many Internet users are socially progressive while still maintaining a healthy dose of skepticism about others online. 

While bridging was higher as predicted online, so was bonding offline, but even more so. The very large gap between the level of bonding derived offline and on suggests that the Internet is a long way away from offering the kinds of emotional support that humans need. This increases the level of concern for the question “Does the Internet make us more isolated?” The initial data suggest that more time online has a very small negative relationship with offline social capital. As we might expect, lonely people had a hard time getting bonding support. Less predictably, so did the African-Americans and Hispanics in the sample. But when controlling for these and other alternate explanations (general friendships and online support), time spent online had almost no effect on offline bonding social capital. This suggests that fears of Internet isolation are misplaced. Are people not isolated because they are spending time online with people they already know (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002), or because they are not harmed by the time they spend away from these people? Or are Bargh et al (2002) correct in claiming that it is the level of willingness to share feelings that leads to social support online? This remains a question for further study. Still, while the Internet might not be harmful, this is not an endorsement of its bonding potential. All in all, the results suggest that the Internet is a good place for bridging, but only so-so for bonding. Given the very low entry and exit costs to online relationships, this should not be surprising. If online relationships had some higher costs associated, we should expect the bridging gains to drop and the bonding gap to shrink. While the Internet may offer links to people and ideas in a way that is healthy for a diverse population and a democratic state, this is hardly an endorsement of the medium as a place for solid friendships and psychological support.

Was the sample representative of the larger Internet population? Compared to the Pew Internet findings, this sample was slightly younger and whiter and more male than general users. This presents a confound to the extent that these variables have colinearity with the dependent variables under study and cannot be statistically controlled. But for the most part, there were enough subjects in each group to allow for such measures. The exceptions were the relatively small number of women and minorities. As noted above, the gender findings merit further research, both with a more female sample and to explore the possible reasons for the gender differences found here. Likewise, the findings on race are intriguing, but they should not be taken as generalizable to the larger African-American or Hispanic populations. There were relatively few subjects of either race in the sample, and these were middle class, well-educated and very wired, with a mean time of 27 hours per week online. To the already limited extent that conclusions can be made about these two minority groups, they should be further limited to talking about upwardly mobile, technologically savvy African-Americans and Hispanics.

The approach taken in this dissertation has taken issue with the idea that we should be making inferences about “The Internet” because it is so multifaceted. Perhaps some types of Internet use have radically different impacts on bridging and bonding. Still, the exploration of these more specific areas of online life needed a method and a baseline for comparison. With that baseline in place, specific types of Internet use can now be said to be more or less effecting than the Internet in general. The stage is now set to begin investigating a particular kind of Internet use, and to do so in a manner better suited to establishing causality. The next section of the chapter outlines a panel study of online game use.

A Panel Study of Asheron’s Call 2: Hypotheses 

Few researchers have posited beneficial effects from video games beyond touting their potential as teaching tools (Kafai, 1999; E. Loftus, 1984). Cultural conservatism and media frames have kept researchers’ attention focused on what video games do to players. These concerns can be broken down into two broad categories. The first set is described as “River City” hypotheses since it flows directly from the concerns predicted by Wartella and Reeves (1983, 1985), illustrated in Chapters 3 and 4. As argued throughout this dissertation, the social science manifestation of the River City effect is to look for negative displacement, aggression and health problems. The second set is described broadly as social capital hypotheses. It flows from a community-level kind of River City effect. In this case, the fears are about what the new technology will do to our relationships and civic life. Lastly, aside from these two categories are questions about the moderating influence of prior game play.

River City Hypotheses

The River City model suggests that fears about the negative consequences of new media technologies come from exogenous sources, but it does not suggest that those fears are never justified. Whether or not the new technology actually has the prophesized negative social impacts is a fair question that merits testing. Wartella and Reeves posited three distinct types of concerns that were found to be consistent with public rhetoric earlier in this dissertation. Those three concerns involved the displacement of more socially desirable activities, declines in health, and some form of antisocial behavior. For games, antisocial behavior concerns have focused overwhelmingly on aggression and violence.

The displacement phenomenon can be tested by examining whether the introduction of video game play is a direct cause of declines in some other activity. As noted, this might be the displacement of a now-acceptable media form. For children, the displacement was framed earlier as less play time outside, and for teens as less time spent with classic literature. But because the audience for MMRPGs is generally much older than these populations, such questions are not as salient. Instead, we can ask whether the introduction of games into the life of an older player results in a reduction of other socially desirable activities and media use. 

For young adults, the question centers typically on whether or not the player neglects their homework. One recent study has already concluded that there is no homework effect for modern college students due to game play (S. Jones, 2003). Perhaps game play will affect job work, the grown-up equivalent of schoolwork. Another activity that may suffer could be more socially desirable (in the River City sense) media consumption, such as newspaper readership, TV news viewing, or book and magazine readership. The converse of the question can also be checked: What if game play displaces a socially undesirable activity, such as general TV consumption? General Internet use has already been argued to have this impact (Ankney, 2002; Kestnbaum et al., 2002). For critics, such a result would mean a normative decision about which was the lesser of two evils. Lastly, the extensive time diary work of Robinson (Kestnbaum et al., 2002; Robinson, Neustadtl, & Kestenbaum, 2001) suggests that personal maintenance habits tend to suffer first when media use increases. Will, for example, players’ homes become less well kept due to game play?

H1: Game play will displace socially desirable activities.
Concerns about the physical health impact of games have been less frequent, and have consisted of catchy ailments such as “Nintendinitis,” but one avenue of argument suggests that the general couch-potato effect of sitting in front of a computer will cause a decline in health through sheer inactivity. A close cousin to this fear has been the supposed mental health effects of playing games, an activity generally framed as a solitary one. More solidly, the work of Turkle has suggested, at least on a case-study basis, how computer mediated communication in MUDs can lead to depression and loneliness if used as a substitute for emotional risk. Taken together, these health effects could manifest themselves through decreases in health and happiness and increases in depression, loneliness and introversion.

H2: Game play will cause declines in physical health.
H3: Game play will cause declines in mental health.
In the context of video game use, antisocial behavior nearly always means aggression. This has been true especially following the Columbine and Paducah incidents, and the subsequent Senate hearings over media violence. And to be sure, the existing literature predicts changes in aggressive cognitions. The major mechanisms in this realm are the cognitive-neoassociation analysis (CNA) model (C. Anderson & Ford, 1986; Berkowitz & Rogers, 1986), social learning theory (Bandura, 1994; Schutte et al., 1988) and the repetition of aggressive schemas (L. Huesmann, 1986).
 All of these approaches are subsumed into Anderson and Bushman’s General Aggression Model (GAM), which incorporates aggressive beliefs and attitudes, perceptual schemata, expectation schemata, behavior scripts and desensitization (C. A. Anderson & Bushman, 2001). In short, according to the GAM, learning, rehearsal and activation of aggression-related cognitive structures causes aggressive behavior via changes in aggressive personality. If these approaches are applicable, there should be an increase in both physical aggression and aggressive cognitions over time when players are exposed to a violent game. There should also be an increase in normative beliefs about the acceptability of aggression (L. Rowell Huesmann & Guerra, 1997).

The hypotheses are straightforward since the game world is based on violence as the primary means to success:

H4: Game play will increase aggressive cognitions. 

H5: Game play will increase physical aggression. 

The prediction for verbal aggression is less clear. Observation of the game showed that the verbal traffic was overwhelmingly friendly and positive. Players congratulated each other when they met goals and engaged in humorous conversations. The antagonistic language associated with many competitive online games was not present. Therefore, should we expect an increase in verbal aggression? If social learning is the mechanism, we should expect no increase in verbal aggression, and perhaps even a decrease after immersion in a positive verbal environment.

RQ1: How will game play affect verbal aggression?

In the previous chapter, general cultivation theory was questioned as a way to test for the effects of playing in a dangerous and “mean” world. However, Shrum’s refinement of the original theory allows for a very specific application of the elements in that “mean” world. 

The prediction is straightforward. By playing in a dangerous and threatening environment for an extended period of time, Gerbner’s general cultivation suggests that players will perceive the real world as scarier and more dangerous. This should manifest itself in their ratings of real-world safety feelings, and their safety in real-world settings.

H6: Game play in a scary and mean virtual environment will cause an increase in perceptions of danger in the real world.

The second test is a more rigorous one driven by Shrum’s theory. It posits not just the broad cultivation effect of an increase in perceptions of danger, but the targeted, specific aspects of the game world that have real-world parallels. Those specific game features should have the corresponding specific real-world effects. In AC2, such a feature is the preponderance of attacks with weapons. Monsters in the game attack the player with swords, bows, knives, staffs and the like. Likewise, players attack the monsters (and in rare cases each other) with the same. Hand-to-hand physical combat is rare. Shrum’s cultivation therefore predicts that players will perceive an increase in the real-world likelihood of attack with a weapon, but not by hand. Similarly, the game features no rape, and should not generate increases in the perceived likelihood of that crime either.

H7: Game play will cause an increase in the perceived likelihood of assault with a weapon, but not of general physical assault or rape.

The prediction for murder is less clear. The game world features no murder in the strict sense of the word in that players die frequently but are allowed to reincarnate at a nearby safe location with a slight penalty. The persona is never eliminated totally. In other words, there is frequent death, but it is only temporary. How will constant and repetitive death without serious repercussions affect players’ real-world perceptions of murder?

RQ2: What effect will game play have on the perceived likelihood of murder?

Lastly, it might be possible that introducing an element of graphic violence into the media diet will have an effect on players’ preference to violence. Players could conceivably be turned off by the violence, or might even develop a taste for it. If they developed a taste for it and also experienced significant rises in aggression, it would be troubling evidence for a feedback loop of media consumption and violence. If they developed a taste for it and there were no rises in aggression, it would be evidence that mature fare can be consumed and preferred without harmful side effects.

RQ3: Will game play change players’ preference for graphic violence in games?

Social Capital Hypotheses

Are virtual spaces ways to empower civic activity and strengthen both bridging and bonding social capital, or are they soulless artifices positioned to drag our civil society further down the path of atomization? Are the optimists like Wellman and Pool right, or are the pessimists like Putnam and Nie right? Will a specific kind of Internet use yield the same results as Kraut et al’s general test? The first half of this chapter provided strong evidence that gross time spent on the Internet is associated with positive bridging outcomes rather than atomization or isolation. But such results are still only half of the puzzle because they do not meet the rigorous testing of Internet effects proposed earlier. Not only do they not allow for causal certainty due to their cross-sectional nature, they also do not differentiate between various kinds of Internet use. These two points can now be addressed with the research design.

The questions of isolation and a lack of true human contact that Turkle raised are of uncertain generalizability. Will involvement in an online community be harmful for anyone, or just those who bring some personal baggage or neuroses to the experience? Furthermore, might not the type of community play a key role? Is participating in an online community of any type harmful to our psyches and communities? Lessig’s Code argument suggests that not all virtual spaces are identical. Virtual spaces structured to promote community may be helpful or harmful, depending on the ways people are permitted and empowered to act within them. As argued in Chapter 5, the entry and exit costs associated with a virtual community should play a significant role in determining the strength and affective bonds formed within that community (Galston, 1999; Hirschman, 1970). The entry and exit costs for AC2 are low, and the critical mass of other players is absent. Will a lack of vibrant social surroundings cause harm or have little effect? The arguments of Putnam and Nie suggest that it will, at least offline, have negative effects based simply on direct time displacement. Null findings would be a best-case scenario. The question is then ready for empirical testing: Will the virtual space of the game world, with its mildly collaborative, but ultimately stagnant social features, lead to both online and real-world anomie and community breakdown? The domains to be tested are the four social capital dimensions (bridging and bonding, online and off), Internet activities, social networks, and civic activities.

Specific to the bridging and bonding concepts is the question of where bridging and bonding gains and losses might occur. Vibrant online games might add to online social capital to compensate for offline losses. These gains could remain online, or like the Everquest fan faires, might move offline as well. But this particular game may be socially isolating enough to cause deteriorations in both bridging and bonding social capital online and off. Given the scarcity of community within the game, it is possible but unlikely that players might form friendships. Offline, what impact will the game have? By simply connecting people to disparate others within the game, it should generate a sense of general outreach and goodwill; being around people randomly helping each other for no direct gain should increase the sense that people everywhere are helpful. This should appear in offline bridging. Functionally, it could operate as the opposite of a mean-world effect. Drawing on schema of altruism and goodwill could lead players to think their real world is a more communal place. 

What will happen to bonding is less clear. The game is itself not emotionally destructive, but because the relationships in it are fairly weak, it is unlikely to generate emotional support. And offline, it is likely that real-world emotional support will decrease purely by functional displacement: The player seeking support through weak relationships online is probably seeking less support from their existing offline friends.

RQ4: How will game play affect bridging social capital online and off?

RQ5: How will game play affect bonding social capital online and off?
The gross-level approach to Internet use criticized earlier can be further addressed by examining how Internet use changes with the introduction of an MMRPG. Will civic or social Internet uses be affected by game play? This will speak to the functional use of the Internet rather than simple gross usage. It also speaks to online social capital changes. Hypotheses and research questions address changes in Internet use on a prosaic everyday level and for social activities.

H8: Game play will cause an increase in time online.

RQ6: How will Internet use change for everyday uses?
RQ7: How will Internet use change for social uses?
Back in the “real” world, we must consider the impact of this game on pre-existing communities. Such an analysis will help triangulate any offline social capital findings; the MSCS shows the effects of changing networks, but the change itself must be measured. The most obvious places to look are in immediate social networks, namely close friends and family. If game play disrupts those networks, players will report more distance in their relationships. But what is less clear is whether the relationships would be affected uniformly. It is conceivable that the effects might vary depending on the starting level of friendship with the player. Families offer a possibly different dynamic. Anecdotal evidence suggests that tension arises in households when one family member ignores the others in favor of playing the game, negatively impacting family relationships. Kline and Arlidge (2002) found that nearly half of online gamers have been in conflict with family or friends over their play, but continued to play anyway. The counterpoint to this prediction is the practice of some players to play with family members or pre-existing friends. But since this design did not provide game copies for family members (each player must have a separate copy to play simultaneously), such a countervailing force is restrained. This means that family disruptions are made artificially more likely.

H9: Game play will increase the feeling of distance in social networks.

RQ8: Which parts of the network will be affected?

H10: Game play will cause a decrease in family communication.

Another way of measuring offline social capital changes is by examining the impact of game play on real-world civic activities. A host of measures taken by Putnam have been used in the past to explore everything from sense of community to playing a team sport. Putnam and Nie predict strongly that time online will eat into these civic activities offline, whether they are formal or informal socializing activities, keeping informed as a citizen in a democracy, or even political activism. Again, a counterpoint to these predictions can be found in world of the game itself. Because MMRPGs often force players to cooperate and form communities, it is possible that game play might cultivate a sense of civic activism, or even optimism. However, AC2’s civic level is comparatively low, and positive civic outcomes are less likely to be cultivated. Still, if this game shows moderate civic losses or even small gains, it would be indicative of a very positive force in community-oriented titles.
RQ9: How will game play affect civic attitudes?

RQ10: How will game play affect civic activities?

The Question of Prior Play

Kraut et al found in their follow-up study that the negative effects of Internet use faded away over time (Robert Kraut et al., 2002). Similarly, a Pew study found that Internet use is eventually folded into life (Horrigan & Rainee, 2002). These findings suggest that effects will be curvilinear. Unfortunately, the only true test of such long-term cumulative patterns is a long-term panel design, which is beyond the scope of this study. However, insight about the moderating influence of prior MMRPG play can still be gained by separating a sample into groups based on their previous game experience. The online community pioneer Amy Jo Kim has suggested that game players differ in their behaviors and attitudes as they gain experience within a community (Kim, 2000). She describes a player life cycle that begins with the novice player, progresses into the more established regular player, and ends with the elder player. Note that these labels do not correspond to actual age, but experience. 

For shorthand, this project will label these three subgroups as “Newbies” 
 for first-time players, “Veterans” for the established players, and “Elders” for the long-term players. Dividing a sample into groups with no exposure, some exposure or a lot of exposure allows for a test of the incremental effect of game play on each group. Incremental effects allow for insight into the impact MMRPGs make on players over time; what does a month of play to do a first-time player versus someone who had already played for a year? Will the effects be generally stronger at first and then tail off given more experience? Will they start small and grow steadily? Or will there be some more complex curvilinear pattern? This line of investigation is not the same as a test of cumulative effects, but it allows for comparisons and gives room for speculation that might guide future research.

The first cut-point was necessitated by the desire to study the impact of the game on those with no prior MMRPG experience, and therefore was simply for no prior play. The second cut point involved a calculation of when a player moves from regular to elder status. As noted earlier by Koster, the typical long-term player stays in a game for two years. It is a reasonable estimation that the halfway point in the play life cycle should mark the rough difference between Veteran and Elder players. Thus, the second cut point was at one year of prior play.

Panel Study: Method

The hypotheses were tested experimentally, using a longitudinal panel study with a limited control group. This method was chosen for two main reasons. First, the controlled experiment is the most powerful tool available to a researcher seeking to explore causality. As Westley states, “The controlled experiment is our best—and very nearly only—way of finding out what causes what” (Westley, 1989). This is especially important online because, 

In Internet research, experiments offer degrees of control that surveys and hit counts cannot get at. Most television research relied on surveys instead, and random assignment is often overlooked in current Internet work. We should not repeat these mistakes in our next wave of Internet research. (Stempel & Stewart, 2000)(p. 544)

The second reason stems from the three necessary conditions needed to determine causality established by John Stuart Mill and Karl Popper: time order, concomitant variation and ruling out plausible alternative hypotheses (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Popper, 1959). The prior research on games has done a handful of experiments to control for time order and concomitant variation in the phenomena, but is open to speculation about plausible alternative hypotheses. In the case of the game aggression research, the alternative explanation of arousal is either still unaccounted for (Dill & Dill, 1998), or has been shown to be a more powerful explanation (J. Sherry, Curtis, & Sparks, 2001). To avoid this potential problem, the method must last longer than a short-term arousal effect would. Since the prior research has yet to extend beyond 75 minutes, a much longer stimulus time is called for. A second problem with the current research is the reliance on young subjects, including the ubiquitous college sophomore. College sophomores are representative of neither the general population nor online gamers. For this reason, and because the phenomena under study here are generally of the much longer-term variety, the design is a one-month field experiment, including a pre-test, post-test and a control group, and a sample from a wide age range.

The field experiment has its own set of strengths and weaknesses. The main trade-off between a field experiment and a laboratory one is normally a tradeoff between internal and external validity issues. The field experiment is subject to concerns about internal validity and control, while the laboratory is more subject to concerns of external validity such as generalizability (Wimmer & Dominick, 1997). On the positive side, the field study generally grants much better generalizability and lowers reactivity problems. On the negative side, it can be harder to organize and get started, is subject to unanticipated external hindrances, and cannot control for many intervening variables (Wimmer & Dominick, 1997). However, the field experiment can still employ both statistical and experimental design controls (Westley, 1989). The choice of a field experiment was also made based on the practical aspect of MMRPG play. Persistent online games are played over a long period of time, and are nearly always played in a private space. The loss of naturalism from a laboratory setting, combined with the infeasibility of keeping subjects for the extended periods of time associated with MMRPG, made the field setting the only realistic one. 

Research Design

The research design included a pre-test, assignment to condition, and post-test. The conditions were a treatment condition, in which the subject received a free copy of Asheron’s Call 2 and was asked to play for one month (at least twice a week), and a control condition, in which subjects were promised similar prizes through a raffle. The recruitment and measurement procedures were carried out over the Internet between late January and early March, 2003 (see Appendix C for correspondence and instruments). After completing the final survey, subjects were debriefed with a web page. A novel design allowed for an efficient use of resources, for filtering out ineligible subjects, and for using a stratified random assignment to condition.

The recruitment script informed potential subjects that by promising to take two surveys and being willing to try a new game, they would have a 50% chance of getting a free copy. This way, all of the potential subjects had to complete the study’s first wave before anything else happened. This wave was timed to minimize the gap between the pre-test measure and receipt of the stimulus. It was presupposed (correctly) that a large number of people could complete the survey near the end of a work week, and the pool could be analyzed, sorted, filtered and assigned to condition on a Sunday and Monday. With the first wave of data in hand, this window allowed for random assignment to condition based on stratifications drawn from the first survey wave. Stratified random samples are a strong control over variables that may be especially risky sources of variation (Westley, 1989). For example, the limited number of female participants were assigned evenly to the two conditions. In that two-day interim, the pool was also checked for eligibility. The primary tests of eligibility were answers to questions about the potential subjects’ Internet access, home computer specifications, valid US postal address, and a check-box for promising to complete the second survey a month later. To filter out bogus entrants, email addresses were tested with a mass mailing, and any non-working accounts were eliminated from the study. Questionable or incomplete phone numbers were checked, and subjects were dropped when the numbers could not be verified.

With a clean sample in place, copies of Asheron’s Call 2 were mailed with a cover letter and time diary to 378 subjects. 430 subjects were retained for the control group.
 The experimental group mailing was timed to allow for nearly simultaneous arrivals of the stimulus package, with addresses farther from Michigan being mailed on Tuesday, February 3, 2003, and closer addresses mailed on Wednesday, February 4.
 A second benefit of this timing was that the stimuli mostly arrived on Thursday, Friday, or Saturday, the most ideal days of the week for most people to begin a leisure activity.

Software & Procedures

The online recruitment and measurement required a series of software steps. First, a website was created for the survey questionnaire (see Appendix D). This site consisted of a front page with instructions, eligibility requirements and a statement of consent, plus eight pages of survey questions. The pages were created through a combination of html programming and automated programming using the program Macromedia Dreamweaver. The site was then moved online using Fetch FTP software. The “back-end” of the survey interface was controlled by a cgi script called “Survey 1.0,” operated by the University of Michigan Information and Technology Division. Survey 1.0 took the form-based results from the survey site and wrote them as a tab-delimited flat file to a secure sever space located in the University’s Institutional File Space (IFS). This file was appended as each subject completed the survey. Once the survey window had closed, the file was downloaded to a computer and imported into the SPSS statistics program for analysis. This process was completed once for the pre-test and once for the post-test.

Recruitment

Deciding whom and how to solicit subjects was a question of balancing the hypotheses with the practical constraints of the real world. In this case, the goal of the sampling was not to gather a group that resembled the general population, but instead resembled people who play, or might play, online MMRPGs. Because these kinds of game experiences are becoming a broader cultural phenomenon, it was also important to sample groups that might try online games in the future, broadening the power of the findings. Therefore, women, minorities, and people from a range of socioeconomic backgrounds were recruited. Additionally, the sample needed to include variation related to the hypotheses, some of which relate to the difference between first-time players and hoary veterans. In order to test these differences, the sample had to include variation on prior play.

The sample was recruited through a series of news releases and message board posts across a variety of online sites, with the intention of drawing a sample that yielded the greatest generalizability. The solicitation scripts are listed in Appendix C. The study incentive was a free copy of an online game, and the script highlighted the need for first-time players, who conceivably might be more interested in dabbling with such a game if it were perceived to be both valuable (the retail value of each copy was $50) and free. The sample was collected starting Wednesday, January 29, 2003 and ending on Sunday, February 1, 2003. 82% of the sample was collected on Thursday and Friday. Because the goal was to gather a group of eligible subjects who had a range of prior play experience, subjects were solicited on both game and non-game web sites. 
 Additionally, they had to be able to run the game, which requires a better-than-average 3D graphics card. People with access to such machines were more likely to be long-term game players, making it important to over-solicit the less experienced or first-time players. 

This web-based solicitation had distinct advantages and disadvantages. The costs were considerably lower than other means, and the specialization of existing web sites allowed for precision in targeting particular populations based on their age, gender and interests (e.g. female action game players). The varying success rates of the different sites also allowed for more concentrated recruiting on sites that were yielding more subjects. Still another benefit was the word-of-mouth recruiting enabled by a networked world. The solicitation scripts asked for personal referrals if the reader knew someone who might try a game for free. Based on the self-reports from the first survey, 42% of those who completed it had heard about the study through a friend. Lastly, online access was a precondition for participation, so no one able to see the initial solicitations was automatically ineligible. These advantages were achieved at the cost of control over precisely who self-selected to sign up. For example, a few potential subjects signed up more than once, and many were from foreign countries that made them ineligible. However, the screening process allowed such cases to be filtered out.

The posting process allowed for an additional check on the quality of the sample. Although some of the subjects reported that they learned about the study through the news releases, many reported that they saw the messages posted on discussion boards. These boards allow for discussion threads, and so discussions about the study’s legitimacy or the eligibility requirements could be followed, and, where appropriate, responded to.
 As noted earlier, an over-reliance on young subjects has limited researchers’ ability to make statements about their findings, and the typical game population for an MMRPG skews older than even college age. For this reason, adolescent-oriented message boards and sites were avoided. Only 4.6% of the sample pool was under 18.

Final Sample

The second, and final, wave of responses was collected starting one month after the initial mailing reached the subjects on Thursday, March 6, again targeting a late-week/weekend period. The survey site was left open for one week, and the majority of subjects completed the questionnaire within the first three days. A series of three reminder emails were sent to non-respondents. The initial plan for the study was to collect a sample that contained equal portions of Newbies, Veterans and Elders across the treatment and control conditions. However, Veterans and Elders who were willing to cease all play for a month proved nearly impossible to find. In addition, legal difficulties relating to the potential lottery licensing of the raffle were raised by the University’s Institutional Review Board, and mentions of a raffle had to be dropped from all correspondence (see Appendix E for IRB approval). This caused the retention rate in the control group to decrease markedly among experienced players, effectively eliminating the control groups for the Veteran and Elder subjects. Overall, the final retention rates for the study were 91.7% for the experimental group (347/378), and 40.5% for the control group (174/430). As Table 3 illustrates, most of the loss in the control group came from subjects with prior play experience, invalidating treatment vs. control tests for those groups. The Veteran and Elder sub-populations had extremely high retention rates for the treatment condition, and so remained in the study for pre- versus post-test measures that will be described below.

Table 3 

Final Distribution of Prior Play Across Design Cells

	
	Newbies
	Veterans
	Elders

	Control
	138
	11
	25

	Treatment
	75
	133
	139


For first-time “Newbie” players, there were sufficient subjects to proceed with treatment vs. control tests. For this group, it is fair to ask whether the control and treatment groups were in fact equivalent. A key to field settings in experimental design is keeping the groups under study as equivalent as possible. The nonequivalence is problematic to the extent that it covaries with the variables under study. For differing retention rates, this is best checked by testing for differences between the groups at the pre-test that might affect the variables under study (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Culbertson, 1989). Fortunately, when the Newbies were tested for differences with independent samples t-tests, there were no significant differences between the experimental and control groups on basic demographic variables, or for the variables under study (See Table 4 for a selection). 

Table 4

Pre-Test Differences Between Newbie Control and Experimental Groups, 
Selected Variables

	
	Control (n = 138)
	Treatment (n = 75)

	Measure
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD

	Age
	27.7
	8.23
	27.2
	8.21

	Online Bridging
	38.61
	6.08
	37.99
	6.92

	Online Bonding
	27.19
	9.78
	28.98
	9.69

	Offline Bridging
	36.69
	6.69
	35.65
	5.77

	Offline Bonding
	42.12
	6.43
	40.88
	6.12

	Loneliness
	13.10
	4.83
	13.67
	4.34

	Depression
	22.95
	7.87
	22.92
	6.77

	Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS)
	10.75
	3.25
	11.49
	4.04

	Education
	4.1
	1.72
	3.79
	1.34


Statistical Procedures

The hypotheses and research questions were tested with a series of t-tests and ANOVAs (all models are presented in Appendix F). For each dependent variable, four effects were tested: one using a controlled comparison, and three using pre- vs. post-test measures. The first involved comparison of the treatment condition versus the control condition and so was used only for the Newbie group. This was a t-test comparing the control and treatment groups’ changes from pre- to post-test.
 The rest of the models were based on pre- versus post-test differences in the treatment condition only.
 In the first of these, t-tests were carried out on the entire treatment condition to examine whether the pre-test values differed from the post-test ones. Then, the same t-tests were carried out for each of the three prior play subgroups—Newbies, Veterans and Elders. Lastly, one-way ANOVAs were used to examine whether or not any between-group differences were significant.

The examination of the three prior play groups did not test for the duration of effects, which cannot be addressed with the one-month method used here. What could be tested was what effect game play had on someone who had never played, someone who had played for a while, and someone who had played for a long time. What the second and third groups’ tests therefore show is the incremental effect of one more month of game play given some number of previous continuous months of play. Therefore, comparing the three groups provides insight into the long-term pattern of continuous exposure to MMRPGs.

Questionnaire Items

Each hypothesis was tested with one or more survey-based items. Where possible, questions relating to previous research were directly replicated. This occurred primarily with standard batteries used in the aggression research.

The first River City hypothesis (negative displacement) was tested with a series of questions. Subjects were asked how much time they used the Internet for schoolwork and for regular work, and for how many hours they worked at their job. Decreases in these activities would represent a negative impact of game play. Similarly, socially desirable media use was collected with measures of evening newspaper readership, TV news viewership, and book and magazine reading. Evening use questions were used because most game play occurs at night; media more likely to be displaced should occur at the same time. Undesirable media use was collected with measures of television viewing and movie attendance. Lastly, personal maintenance was measured by asking about how often the subject did household chores.

The second River City hypothesis (negative health effects) was tested with general health, happiness and mental health items. General health was tested with a standard general health variable used by Putnam’s Saguaro Seminars national benchmark survey, and happiness was measured with a two-item scale taken from Kraut et al
 (alpha = .88). Depression was measured with the CES-D scale (Radloff, 1977), a 13-item scale ranging from 13 to 52, with higher values meaning more depression (alpha = .83). Loneliness was measured with the revised UCLA loneliness scale (Russell et al., 1980), a six-item scale ranging from six to 30, with higher values meaning more loneliness (alpha = .79). Introversion/extroversion was measured with the Pittsburg scales (Bendig, 1962), a 10-item scale ranging from 10 to 100 (alpha = .797). 

The last set of River City hypotheses (aggression) were tested with standard scales from the media aggression literature. The Buss and Perry AQ scales (1992) were used to measure physical and verbal aggression. The physical aggression scale contained nine items, and ranged from nine to 45, with higher values indicating more physical aggression (alpha = .81). The verbal aggression scale contained five items, and ranged from five to 25, with higher values indicating more verbal aggression (alpha = .69). Aggressive cognitions were measured with the Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) general scale (L. Rowell Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). NOBAGS ranged from eight to 32, with higher values indicating larger normative beliefs about the acceptability of aggression (alpha = .92).

The cultivation hypotheses were tested with measures taken from Anderson and Dill’s video game study (2000). Crime likelihood was measured with questions that asked participants to estimate the percentage chances of four crime events: “What do you think the chances are that any one person will be robbed by someone with a weapon in their lifetime?” “. . . physically assaulted by a stranger in their lifetime?” “. . . any one woman will be raped in her lifetime?” and “. . . that any one person will be murdered?” Safety feelings were measured with the questions “How safe would you feel walking alone at night in an average suburban setting?” and “How safe would you feel walking alone at night on a typical campus?” Preference for violence was measured with the seven-point Likert scale question “When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?”

Bridging and bonding social capital, online and off, were measured with the newly validated MSCS scales. The effects were further explored by examining individual scale items. Where possible, other questions and batteries were replicated from the work of Kraut et al and Putnam for issues of media and Internet use, sociability, civic engagement and social networks.
 

Changes in Internet use were replications of Kraut et al’s original measures, beginning with a general measure of hours spent online: “How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work?” A more specific series of use questions read “There are many different ways to use computers or the Internet. In the past week, how frequently have you used a computer or the Internet for the following purposes?” Subjects responded to a list that included news gathering, personal contact and practical everyday uses.

Social networks were measured with Kraut’s technique of closeness batteries and time spent with family. Subjects were asked to give the names of their six closest friends and then to indicate their closeness to the friend on a 0-100 feeling thermometer. Each level of friendship from the closest friend to the relatively more distant was then tested for change in the level of closeness felt. Time with family was measured with the question “Think about the family member in your household you interact with the most. How many minutes a day do you communicate with him/her?” and a similar question for the family member in the household the subject interacted with second-most. Subjects were also asked how often they ate dinner with their family. A measure related to the bridging aspect of social networks—the diversity of friendships—was measured through the Saguaro Seminar’s 11-question diversity index, which asks whether the subject counts people from various races, classes, etc. as friends.

Civic attitudes were collected with Putnam’s measures of sense of community from his Saguaro Seminars national benchmarks project with questions about the subjects’ neighbors, and their co-workers or schoolmates. A similar question was added for sense of community from people online. Civic participation was measured with a series of questions replicated directly from Putnam’s “Bowling Alone” (see Putnam, 2000, p. 45, 61). Putnam describes these as “selected formal and informal social activities” (p. 98) and argues that they are solid benchmarks with which to gauge society-wide social connections. They include informal social activities such as visiting friends as well as more formal civic participation measures involving church attendance and political activism.

Chapter 8: What Are the Effects of an Online Game?

Results: River City Tests

All of the supporting models and tests are provided in the Appendix. A treatment check for Newbies was performed by examining the change score for the question “Do you play a PC game regularly in the evening?” As expected, there was a significant increase in “yes” answers in the Newbie condition compared to control (t=2.582, p<.05). For Veterans and Elder players, the treatment check asked how often they played games other than AC2. Pre- to post-test, there were large and highly significant reductions in other games played during the treatment month (Veterans t=3.665, p<.001; Elders t=4.301, p<.001).
Overall, the findings offered mixed support for the several River City hypotheses. Other findings gave cause for concern. But on balance, playing this MMRPG caused few of the negative effects expected, and none for aggression, the most politically volatile domain of game effects.

River City Hypotheses: Negative Displacement, Health, Antisocial Behavior (Aggression)

Compared to control, the treatment condition had no impact on whether Newbies used the Internet for schoolwork or for their jobs. For the pre- vs. post-tests, there was a 2.4% drop in Internet-based schoolwork across all groups (t=2.582, p<.05), but only significant among the Veteran players, who used the Internet for schoolwork 4.4% less often after playing the game (t=2.412, p<.05). Hours worked at a job dropped across all groups pre- to post-test (t=2.077, p<.05), with no single groups being individually significant. This finding was not present in the controlled Newbie test.

Game play had no impact on use of socially desirable media use for the Newbie comparison, or for any pre- vs. post-test measure; Playing this game had no impact on players’ evening newspaper readership, TV news consumption and magazine or book reading. Instead, game play cut into general television viewing and movie attendance across all groups, pre- to post-test. AC2 players cut their television use by 12% (t=2.207, p<.05), including a 27% reduction in televised sports (t=12.091, p<.001). Movie attendance dropped 13% (t=5.760, p<.001). Taken together, the findings suggest that game play displaces entertainment-oriented media such as television and not preferred media such as news or reading.

Game play had no impact on household chores overall, for the Newbie comparison, or for any pre- vs. post-test measure.

Compared to control, treatment had no negative effect on the Newbies for any health measure, general or mental. There were no effects for general health, happiness, depression, or loneliness or introversion/extroversion. However, pre- to post test, there was a small but significant increase in loneliness across all groups (t=2.305, p<.05). This effect was not statistically different between the three groups, but appeared to concentrate in the less experienced Newbie and Veteran groups where the effects were marginally significant (Newbies: t=-1.843, p<.10; Veterans: t=-1.776, p<.10). However, given the null finding in the controlled Newbie test, this outcome may simply be an artifact of the method. At the same time, there was a substantively small change in the introversion/extroversion scale for the Veteran group. This group became slightly more introverted (1% change; t=2.780, p<.01).

Overall, the game had few effects on the several aggression measures, offering little support for the hypotheses predicted by the GAM. Compared to control, treatment caused no change in any of the measures of aggressive cognitions or physical aggression among the Newbies. There were no overall effects for the physical aggression or verbal aggression AQ subscales, and no effect on the Normative Beliefs in Aggression general scale. However, the pre- vs. post-test measures did reveal a pattern of marginally significant effects solely within the Veteran group. For this group, there was a 1.5% decrease in verbal aggression (t=2.090, p<.05) and a 1.6% increase on the NOBAGS scale (t=-1.991, p<.05). In other words, while the Veterans became less verbally aggressive after playing the game, they also came to feel that actual real-world aggression was more acceptable. 

For the Newbies, there were no overall effects compared to control on the perceived chances of physical assault, rape, or murder. However, there was a significant effect for the question about the chances of robbery with a weapon. For this question, there was a highly significant and very large 10% increase in the Newbie group (t=-3.266, p<.001). Because there were no control groups for the Veterans and Elders, it is not clear if this effect also occurs in those groups. However, their pre- vs. post-test measures for robbery with a weapon yielded no findings, suggesting that the effect is constrained to first-time players. Lastly, the pre- vs. post-test analysis showed that Veteran players increased their perceptions of the chances of real-world murder.

Compared to control, Newbies exhibited no significant increase in fear for the suburban or campus settings. The Veteran group experienced increases in its perception of danger from pre- to post-test. For suburban settings, they felt 3.6% less safe after the month of play (t=-2.482, p<.05) and for campus settings, 3.4% less safe (t=-2.268, p<.05). 

Lastly, compared to control, game play did not cause an increase in preference for graphic violence in games among Newbies. There were also no significant findings for the several pre- vs. post-test analyses.

Results: Social Capital Tests

Major Social Capital Measures

In the control vs. treatment tests, game play had almost no impact on the first-time players. One month is not long enough to cause changes in the MSCS measures. Longer-term players, however, experienced a pattern of effects that suggests game play might have lowered their online social capital. Offline, there was a mixed effect. Game play displaced real-world bonding at the same time as it improved the player’s sense of general community goodwill. These patterns appeared in the MSCS results, and through a more careful question-by-question analysis.

Pre- to post-test, only negative social capital effects occurred online. The game did not improve players’ ability to get emotional support from others online, and it did not help them connect especially well with new people. Both the online bridging (t=3.353, p<.001) and bonding (t=2.306, p<.05) scales decreased slightly pre- to post-test. If the subjects did make new friendships online, it does not appear that they gained anything from them: None of the individual questions about practical support and friendship from people online registered any gains.

Offline, the scales indicated problems for bonding social capital. Offline bonding social capital decreased pre- to post-test across all of the groups (t=2.848, p<.01). Examining the individual question items, it was clear that the loss came primarily from questions relating to emotional support. Three items from the scale involving having people to turn to for help, advice and personal issues all showed declines (see Figure A).
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Figure A. Effect of game play on offline emotional support.

Note. The variables originally ranged from to 0-1. See Appendix F for full models and data.

*p < .05, ***p < .001.

Offline bridging was unaffected by game play. Given that AC2 is not known for its real-world gatherings, this was not surprising. However, game play may have caused a genuine attitudinal change among players. Consistent with the positive player behavior and interactions in the game, there were increases in several individual measures of community goodwill and sharing, pre- to post-test. Two MSCS items about being part of a community and everyone being connected, along with another question about how often people help each other out, showed that real-world community goodwill increased after playing the game. This effect was strongest among the players with the most experience, although it was present across all groups (see Figure B).
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Figure B. Effect of game play on offline community goodwill.

Note. The variables originally ranged from to 0-1. See Appendix F for full models and data.

*p < .05, **p < .01.

Civic and Regular Internet Use

For Newbies, there were no changes to total Internet use due to treatment, nor were there any pre- vs. post-test differences for the other groups. Nevertheless, game play had a large impact on several kinds of Internet use. Within that unchanged total number of hours online, game use went up and displaced a wide range of Internet activities. Although only a few of these were significant for the Newbies compared to control, the consistency of the results across all groups pre- to post-test strongly suggests that the effects were real. The logic of the total number of hours online also supports the results: time online playing AC2 had to have displaced something. What game play did displace fell into two categories. First, several prosaic everyday Internet uses were displaced (see Figure C).
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Figure C. Negative effect of game play on everyday Internet activities.

Note. The variables have been standardized to 0-1. See Appendix F for full models and data.

**p < .01, ***p < .001

The second category of reductions involved social uses, including getting help for personal problems, visiting chat rooms and staying in touch with friends nearby (see Figure D).
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Figure D. Negative effect of game play on social Internet activities.

Note. The variables have been standardized to 0-1. See Appendix for full models and data.

*p < .05, **p < .01.

What game play did not displace was time spent online reading about national news, meeting new people, alleviating loneliness or staying in touch with friends far away. Players were apparently selective in what they retained or gave up.

Family and Friendship Networks

What emerged from the social network analysis was a cocoon-like pattern in which the game caused subjects to remain tight with their best friends, but become more distant with their less-close friends. There were no changes in closeness towards the subjects’ three best friends. For the Newbies, there was a small (roughly 3% per friend) and marginally significant distancing from friends 4-6 (t=1.909, p<.10) due to treatment. For the pre-to post-test measures across all groups, the distancing was substantively quite large (14.5% more distance per friend) and highly significant (t=10.489, p<.001).

Game play had no impact on family relations. There were no significant changes on any of the tests for the number of minutes per day spent with either the closest or second-closest family member. Subjects also did not report any change in the frequency of family dining, suggesting that game play does not come at the expense of family activities.

Game play had no effect on the diversity of players’ friendships across the several tests. 

Civic Attitudes

With one exception, there were no effects for several measures of sense of community. Game play did not cause any changes in sense of community derived from living in the subjects’ neighborhood, living in their city, or from their coworkers or schoolmates. What did show movement was a negative attitude towards others online. These effects were not present in the Newbies. There was a strong change in the sense of community derived from others online in the overall pre- vs. post-test measure, but concentrated primarily in the Veteran group. Veterans experienced a highly significant 4% drop in their sense of online community (t=3.436, p<.001). Similarly, there was an overall drop in online trust, but individually only Elders experienced a significant (5%) drop (t=3.479, p<.001).

The results suggest that this negative change in attitude towards others online is linked to this particular game play experience; Having had a bad time in the lackluster social environment of AC2, the players became turned off from social gaming interactions in general. When asked if they preferred to play video games with others or alone, the more experienced AC2 players moved 3% towards not having to interact with other people. Pre- to post-test, this finding was highly significant (t=3.085, p<.01).
Civic Activities

Civic participation was measured with a wide range of question items taken from Putnam. For most of these, game play had no effect. Play did not significantly impact working for a political party, attending public meetings, writing to the newspaper, attending club meetings, discussing politics, or playing a team sport. In short, civic activism did not suffer as a result of playing this game. There was also no effect on going out to bars or clubs.

There were a few variables with significant effects, and these suggested thematic patterns (see Figure E). First, there was a slight increase in some kinds of civic activism. Compared to control, Newbies were significantly more likely to write their elected officials after playing the game (t=-2.312, p<.05). And on the overall pre- to post-test measure there was an increase in signing petitions. Secondly, there was a decrease in social outings that involved travel between friends or family. Compared to control, Newbies were less likely to attend religious services (t=2.017, p<.05). The other groups experienced no effect. Pre- to post-test, there were declines for most groups in having friends over (t=3.292, p<.001), going to friends’ houses (t=2.628, p<.01), and visiting relatives (t=3.190, p<.01).
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Figure E. Effect of game play on selected civic activities.

Note. The variables originally ranged from to 0-1. See Appendix F for full models and data.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Conclusions and implications

As a general finding, MMRPG play caused none of the feared River City effects among the Newbie population. Playing this game for one month had little impact on first-time players. On the other hand, there were some negative findings for more experienced players found with the less powerful pre- vs. post-test measures. Gaining a clearer understanding of how some effects occur over time therefore becomes an important goal for future research.

What does game play displace? Game play occurs at the expense of a slight reduction in hours worked and a large reduction in hours watching entertainment television. For Newbies, it did not displace Internet use for school or job activities. However, since there was no measure of total homework use, it is still possible that overall homework patterns may have changed. Such results are clearly possible among the Veteran populations, who did see Internet-based homework drops. Actual hours at work were also unchanged in the controlled Newbie measures, but did drop by over an hour a week across the whole sample. This is the most negative displacement finding in the study since it suggests that playing the game can affect worker productivity, and possibly even income. When exactly such an effect occurs in a game’s lifecycle is unclear, but given the null findings in the Newbie group, it would appear to begin after a month of play.

The media findings offer a potentially more positive note, but one that depends on normative judgments about the relative merits of various media. The concern that game play might take place at the expense of “higher” forms of media such as book reading or news consumption was unjustified. In contrast, non-news television use dropped across all groups: the addition of game play clearly comes at the expense of entertainment-based television, especially sports. This is consistent with the changes in media use habits among high school students presented in Chapter 3, with Mitchell’s early family research (1985), and with more recent Internet work (Ankney, 2002; Kestnbaum et al., 2002; Provonost, 2002; Qiu et al., 2002; The UCLA Internet Project: Year Two, 2001). Movie attendance also suffered. Whether these are considered good or bad results depends on a judgment about the relative merits of MMRPGs vs. television and movies. Since many critics of video entertainment are also critics of general video game play, this finding presents a conundrum of sorts; it is either the devil they know (TV and movies) or the devil they are only now learning about (online games). For those who find involved MMRPG play to be more socially redeeming than general television use or who take issue with television because of its passivity, the finding is positive.

Health and Aggression

For Newbies, playing the game had no affect on health measures, either general physical health or mental health. The media reports of “Nintendinitis” and other sound-bite quality ailments were not supported. But troublingly, game play may have caused minor symptoms of psychological withdrawal and isolation, especially among those with less playing experience. Given the null Newbie finding, this result is not solid and should be tested in future research. If true, it mirrors Turkle’s case study work on MUD players, but is far more generalizable. It is also a topical policy issue: Isolation and social withdrawal among MMRPG players were spotlighted by a recent and well-publicized incident involving a suicide. Shawn Woolley, a compulsive EverQuest player previously diagnosed with depression and schizoid personality disorder, killed himself, leading his mother to suggest that the game itself was to blame. Consequently, public health advocates suggested that similar games should bear warning labels (Miller, 2002). People with preexisting severe mental health problems might, of course, be negatively affected by MMRPGs, but this study cannot speak to such a subgroup. Instead, the study suggests that isolating effects are possible among a broader population. Still, this very tentative result should be kept in the context of this particular game, which as Chapter 6 showed, is socially weaker than most MMRPGs. As a test of a weak stimulus, it should not be used to generalize to all MMRPGs. More socially engaging and active games might have different effects, and should be tested in future research.

Aggression and violence have been the most contentious elements of the video game debate, and although the findings have been inconclusive to date, partisans have lobbied extensively on either side. Hopefully, the results here add some hard evidence to the debate: For first-time players, playing a violent online MMRPG does not cause increases in aggression or aggressive cognitions, but does cause specific cultivation effects, including targeted fear. Also, prior play was found to be an important variable, and one not manipulated by earlier experimental research. For Veteran players, there may be a slight increase in the acceptability of aggression (NOBAGS scale), but a matching decrease in verbal aggression. The small NOBAGS finding indicates that being aggressive in an online game may have a small impact on real-world aggressive cognitions, but not for at least a month since the effect was only present in the Veteran group. A longer panel study could indicate when this effect begins, and whether or not it increases or tails off over time.

A note on the peculiar mixed finding among the Veteran subgroup: After a month of playing AC2, this group became verbally less aggressive, but more permissive of general aggression. The overwhelmingly positive verbal traffic of AC2 had a direct effect, lowering players’ verbal aggression as the same time as the general atmosphere of violence had a negative effect. Both were relatively small. The verbal finding highlights a variable in game play that has received little attention in the research to date, but should given trends in game technology. The networked properties of new games have begun to allow for voice communication among players during game play. If text-based communication can have a positive impact, what will voice communication do? There is also the continuing importance of content and context. AC2 is a verbally supportive game, while many others are not. The differences are due to the goals and game structure of a given title. In competitive team-based games, verbal “smack talk” is crude, derogatory, and common. Perhaps the impact of communication on verbal aggression will vary with competition vs. collaboration, by genre, by physical proximity to other players, or by prior relationships among them. 

Major Social Capital Measures

Taken together, the results show that playing this asocial MMRPG is neither wholly good nor bad, and instead reflect a more complex set of effects. They also illustrate the importance of considering both online and offline changes in understanding effects. For the Newbies, there were very few social capital effects. But for the more experienced players, there were a mixed set of findings. As with most of the River City measures, one month is not long enough to affect bridging or bonding significantly, either online or off. In contrast experienced players may have social setbacks after game play. The pattern of effects within the MSCS shows that this effect manifested most prominently in the emotional support domain. AC2 had a direct negative impact on players’ ability to seek real-world support on crucial personal and professional issues. 

One countervailing force might have been a compensating increase in online communities, but these declined as well. For the bonding dimension of social capital, playing AC2 was harmful to experienced players. This result has implications for both players and researchers. Players of less social games may be able to avoid negative effects by limiting extensive play to one month. Studies of other less social games would add to the certainty of this conclusion. For researchers, the length of exposure must now be considered more carefully. If one month of exposure is too short for most social effects, lab-based controlled studies become practically useless.

AC2 did manage to generate some positive social capital effects, chiefly within the bridging domain. While it did not have the kind of overall bridging impact associated with general Internet use in Chapter 7, playing this game did improve players’ real-world community outlook. This is an especially hopeful finding, given the sparse community found in the game. If this relatively isolating and empty MMRPG can improve its players’ sense of community goodwill, a more vibrant social game might have even stronger positive effects. The mechanism at play is not clear. Was the goodwill result a cultivation effect? If so, was it a targeted or generalized one? This distinction is a question for future research, but it demonstrates the positive social potential of the medium for improving civic attitudes and activities.

Taken together, these two sets of findings illustrate the kind of complex patterns that a bridging and bonding analysis can yield. They also show how a game—even a socially lackluster one—can have simultaneous positive and negative social capital outcomes. Although time displacement is of course still useful, the results are further evidence that a functional approach is more nuanced when it comes to explaining change.

Further support for this kind of functional analysis came from the changes in subjects’ Internet use. Game play did not affect the total number of hours online, but it dramatically shifted around activities within that time. The overall pattern indicates that game play cuts into commercial and everyday uses, as well as those associated with local community. It does not cut into those functions associated with reaching out to the world beyond the player’s immediate surroundings, as evidenced by the decrease in local but unchanged national news use. In the language of social capital, game use appears to negatively impact local bonding, but not faraway bridging. This pattern supports the general Internet results of Chapter 7, in which the Internet was shown to be a good facilitator for meeting new people, but not a good means of securing vital personal support. This game magnifies that general effect.

Social Capital: Networks

For social networks there is evidence of a cocooning effect due to game play, and also some directly negative findings. A general insularity and homebody effect was evident in the players’ closer and more distant friendship networks. Game play caused no changes in closeness to their inner circle, but caused substantial distancing from their outer circle. This may have been caused by a tendency to stay at home more often and not entertain. Players staying at home were still interacting with their closest ties, but beginning to ignore others. This trend was consistent with the null findings for family-based effects. Surprisingly, gamers did not decrease the quantity of their family interactions, and still ate dinner together as regularly as before. This result contradicts the survey-based findings of Kline & Arlidge (2002), who previously found a relationship between online game play and eroding family networks. It is consistent with the very early work on games and families (Mitchell, 1984, 1985). Play in homes primarily disrupts televised entertainment and going out to the movies. 

This stay-at-home effect has the hallmarks of insular bonding, a finding further supported by the declines in MSCS offline bonding. Pulling away from extended social networks is a cause for concern. The foundational work of Granovetter suggests that such weak-tie connections are crucial for developing networks that can benefit knowledge acquisition and opportunities. If MMRPG players neglect their real-world weak-tie relationships, they may become less likely to learn about jobs, meet new friends, and a host of other important bridging phenomena. And, since they did not appear to compensate for these losses with new online bridging, we can suppose there is a net loss.

One domain that did not suffer was the kind of people that players were friends with. Game play had no effect on the diversity of players’ friendships across the several tests. Given that extended friendships declined and overall diversity did not, it is possible that the game promotes diversity in friendships, or at least forestalls losses. 

Social Capital: Civic Attitudes and Activities

AC2 did not result in any real-world changes in civic attitudes, but did affect players’ attitudes towards others online. For real-world communities, this is a positive finding. Playing an asocial online game does not cause the player to take their poor online experience and extend it to the real world. On the other hand, it did make players think much less of their online fellows. This finding was only strong among the Veteran players. One reason for this may be their expectations of online game community. Newbie players are likely to be surprised by communities existing at all, and so are not evaluating them so much as getting used to the idea that they are even there. Veterans, however, may have come to expect a certain level of social capital in their online gaming. The communities of Everquest, Ultima Online and Dark Ages of Camelot make AC2 look poor indeed. Therefore, the Veterans’ effect might simply be disappointment. The Elders had no effects, possibly because these players are qualitatively different than the less experienced. As Kim has written, players who last for extended periods of time in MMRPG play often become leaders, facilitators and shepherds for the less experienced (Kim, 2000). Their lack of effects might simply be a sanguine reaction combined with their assumption that they should be giving more social capital than taking anyway.

For civic activities, game play had some of the effects in Putnam’s omnibus social capital activities approach. Taken together, the significant results suggest that AC2 has both good and bad effects on civic activities. Surprisingly, it increased some types of civic activism, such as writing representatives and signing petitions. One explanation for this could be that AC2 players, despite the general lack of social activities in the game, still began to feel empowered by their play in a way that translated into real-world activism. In the game world, players can affect real change by easily forming groups, defending towns from nefarious creatures, etc. It is also far easier—emotionally and practically—to organize others in the game than in everyday life. This activity, scarce in comparison to other MMRPGs though it may be, still caused players to feel like stakeholders in their virtual world. It is encouraging that this empowerment might translate back into the real world. Most importantly, the attitude translated into a behavior. The indicator of the most active type of civic activism was writing an elected official, and this positive outcome was only present among the Newbies. This means that for AC2 players, the boost in activism only occurs among the inexperienced. This method cannot say whether or not the increase persists. Still, what is especially hopeful about the result is that AC2 is a socially stagnant game and still had this positive outcome. Given that this effect occurred in February of a non-election year—the deadest point of the political cycle—the impact appears to be quite strong. It is quite possible that more socially empowering games would have much stronger positive outcomes, creating a greater sense of empowerment that might translate into more real-world behaviors.

On the negative side of the ledger, play caused a disruption in social activities that require travel, most likely because these tend to occur on weekends when game play is at its highest. However, there was no significant change in the how often players went out to bars and clubs, suggesting that any displacement occurs during the weekend daytime hours. Consistent with this explanation, the initial displacement for Newbies involved church attendance. Once again, it is not clear whether the effect persists or fades away. 

Visiting with friends was negatively affected in all groups. This is consistent with the closeness losses among distant friends. It also suggests that the more distant friends are indeed the ones not being visited or invited over. A similar pattern may be occurring with family members. Considering that the quantity of minutes spent with close family did not change, close family is unaffected while more distant relatives are neglected. This is likely to be a function of players spending time with the relatives they already live with, and ignoring the others. Since a large portion of the sample lived with family members (41% with a spouse, 29% with a parent and 21% with children) this is a likely possibility.

Implications for game research

The key implications of the River City findings here involve theory, games as sources of aggression, and the duration of effects in game research more generally. The first major implication of the results involves speculation about the appropriate theoretical model to use for video game research. Some researchers have questioned the appropriateness of models based on social learning theory, such as the GAM (C. A. Anderson & Bushman, 2001), for game research. Those questions appear to be valid ones. Game play is not functionally equivalent to television consumption, and a model designed to work for the one did not work for the other. Furthermore, the concerns about the artificiality of laboratory settings for a highly social experience (J. Sherry, 2003; J. Sherry & Lucas, 2003) were also valid: results found in the lab were not found here in the field. Also, as argued earlier, social learning theory is based on observational learning, and the various sources of observation in the game—other players, computer characters, and physically present players—are conflated. It could be that one or more of those three sources did have an effect and was obscured by countervailing effects from another source. Without control, such an approach is not particularly useful. Researchers using the GAM should also differentiate between computer-controlled players and human ones. Knowledge of who or what is on the other side of an action may well have a bearing on how the observer perceives and processes the action. Likewise, researchers who pursue social learning approaches will have to account for players in arcades, homes, offices, in Internet cafés, or in LAN tournaments. Each may offer different results based on the norms and behaviors of the other players nearby. One particularly interesting avenue for research is the question of competing and collaborating against the computer or against another group of human players. 

In contrast to the non-findings offered by the GAM/social learning approach, cultivation was fruitful. For Shrum’s targeted cultivation approach, the findings suggest that the game world does in fact have an impact on players’ perceptions of the real world, and that the real-world effects closely parallel the game ones. Given the simultaneous non-findings for those effects not present in the game world, the result is a particularly robust one. It likely does not, however, occur for players with previous experience. This suggests that the targeted cultivation effect happens relatively early in the playing cycle. The method used here cannot tell whether such an effect persists or drops off with continual exposure. Still, in the shorter term of one month, this result speaks to the strong potential for virtual worlds to influence perceptions of the real one, entirely separate from actual real-world experience. Such effects could of course be negative or positive. For example, a virtual world in which players continually see cheaters prosper might well cause a decrease in general trust because the player could begin to suspect real-world people of cheating. One that stresses the importance of ethical behavior might well cause an increase in the perception of others as ethical in the real world. Ultima Online, for example, is well-known in the gaming community as a title that preaches ethical behavior.

Interestingly, in those groups with prior exposure, the cultivation effect at play was not targeted. Instead, it appeared to be the more general one suggested by Gerbner et al’s version of cultivation. For these groups, the setting questions showed increases in real-world fears that did not parallel specific game world settings. This suggests that being under constant attack does indeed have a “mean world” effect that spreads in the generalized way Gerbner originally suggested, but only given a fair amount of prior exposure. Repeated in-game death also lead to heightened perceptions of real-world death, also without specific context. The difference between the two cultivation patterns allows for a few possible explanations. One is that prior exposure is the crucial moderating variable for virtual cultivation effects. The other is that action-based incidents work on a more targeted basis while settings work on a more general one. Still another is that the settings questions about suburbs and campuses activated race or gender-based schemas. Future research might test for these various explanations through carefully controlled experiments. For now, it appears that virtual cultivation in one form or another is a real phenomenon.

The second major implication of the results is that violent games do not necessarily lead to real-world aggression. The heightened levels of concern following in the wake of the Columbine and Paducah incidents might be more an issue of troubled individuals than an aggregate effect. However, because the current study excluded the youngest players, it cannot be said that young teenagers might not experience differential effects. Still, such players do not typically play MMRPGs. Less concern is warranted for this type of game among a young adult or adult population. This is consistent with media violence research which has found significantly smaller effects among older populations with more developed cognitions (Paik & Comstock, 1994). It is also a more realistic assessment and measurement of the audiences who actually play particular games, rather than relying on the stereotype of adolescent males. Additionally, the finding of decreased preference for graphic violence speaks to the idea of a feedback loop between tastes and cognitions. This study found no support for a feedback loop because preference for graphic violence was unchanged.

The last major implication is that the length of exposure to violent video games matters, and that prior experimental research may well have been incorrect in concluding that their stimuli caused aggression. Indeed, the comparison between a study with a 10-minute stimulus and a study with a 75-minute stimulus of the same violent game (Ballard & Weist, 1995; Hoffman, 1995) indicated that the initial effects wore out after a short period of time. Such results open the very plausible alternative hypothesis that the effects were due to arousal, and not aggression. What happens when players participate in video game violence for longer than one or two hours? This study’s duration of one month is the longest controlled experiment to date, and so offers new insight into the nature of effects. If the effects of some games wear out after an hour, and are not present after one month of continuous play, the strong effects in some prior research become highly suspect.

These findings cannot, of course, speak to any longer-term processes that may be at work, and there is no evidence here about the possible cumulative impact of exposure to violent video games over several months or years.
 This may be especially important given the observed trends about the increasingly violent nature of video games played by today’s gamers (Knowlee et al., 2001; K. M. Thompson & Haninger, 2001). Thus, it is vital to examine whether the children who are currently playing them will grow up to be more aggressive adults, a hypothesis that has received empirical support in the case of television violence (L. Huesmann, 1999; L. R. Huesmann, Moise-Titus, Podolski, & Eron, 2003).

There are policy implications to be drawn from the findings. At stake are First Amendment protections, civil liberties and laws about access to games (Ivory, 2003), issues that have lately become highly contentious ("Showdown in San Francisco," 2003). The results show that one type of violent game is having a very small fear impact on young adults and adults. Other types and contexts might be having different ones. If the content, context and play length have some bearing on the effects, policy makers should seek a greater understanding of the games they are debating. It may be that both the attackers and defenders of the industry’s various products are operating without enough information, and are instead both arguing for blanket approaches to what is certainly a complex medium. Researchers can play an important role by refining our gross-level understanding of violent game effects into something more rigorous. The bottom line for this game is that it may make players afraid of some things, but it doesn’t make them violent. Partisans on both sides should be circumspect with their use of this individual finding.

Chapter 9: Escape From River City

This dissertation has examined the history and media constructions of video games, how they have served as a lightning rod for social issues and power relations, and how their new online forms have effects on players. Throughout the work, the presence of the River City effect has been at issue. This set of conservative reactions to new media technologies has been shown to influence the public discourse and even the research agenda. In this sense, video games have been simply one more link in a long chain of new media causing ambivalence and suspicion. However, when put to the test, the fears generated by the River City approach found little empirical support. Instead, the empirical results suggest a wholly different set of impacts. This concluding chapter will discuss the major findings of the dissertation, and then explore how they can inform future study and theory.

Review

The industry history showed how games were the product of a wild and erratic group of male pioneers, and explains in large part why the industry continues to be dominated by male tastes. This gendering provided a backdrop for the social analysis that followed. Industrially, the history showed how online gaming is becoming a permanent fixture in the entertainment universe. This is important for communication researchers because it is the creation of a wholly new form of human communication, and one that we know little about. As a growing part of a large and profitable parent industry, online gaming will continue to expand into the cultural mainstream to the point where participation in virtual worlds is no longer a niche hobby. But most importantly, the expanding industry of video games—along with other digital technologies—has created a new kind of audience. Operating in a more fluid marketplace than ever before, this consumer is empowered to create and select content in ways unimaginable even 10 years ago. Business that fail to recognize the new power of this consumer will go the way of Atari. It is no longer feasible to treat this user base as a captive or passive audience.

The same holds true for those of us conducting research. While most social scientists and cultural studies practitioners are quite aware of active audiences, the work on video games has continued to be dominated by assumptions of players with little agency. In this work, video games have been thought to create pathological behavior, aggression, gambling, and myriad other negative social outcomes. This dissertation has argued that the research agenda has been influenced strongly by social forces—the River City model applies to academe as well as the public. In seeking to inform policy makers and concerned parents, researchers have investigated issues that may address social concerns, but have often skirted past actual practices and behaviors. As a result, we know little about the true uses and effects of video games. What little conclusive research there is points to null effects, and even some positive outcomes.

These same social influences have had an even stronger impact on the public discourse surrounding video games. The River City model can be seen clearly in the way games have been framed in the media. In keeping with Wartella and Reeves’ theories, these frames and fears have even appeared in a predictable series of waves. This places reactions to games firmly alongside reactions to prior media. First were fears about negative displacement, then health, and then antisocial behaviors like aggression and violence. While these patterns show how games are one part of a larger phenomenon, their particular manifestations also give us a window into unrelated social issues.

Like nickelodeons, movies and TV before them, games were a lightning rod for social tensions—only in this newest incarnation, the social tensions revolved firmly around gender. The demographic and political analysis accompanying the media frames showed how the advent of games touched a raw social nerve during a time of upheaval for women and families. The tremendous change in nuclear family structures and in the role of working women created anxieties about the future of families and about the traditional care of children. Games, like other new media technologies of the late 1970s and early 1980s, were scapegoated as symbols of neglect. What is tragic about the phenomenon is that the real victims of the upheavals became framed as the villains. The two groups most affected by the transition of women into the workplace—single mothers and children—became targets for conservative pundits and policy makers. Glassner (1999) made the case that all societies shift the blame of their shortcomings onto the victims. With demonizing portraits of “welfare queens” and trench coat-wearing juvenile time bombs, these groups have borne the brunt of our social angst. Games have operated as one means among many to continue this phenomenon.

At the same time as games were drawing the ire of conservative society, they were also used as a means of reinforcing social norms and power relations. This was particularly evident for gender and age. Women have been socialized away from technology already, and the use of video games were one more example. While the research showed how there is no gender-based biological disposition toward technology, the use of video games and other digital devices has continued to be constructed as a male pursuit. This has been reinforced heavily through media frames and through the production process. As a proven path to technoliteracy, games represent a way for women to acquire power and skills, but the artificial gender roles persist. This phenomenon is equally artificial for age stereotypes of game players, but because the social forces behind them are not as strong as sexism, these stereotypes are fading. Unlike females, who have stayed away from games when discourses suggest they are not “for” them, older players have begun to adopt games anyway. There is evidence that this is a cohort effect that media framing and social pressures cannot hold back. As games continue to become more mainstream, the average age of players continues to rise, with no signs of stopping.

Lastly for the social analysis, games have played a role in the transitioning of entertainment from uncontrolled public spaces into private ones. The death of arcades and the rise of a networked, bedroom computing culture ran parallel to the movement of more and more entertainment choices within the home. Originally, this meant more control and supervision of family members by each other. Ironically, this homebody movement may not be bringing family members together because of subdivisions and privacy within households. Instead, game players have begun to travel outside their homes virtually, meeting others through powerful electronic networks. However, by also displacing more passive entertainment like television, the new activity is having little overall effect on family relations.

This networked world has given rise to a new set of concerns about the effects of new media. Games have continued to be worrisome to researchers and conservatives, but now the Internet raises the issues afresh. Once again, the River City model appeared. The negative displacement, health and antisocial behaviors feared in this medium are different ones, but the pattern was the same as before.

One difficulty in studying these new Internet-based River City fears was a lack of appropriate measures. Researchers studying the impact of media on social capital have made many claims about the effect of this or that type of stimulus on communities and civic engagement, but few have been able to show proof. One of the most basic obstacles has been confusion surrounding the very concept of social capital: what is it and how can we detect it? A second problem for Internet research has been in measuring the effects of the monolithic Internet, when in practice Internet use is a broad range of activities and content. 

Overcoming these obstacles required a new approach to the study of Internet life that would enable studying online games. Drawing on the work of Granovetter and Putnam, scales were created and validated to measure two kinds of social capital: “bridging” and “bonding.” And by stressing functional displacement, rather than time displacement, these scales were used simultaneously for online and offline life. The scales were used on a population to establish a baseline for gross-level Internet effects that could be compared to specific online game effects. These baseline tests showed that the Internet is well suited to building bridging social capital, but that it is vastly inferior to the offline world when it comes to bonding social capital.

With this baseline in place, it was appropriate to engage in a large-scale study of an online game, Asheron’s Call 2. In keeping with the lessons learned from Paik and Comstock (1994) and previous game research, this game was explored via a participant observation study. The game was found to be low on social dimensions and high on violence. These observations set the stage for a large panel study of the game.

The findings from the panel study were based on two sets of hypotheses, both informed by River City-like social concerns. The questions from the game research literature involved aggression, negative displacement and health concerns, while the questions from the Internet literature focused on community-level social capital effects. The game effects questions yielded few findings, and for first-time players, there were almost no impacts at all. An especially notable null finding was aggression, which did not show changes on several measures. More speculatively, there may have been effects among the more experienced players. Non-controlled results for these groups showed small increases in isolation and depression and a slight increase in normative beliefs about aggression. They also worked fewer hours. However, these groups also had declines in verbal aggression and large drops in entertainment television use. 

For social capital measures, there were again few effects for first-time players. First-time players had almost no social capital effects, excepting a slight decline in religious attendance and a slight increase in civic activism. Again, for the more experienced players there were interesting, if speculative, non-controlled findings. These findings benefit from the presence of a gross-level Internet baseline. Compared to this, game play was decidedly negative on all but one dimension. Game play was worse than the general Internet for online bridging and bonding, and offline bonding. However, for offline bridging, the game may have created a spirit of goodwill that general Internet use does not. 

There were two more patterns of effects among more experienced players: cocooning and a new localism. Cocooning was evident in that players drew away from their more distant friends and engaged in less social travel. In other words, staying at home more often affected their extended, weaker networks, but not their close ones, including their families. The new localism finding was evident in that players came to care less about local events, even while they maintained interest in larger, national-level ones. This pattern appeared in their communication with friends and their news consumption: in both cases the local versions suffered while the more distant ones remained intact. One possible explanation is that the game itself had started to become “the new local” for the players, taking whatever mindshare they normally reserved for local events.
 If this is true, players are substituting their online communities for their local ones, but not separating from the larger society.

Lastly, there was a set of findings that is suggestive of a virtual cultivation effect. Unlike the generalized cultivation posited by Gerbner et al (1980), this one followed the more targeted pattern suggested by Shrum (1999). In the treatment vs. control comparison, first-time players had a large and precise fear effect in which their perceptions of real-world events were directly impacted by their in-game experience. Tests of real-world perceptions that had no in-game parallels were insignificant, making the finding particularly robust.

Taken together, the empirical findings show the River City model to be flawed. It is not a case of games having no effects—this test showed one having a series of effects, both positive and negative. Instead, it is a case in which the public discourse does not match the actual uses and practices of game players. As a result, conservative anti-game activists and game apologists alike have been barking at each other incorrectly, and apparently up the wrong trees.

Directions for Future Research and Theoretical Implications

Asheron’s Call 2 is not representative of all games, or even all MMRPGs. It is representative of online violent, fantasy genre games with relatively low social components. Other games that vary on these dimensions may well have different effects. Instead of this game explaining all others, this study should serve as an initial anchor point in online game research. There are many other games worthy of study, and the research community needs to account for the variation in them before we can make statements about what “online games” do. Based on this and prior research, there are two particularly interesting dimensions of game play to study. 

The first is sociability. This game had low sociability because it was under-populated. It was not expected to lead to gains in online social capital, and the offline losses fit the predictions. The offline community goodwill was unexpected. What might the results have been had the game been a well-populated and socially vibrant one? Would the mixed social findings become more positive or negative? We can speculate that the offline displacements could worsen if the game were more engrossing than AC2. Perhaps playing a more involving social game would lead to further social cocooning and network deterioration. But it is equally possible that a more vibrant online game would also be a site for online gains. A more social game might then have a larger negative effect on offline bonding at the same time as it has positive effects on online bridging and bonding. With more and more people going online and joining virtual communities of all types, these questions are worth exploring.

The second dimension worth studying comes from the aggression side of the literature. As noted earlier in this work, game researchers have not differentiated between various game content types and play contexts. One of the most popular trends in online gaming involves variations on competition and collaboration. It is now common for game players to engage others online as part of both loosely knit and tightly formed game teams. These teams, or “clans” are online communities that work with each other to compete with other groups, not unlike recreational sports teams. The difference is that for these contests, the players and teams rarely meet physically. Perhaps participation in such groups might increase out-group antipathy, even while it fosters in-group bonding. This is only one possible variation on the competition/collaboration dimension. Gamers have the option to play alone or with others and against real human opponents or computer-controlled players. The outcomes of several variables relating to both aggression and social networks could conceivably vary with this kind of playing context.

Thus the next step in this research agenda might involve varying the two dimensions to create a grid of possibilities:

	
	Cooperative
	Competitive

	High Sociability
	?
	?

	Low Sociability
	AC2
	?


Figure A. Two dimensions of online games for future research.

This dissertation has completed one of the four quadrants, that of a low sociability, cooperative game.

Aside from the future work, several findings in the dissertation have implications for broader theoretical issues. The first is the finding on civic engagement. AC2 was found to have a positive effect on some types of civic engagement, community goodwill and activism (as measured by writing elected officials). Previous work on Internet civic engagement has thus far shown few findings. One reason is the conflation of Internet activities. However, work by Bimber (2001) and Norris (1998) has offered insight into why time online does not affect engagement. 

In particular, Bimber tested the assumption that the Internet would aid in civic engagement because it facilitates information seeking. What he found was that ease of use was not the key variable at all. Instead, those who sought information online did so for the same reasons they sought it offline. It was motivation and other cognitive processes, not accessibility. But what this study found was that players had an active and behavioral change in writing officials. Consistent with Bimber, these players were not engaging in these behaviors because of their ease of use. AC2, of course, has no built-in function for writing politicians. Nevertheless, players wrote in. Was this because of a sense of activism generated by the game play? Horrigan has found that the Internet helps improve civic culture in cities (Horrigan, 2001). Might something similar be taking place in this specific Internet application? It is possible that these players felt empowered by their ability to organize others and affect change inside AC2. Since we do not know the mechanism at play, the question certainly merits further study. 

One possible explanation could be that there was a kind of cultivation effect due to game play. The problem here is that the game offered support for a specific, targeted cultivation effect, and not a generalized one. So which one is operating, or are they both? The potential for cultivation work in virtual worlds is intriguing, especially because it need not be confined to negative effects. Putnam cites cultivation as yet another way that television is destroying American life (Putnam, 2000). But would it necessarily be destroying American life if occurring online? If Shrum’s cultivation is operating, there is no reason why it could not have positive outcomes. 

Perhaps virtual cultivation could improve human relations. Lai (2003) has shown how American MMRPGs stress racial diversity. Could spending time in diverse worlds improve real-world perceptions of other racial groups? Would time spent in a pro-social environment featuring sharing, altruism and generosity improve our perceptions of others offline? Many games make a point of rewarding virtuous behavior, while a handful, like the Grand Theft Auto series, glorify antisocial behavior. Despite the fact that media tend to emphasize only the sensational and negative titles, there is a wide range of content worth studying.

There are many rich literatures to draw on. Taking just one, work on body self-image and objectification (Harrison, 1997; Harrison & Cantor, 1997) could be done in virtual worlds with a variety of body shapes. Most game worlds feature unrealistic male and female forms. Could continued exposure to these impossible ideals affect the players’ normative sense of beauty and self-worth? 

Like the questions in this dissertation, these are tentative first steps into online world research. But as more and more people go online and join these games and virtual playgrounds, the questions will become less abstract. It is the role of mass media researchers to investigate these issues, and to inform citizens and policy makers. Based on the long history of media discourses and framing, if we do not inform the public, their information will be influenced by irrelevant social forces. If we can escape from River City, perhaps our society can as well. 

Appendices

Appendix A: MSCS Scale Validation

This appendix explains the creation and validation of a series of scales to be known as the MSCS, or Michigan Social Capital Scales. The scales work across two dimensions: bringing vs. bonding and online vs. offline. The scales are then used in the main experiment presented in Chapters 7 and 8.

Bridging Social Capital Measures

Putnam suggests that social capital derived from bridging networks is “better for linkage to external assets and for information diffusion” (Putnam, 2000)(p. 22). This aspect fits Granovetter’s original case study of job seekers particularly well (Granovetter, 1974). Also, members of bridging networks are thought to be outward-looking and include people from a broader range of backgrounds. The social capital created by them generates broader identities and generalized reciprocity. Putnam implies some criteria:

1) Outward-looking

2) Contact with a broader range of people

3) A view of oneself as part of a broader group

4) Diffuse reciprocity with a broader community

Outward-looking. Looking outside of one’s narrow daily existence should be an exercise in horizon broadening. To look outside is to be less cloistered, more open minded, and more comfortable challenging one’s precepts. Questions should involve interacting with people outside of the local area, trying new things, being curious about differences in others and about different parts of the world.

Contact with a broader range of people. This dimension should be central to the idea of inclusive networking. If weak networks do in fact have an advantage because they link us to people with different backgrounds, then this dimension should see linkages to ages, religions, genders, classes, professions, and races different than one’s own.

A view of oneself as part of a broader group. The broader group is defined in relation to the respondent, not as an objective group such as “Americans,” which may have different meanings to different people. More general question forms that involve the bigger outside world are tested, including the ideas of connections to a larger community, and feeling like everyone in the world is connected.

Diffuse reciprocity with a broader community. This concept is a paraphrase of the “generalized norm of reciprocity” principle. That principle is about giving to others without expecting something back from them specifically, as in the case of holding the door open for a stranger who is carrying a heavy load. This general sense of “givingness” stems as much from a charitable feeling as it does from the comfort that someday someone will help us in return (Cialdini, 1993). Measures should therefore attempt to capture the idea of reciprocity without immediate gain, and involve concepts such as helping strangers, spending time on general community activities, and doing things without expecting a payoff.

Although these rough dimensions are a good starting point, there is another to consider. This is the idea of simply meeting new people, regardless of whether they are like or unlike oneself. Questions involve meeting new people by interacting with others or just by being in a particular place.

Bonding Social Capital Measures

Putnam’s bonding social capital is exclusive rather than inclusive. Its effects are argued to be more in the realm of emotional support and access to scarce or limited resources, and the ability to mobilize solidarity. It is Putnam’s position that one element of bonding social capital is out-group antagonism that rises from insular thinking. Therefore, the underlying dimensions of social capital generated through strong-tie networks should be:

1) Emotional support

2) Access to scarce or limited resources

3) Ability to mobilize solidarity

4) Out-group antagonism

Emotional support. This aspect of bonding social capital is enough like established measures that there are accepted batteries of social and emotional support already in place (Sheldon Cohen & Hoberman, 1983). The concept is measured by questions on whether or not people trust others to help them solve problems, have someone to turn to for advice, and have someone to go to with intimate personal problems or to alleviate loneliness.

Access to scarce or limited resources. In bonding social capital, a scarce or limited resource should be something that is valuable to the person giving and the person receiving, or else there is no real risk borne through the relationship. Therefore, getting something valuable through someone else could be a tangible or scarce asset such as money, or a social asset that will reflect on the friend, such as the perceived willingness of one’s friends to put their reputation on the line for the person.

 Ability to mobilize solidarity. The most suspect dimension here is “ability to mobilize solidarity.” If bonding social capital is the product of small, insular groups, mobilizing solidarity should be problematic because mobilizing a group may require access to a broad, not narrow, range of people. If the activity were to take place through a larger community—for example, a religious or ethnic one—then the social capital generated likely becomes more diffuse and of the weak-tie variety as the community size increases. One could imagine a very small church’s congregation mobilizing along the bonding dimension because the members are all more likely to know each other. But a much larger church or members of an entire religion will by definition simply mean more people, increasing the likelihood of dissimilarities. Mobilizing that group will be more likely to occur through second-order networks, and the social capital in use there will begin to edge toward the bridging variety. Another measure of this concept that is not group-size specific would be whether or not one’s friends could be motivated to do something important or to help the person fight an injustice. There must be some sense of cost, even if it is only time.

Out-group antagonism. Of all of Putnam’s suggested dimensions, out-group antagonism is the clearest, and needs little explication. As noted earlier, some Internet researchers have posited this as the dark side of an online life in which exclusive communities of narrow interest might form (Preece, 1999; Stolle, 1998; Sunstein, 2001). Questions here will involve differences in race, country, age and in networks that are not connected to one’s social circle.

Once again, there is another dimension to consider—the converse of the “broader community” questions in the bridging battery. These can be considered analogously to the idea of homogeneity and heterogeneity, and were the primary element of Norris’ short bonding battery (Norris, 2002). They involve connecting with people who share similar beliefs and interests.

Online vs. Offline

But when also considering the online/offline dichotomy, these questions are not enough. If the measures of bonding or bridging social capital were to increase after the introduction of some Internet-based stimulus, it would be impossible to say if the gains occurred online or off. As noted in Chapter 5, we have only examined the marginal numbers to this point. Getting at the churn requires a change table to see where those effects are coming and going from. This means that each group of questions must be asked for both online and offline interactions. Therefore the batteries tested here also have explicit phrases about whether the question refers to online life or offline life, e.g. “There are several people (online/offline) whom I trust to help solve my problems,” etc. To further differentiate between the two batteries, introductory sentences must frame the norms of the online and offline world.
 This is doubly important online so that it is clear that the concepts being tested are the result of interactions with other people, and not simply online actions such as reading a newspaper’s web site. Social capital effects must be social, and must be the result of some kind of social network.

Illustrated graphically, this framework considers four-way social capital measures:

	
	Online
	Offline

	Bonding
	?
	?

	Bridging
	?
	?


Figure A. A matrix of social capital measures.

Previously, only the top right square has been focused on by the media (e.g., coverage of Home.Net), and often by the research community. Consistent with the fears and social constructions demonstrated earlier, the question has been “How will the Internet harm real-world relationships?” What is argued here is that such a question only considers one quarter of the possibilities. Not only does it ignore the possible effects to existing weak relationships—and indeed to not differentiate between the two types—it ignores any possible gains or losses that may occur online. Rather than relying on temporal displacement, this approach allows for functional displacement. In the presence of the Internet, will strong (bonding) or weak tie (bridging) networks form or displace one another? Haythornthwaite suggested that weak tie networks will form, but not that strong tie networks will suffer. In order to find the net results of what Internet use—or some kind of Internet use—might do to us, we must be more comprehensive in our thinking and explore these ignored areas of the grid to see both where and how change occurs.

Scale Validation

Sample and Procedures

The initial version of the MSCS was administered to a sample of 884 volunteers from the United States. The subjects were taken from the first wave of the panel study that is presented in detail in Chapter 7. The sample was predominately white and male, college educated, and centered around the ages of 25-35. It included subjects from every race and every US state (see Table 1). 

	Table 1

Sample Statistics

	
	Min
	Max
	Mean

	Age
	14
	68
	27.04

	Education
	None
	Graduate degree
	College degree

	Income
	$0/year
	$80,000 or more
	$39,500/year

	Other
	
	Total
	%

	Gender
	Male
	765
	86.5%

	
	Female
	119
	13.5%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	66
	7.5%

	
	Black/African American
	12
	1.4

	
	Hispanic/Latino(a)
	33
	3.7

	
	Native American/Indian
	10
	1.1

	
	White/Caucasian
	736
	83.3

	
	Other
	27
	3.1


The most recent data from the Pew Internet and American Life Project (see Table 2), suggests that this sample is slightly younger, whiter and more male than a representative sample of all Internet users. This is in part an artifact of one of the conditions for the main study: anyone who completed it had to have a more powerful than average computer. Comparing these statistics to more general Internet use statistics, we can infer that this sample is more advanced technologically, and probably skews more to the early adopter profile. However, this can be accounted for to some extent by the control measures of income and education, which tend to correlate with early adoption (J. E. Katz & Rice, 2002; E. Rogers, 1995).

	Table 2

Answers to the Question “Do you ever go online?” 

	All
	57%

	Men
	59%

	Women
	55%

	Whites
	59%

	Blacks
	45%

	Hispanics
	58%

	18-29
	72%

	30-49
	67%

	50-64
	55%

	65+
	20%

	Note. Data from the December 2002 Pew Internet and American Life Project



Because the questions included explicit “don’t know/not sure” answers, the number of valid cases for individual batteries was lower than the total. The master battery described below had 527 fully complete cases, while the individual subscales each had about 700 complete cases. Post-hoc tests for normality found all of the data discussed here to be within the accepted bounds of +2/-2 standard errors of kurtosis.

Factor Analysis and Reliability

Exploratory factor analysis was used on a large battery of potential question items, then confirmatory factor analysis was used in a more careful testing of a subset. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was chosen as the most appropriate procedure to examine the final factor structure of the instrument. The advantage of CFA is that it is driven by theory, rather than data, and allows the researcher to test an a priori model of the underlying constructs. The data can then be analyzed to determine how well the proposed factors load, and also how well the model fits the data. Because the full battery of questions used here approached 100 variables, the goal of the initial exploratory analysis was also to reduce the batteries to manageable numbers by eliminating problematic variables.

Several variables were found to be worded awkwardly, double-barreled or simply too confusing, and were eliminated when they did not scale or load with the proposed dimensions.
 The next step was to test how well the proposed underlying dimensions fit the overarching concepts of “bridging” and “bonding” social capital. The goal here was not to create subscales for each underlying dimension, but to test whether those dimensions were in fact the constituent elements of bridging and bonding social capital.

An initial, large exploratory factor analysis of 36 items was tested to check this prediction for both the online and offline versions. The solution yielded nine factors, with all of the variables loading strongly in clusters with either bridging or bonding, but never strongly with both. This was considered evidence that the bridging variables did in fact belong together and were distinct from the bonding ones, and vice versa. The proposed dimensions loaded as expected, with the notable exceptions of out-group antagonism and homogeneity. The out-group antagonism variables loaded consistently apart from the other proposed bonding variables, regardless of combination, rotation or item elimination. Norris’ homogeneity questions loaded weakly and had low inter-item correlations and so were considered less strongly related to the bonding factor. In sum, the initial exploratory steps provided evidence that the two overarching concepts were in fact different, and that the variables were correctly aligned, but that out-group antagonism and homogeneity were not in fact an element of bonding social capital. 

The nine-factor solution was too unwieldy for general use. The next step was to use confirmatory factor analysis to look at particular items to improve the loadings, reliabilities and measures of fit for the predicted two-factor model. Items were scrutinized and eliminated one by one on a basis of redundancy, lower inter-item correlations, relatively lower factor loadings and changes in overall model fit. This process was carried out separately for both the online and offline versions, with the goal of generating parallel scales that behaved similarly online and off. Items were eliminated until a desirable solution was obtained using a 10-item scale for both bridging and bonding that worked equally well online and off.

One series of bridging questions did not behave the same when the online and offline versions were placed side by side. This subset of questions involved the concept of interactions (not trust) with a broad range of people. The questions related to class, religion and race. In the online version of the battery these questions did not load on the bonding factor, but loaded very strongly with the bridging factor. However, the same measures behaved differently offline, loading with middling weight both online and off. Unlike in the offline world, it would appear that when online, people do not consider it realistic to make strong connections with others of different races, classes and religions, but they are much more likely to consider the initial weaker bridging connections.

The final 10-item scales were then tested for goodness of fit using the AMOS software package. Because the sample was large, the size-sensitive chi-square statistic (online version, X2=1091.1, p<.001; offline version, X2=917.2, p<.001) was abandoned in favor of indices that are not sensitive to sample size. Cases with missing items were eliminated, leaving 527 cases. These data were examined with the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), also known as the Tucker-Lewis Index, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), parsimony ratio (PR) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). For the first three indices, measures of .9 and above indicate an excellent fit for the model. An RMSEA of less than .05 indicates a “close” fit and less than .08 a “reasonable” fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1989). Both the online (NNFI=.85, GFI=.88, PR=.89, RMSEA=.08) and offline (NNFI=.85, GFI=.90, PR=.89, RMSEA=.08) models were reasonable fits for the data. The final scale items for the two-factor “bridging” and “bonding” solutions are reported in Table 3. Norris reported a smaller series of bridging and bonding questions (Norris, 2002), but used Varimax rotation, assumedly because the two concepts were thought to be unrelated. However, the theory applied here suggests that bridging and bonding are related concepts, with both often found in social networks (Putnam, 2000). Putnam suggested that the two could even be thought of as a sliding scale. The analysis here found that the two factors were strongly positively correlated (online scales r=.492, p<.001; offline scales r=.527, p<.001), so Oblimin rotation was the more appropriate technique. Satisfactory reliabilities were also calculated for each subscale, and are reported in Table 3. The alpha for the full online bridging + bonding scale was .900, and for the offline version, .889.

Table 3

MSCS Question Forms and Factor Loadings

	Question text, with online/offline version difference indicated
	Online Version
	Offline Version

	
	Bonding Factor,

alpha=.896
	Bridging Factor, alpha=.841
	Bonding Factor, alpha=.859
	Bridging Factor, alpha=.848

	Bonding subscale
	
	
	
	

	There are several people online/offline I trust to help solve my problems.*
	.818
	
	.747
	

	There is someone online/offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*
	.828
	
	.761
	

	There is no one online/offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)*
	.668
	
	.656
	

	When I feel lonely, there are several people online/offline I can talk to.
	.693
	.500
	.696
	

	If I needed an emergency loan of $500, I know someone online/offline I can turn to.*
	.717
	
	.751
	

	The people I interact with online/offline would put their reputation on the line for me.
	.735
	
	.657
	

	The people I interact with online/offline would be good job references for me.
	.656
	
	.548
	

	The people I interact with online/offline would share their last dollar with me.
	.702
	
	.609
	

	I do not know people online/offline well enough to get them to do anything important. (reversed)
	.697
	
	.596
	

	The people I interact with online/offline would help me fight an injustice.
	.655
	
	.653
	

	Bridging Subscale

	Interacting with people online/offline makes me interested in things that happen outside of my town.
	
	.661
	
	.739

	Interacting with people online/offline makes me want to try new things.
	
	.671
	
	.699

	Interacting with people online/offline makes me interested in what people unlike me are thinking.
	
	.605
	
	.491

	Talking with people online/offline makes me curious about other places in the world.
	
	.683
	
	.687

	Interacting with people online/offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.
	
	.648
	
	.699

	Interacting with people online/offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.
	
	.709
	
	.771

	Interacting with people online/offline reminds me that everyone in the world is connected.
	
	.610
	
	.678

	I am willing to spend time to support general online/offline community activities.
	
	.593
	
	.483

	Interacting with people online/offline gives me new people to talk to.
	
	.619
	
	.630

	Online/Offline, I come in contact with new people all the time.
	
	.578
	
	.632

	% Variance explained by factor
	37.75
	11.85
	33.21
	11.71

	Note. Extraction Method: principle components. Rotation: Oblimin with Kaiser normalization. All questions are statements in the form of a five-point “strongly agree to strongly disagree” Likert scale. Loadings > .500 are shown.

*Adapted from the ISEL social support measure (Sheldon Cohen & Hoberman, 1983).


Validity

Establishing construct validity for a new instrument involves testing the new measures alongside others that measure theoretically related concepts. When the concepts are similar, the correlations should be positive, and when they are dissimilar, the correlations should be near zero.

	Table 4

Online Bridging Scale Construct Validity: Correlations

	Measure
	Correlation w/Online Bridging

	Contact with a broad range of people in online environments (3-item scale, alpha = .718)
	.47*

	Linkages to external sources of information and assets (4-item scale, alpha = .622)
	.50*

	Having met someone new online
	.32*

	Having visited a chat room
	.24*


Note. *p<.001

For online bridging, the subscale should have positive correlations with other measures of outward thinking and behaviors, including the extent of contact with people unlike oneself, links to information and assets outside one’s daily routine, and behaviors such as meeting new people or visiting chat rooms. Each of these items was positively related to the subscale.

	Table 5

Online Bonding Scale Construct Validity: Correlations

	Measure
	Correlation w/Online Bonding

	Using the Internet to keep in touch with someone far away (Kraut item replication).
	.37*

	“People online give me a strong sense of community.”
	.43*

	“Generally speaking, people online can be trusted.”
	.40*

	Having received help for a personal problem online (Kraut item replication).
	.19*


Note. *p<.001

For online bonding, the subscale should have positive correlations with other measures of online closeness, trust, support and community, including using the Internet to keep in touch with someone geographically distant, having a strong sense of online community, trusting others online, and being able to get help online for a personal problem. Each of these items was positively related to the subscale.


	Table 6

Offline Bridging Scale Construct Validity: Correlations

	Measure
	Correlation w/Offline Bridging

	Contact with a broad range of people in offline environments (3-item scale, alpha = .710)
	.45*

	Linkages to external sources of information and assets offline (4-item scale, alpha = .653)
	.48*

	Saguaro Diversity Index
	.19*

	Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment in last month (Putnam item replication).
	.17*


Note. *p<.001

For offline bridging, the subscale should again have positive correlations with other measures of outward thinking and behaviors, but this time with off-computer benchmarks. These include the extent of contact with people unlike oneself offline, links to information and assets outside one’s daily routine offline, having a wide variety of personal contacts, and going out for entertainment more often. Personal contacts were tested by using the Saguaro national diversity benchmarks, a series of questions that cover friendship links to others of different races, classes, occupations and sexual orientations (Social Capital Benchmark Survey, 2000, 2000). The entertainment measure is taken from the DDB Needham studies used by Putnam in his measures of social engagement. Each of these items was positively related to the subscale.

	Table 7

Offline Bonding Scale Construct Validity: Correlations

	Measure
	Correlation w/Offline Bonding

	Had friends in for the evening in last month
	.24*

	Went to the home of friends in last month
	.19*

	Mean closeness of six closest friends
	.37*


Note. *p<.001

For offline bonding, the subscale should have positive correlations with other measures of closely knit social interactions and the closeness of one’s best friends. These were measured with two more Needham/Putnam questions on close social interactions. The second measure is the result of a series of feeling thermometers used by Kraut et al in the Home.Net studies. In these, the subjects were asked to name their six closest friends and then report a standard feeling thermometer for each. The sum and mean of these measures is reported in Table 7. Each of the items was positively related to the subscale.

As noted earlier, the work of Putnam and many others suggests that there should be a connection between measures of in-group closeness like bonding and out-group antagonism and group sameness, but this was not found in the factor analysis. As a second check of this finding, the out-group antagonism measures were used as subscales (three-item online version alpha = .597; three-item offline version alpha = .689) and correlated with standard measures of trust. The question, “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?” and the online version “What about the people online?” did not correlate positively with the out-group antagonism subscales (online trust and online out-group antagonism r = -.094, p<.05; offline trust and offline out-group antagonism r = -.383, p<.001.). The results again suggest that out-group antagonism is not a part of bonding social capital. In fact, in both cases, there are slight negative relationships, meaning that the more bonding social capital people have, the less likely they are to have out-group antagonism. This result suggests that, contrary to Putnam’s proposition, insularity is not an element of bonding social capital, at least as conceptualized here.
Discussion of Validity Test

There were two surprising results in the course of the analysis. The first was that racial, class and religious interactions behave differently online than offline. This suggests that people think of racial, class and religious interactions as functioning somewhere between the horizon-broadening function attributed to bridging and the strong support of bonding in the everyday offline world. This in itself is not particularly surprising. But online, people think of racial, class and religious interactions as bridging only. This indicates that people don’t think the Internet is a valid place for strong ties with those groups, but do think of it as a place to meet and mix with them: Yes, I think the Internet is a place for meeting a wide variety of people, but no, I don’t expect anything solid from them.

The second was that measures of out-group antagonism were found to sharply diverge from the bonding scales. This finding is also quizzical at first, given that so much theory predicts a relationship between insular closeness and outward antagonism. However, there may be an explanation that fits the results if the closeness online is relatively less intense. Galston’s approach to virtual communities is based on the concepts of entry and exit costs (Galston, 1999). Drawing on Hirschman’s writings (1970), Galston predicted that in any community where entry costs are low—especially virtual ones—we should expect to see people make connections and linkages where they might not otherwise. This ease of entry is particularly relevant when considering the Internet, where joining communities can often be a matter of simply filling out a questionnaire. Galston also noted, though, that it is the cost of exit that keeps communities together. When leaving the group represents a true loss of social, psychological or practical benefits, a group member will exert effort to stay and contribute. Online this is probably less often the case than offline. 

These suppositions cannot be taken too seriously by themselves. What is necessary for stronger statements is a test of the batteries on a population, and a comparison of the presence of bridging and bonding social capital online and off. This is provided in Chapter 7.

Appendix B: Intercoder Reliability Scores

	Variable name
	Scott's pi

	Family togetherness
	0.899

	Fun, enjoyable play
	0.755

	Physical skill honed
	0.856

	Takes/Builds intelligence
	0.771

	Violence as catharsis
	0.957

	Educational
	0.813

	Social: team- or friendship building
	0.657

	Promotes use of/familiarity with tech.
	0.770

	Good displacement: keeps players off street, etc.
	0.971

	Displacement: time & money taken from worthwhile activities
	0.942

	Health risk: physical ailments
	0.928

	Health risk: Pathology/addiction
	0.771

	Social risks: ruins values or attitudes
	0.770

	Leads to/facilitates antisocial behavior: drug use
	0.957

	Leads to/facilitates antisocial behavior: theft
	0.986

	Leads to/facilitates antis. behavior: Promotes violence
	0.813

	Leads to/facilitates antisocial behavior: other
	0.799

	Parents are concerned
	0.813

	Civic leaders/authorities are concerned
	0.871

	Academics are concerned
	0.798

	Games are for males
	0.714

	Games are for females
	0.755

	Games are for kids
	0.714

	Games are for adults
	0.714

	Kids are impacted by games
	0.714

	Adults are impacted by games
	0.726

	Game performance/system quality
	0.714

	Games as artistic
	0.886

	Auteur coverage: designers/producers
	0.886

	Any business angle (for total measures)
	0.771

	Industry failing
	0.942

	Mean
	0.820

	Median
	0.799


Appendix C: Subject Correspondence

Solicitation Posting

(Variations & info on where it was posted)

Version A—General Game Sites and Girl Gamer Sites

Subject line: Interested in trying an online role playing game? Participate in a study and we may send you a free copy!

Have you heard of online games like Everquest, Asheron’s Call or Dark Ages of Camelot and been curious to try one? The University of Michigan is running the first-ever comprehensive study of massively multiplayer online role-playing games (MMRPG’s), and we will give free copies of the new game “Asheron’s Call 2” to people willing to play.

400 of the first 1,000 people who fill out the study’s survey will get a free game sent to them in the mail.

Who we’re looking for: We are most interested in people who have never played an MMRPG, or who have played very little, but everyone is welcome. We are also very interested to get both men and women to participate in the study. Your computer must be able to run the game, and so must be at least 733 MhZ, with a 2 GB hard drive, sound card and a 32MB 3D video card.

What do you have to do? You have to be willing to fill out one survey, play the game at least twice a week for one month, and then fill out a second survey at the end. That’s it. We’ll mail you the game, and the cost of the first month of play is included with the copy.

Spread the word: Do you know someone who hasn’t played one of these games before, but might be interested in trying one out for free? Please send them this information!

Please go to: 

http://www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy

to learn more about the study and see if you meet the requirements.

Sincerely,

The 2003 MMRPG Study Staff

Version B—For current players

Subject line: Do you have a friend you want to get to try AC2? Read this.

The University of Michigan is running a study on online games, and we’re looking for people who haven’t played them before. We will be mailing a free copy of Asheron’s Call 2 to about half of the people who fill out an online survey and are willing to try the game out for one month.

REST IS THE SAME AS VERSION A

Initial Letter (on UM Comm letterhead)

Name line

Street Address

City, Postal Zip

A warm welcome to the game study!

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the 2003 online game study, and congratulations on being accepted. The study is the first of its kind, and by taking part you are helping important research.

In your envelope, you’ll find a new copy of the game Asheron’s Call 2, complete with installation disks, instructions, reference guide, and a license key that will let you play for free for one month.

What do you need to do?

1. You have agreed to play this game for one month, for at least twice a week. Your entire first month of play is covered, so it doesn’t matter if you play 20 hours or 200 hours. After the month ends you can continue to play, but you will have to pay the monthly fee on your own.

2. Please start playing right away! This is very important, so please start with the game as soon as possible. If you can’t start within the next few days, please send the copy back.

3. In one month, we will email you the link to the second survey. You will be asked to fill it out within two days. If you haven’t and we can’t reach you by email, we may call to remind you.

What else?

• 
Keep this letter, and this ID#: IDNO.

• 
One of the things we’re going to ask you a month from now is how much you’ve played, so please keep track by filling this out with a running tally of hours every time you play:


Start date     End date
Hours played that week

First week: (Please write the dates here)
_________-_________
_____________________

Second week:
_________-_________
_____________________

Third Week:
_________-_________
_____________________

Fourth Week:
_________-_________
_____________________

Problems?

If you can’t play the game or are unwilling to, please do not register the copy. Instead, we ask that you send it back so that we can use it elsewhere (each copy costs $50!).

If you have problems with the game itself, please do not contact us for technical support. We are not the game company, and can’t help. But if you have questions or problems with the study, send an email to rpgstudy@umich.edu
First email for experimental group

Welcome to the online game study!

You have been selected to participate in the study and to receive a free game. Your copy of Asheron's Call 2 is being mailed to you via first class mail. You should receive it in the next few days.

As a participant, you have agreed to play the game twice a week for the next month, and to complete a second survey a month from now. You have also stated that your computer is capable of running the game, which means that your computer runs at 733 MhZ, with a 2 GB hard drive, sound card and a 32MB 3D video card with T&L support. See http://microsoftgamesinsider.com/AC2/Articles/articleshardware.htm for details if you aren't sure.

If you are not willing to meet these requirements, or your computer cannot run the game, please reply to this email *immediately* so we can send the game to someone else.

The game is coming in an envelope from the University of Michigan Department of Communication Studies. In that envelope, you will also find a cover letter with instructions on what to do next.

Please read that letter carefully, follow the instructions, and keep the letter. It has an ID # you will need when you fill out the second survey a month from now.

Enjoy the game, and we'll be in touch in a month to direct you back to the study site (www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy) to fill out the second survey.

Sincerely,

Dmitri Williams

Study Director

First email for control group

Subject line: Thank you for filling out the survey. What’s next?

Thank you for completing the University of Michigan online game survey. We had a great response and received over 1,000 surveys.

As you may recall, we promised to send a copy of a new game out to 400 of the first 1,000 survey takers. Those 400 were chosen randomly, and have all been contacted. Unfortunately, you were not one of those selected.

However, the survey you completed was *very* important to us, and is a key part of our research. Next month we will open the last step in our study, and may ask you for your opinion again. If we do, we will enter your name into a raffle for prizes.

As a participant, you will also be the first to see the study’s results, which we will share with you in mid-March, long before they are released to the press and public.

Once again, thank you very much for filling out the survey. Your time is appreciated and makes a real difference.

Sincerely,

The 2003 Game Study Staff

Interim email

Subject line: 

Study reminder: Don’t be charged when your free month ends

Participant ID#: IDNO

Dear NAMEFIELD,

This is a reminder from the study staff about avoiding a charge to your credit card.

Most of you received a game around February 5-10, meaning that the month of free play that you were given will be ending shortly. For each of you, this time line will be slightly different, so consider this a general heads-up announcement. Please check your calendar and make a note of when your month will end. We don’t want you to be charged for playing past this first free month, and so you will need to consider canceling the subscription soon.

You can cancel your subscription during the game log-in/start up process. Just after you give your password, you come to the “World List” page. At the bottom of this page is a button labeled “Account Options.” Clicking it will allow you to cancel your subscription.

Of course, you are welcome to continue playing after the month ends, but you will start paying the monthly $12.95 fee that regular players pay.

The second, and final, survey will open next week, and we will be sending you an email reminder so that you can complete your participation.

Thank you again for taking part in the study.

Sincerely,

The Online Game Study Staff

Follow-up email for experimental group

Subject Line: The final game study survey.

Dear NAMEFIELD,

We hope you have been enjoying your time playing Asheron’s Call 2 over the past month. Your game and your playing time have been free in exchange for filling out two surveys. You did the first one a month ago, and now it’s time to fill out the second survey.

Please go to:

http://www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy
and fill the survey out now. If you can’t fill it out now, it is *very important* that you fill it out within the next two days.

Your ID # is IDNO.

If you still have the letter mailed to you with the game, please have it handy.

We thank you in advance for filling out the second survey. Your answers and your opinions are extremely important to us.

If you have any problems or questions, you can send email to rpgstudy@umich.edu
We’d also like to remind you again your free playing time only lasts for the first month. If you want to keep playing past then, the game company will start charging you.

Thank you for being a part of the study!

Sincerely,

The 2003 MMRPG Study Staff

Follow-up email for control group

(section suspended due to IRB decision noted by strikethrough)

Subject: Game Study: More free games and now also t-shirts for helping
Dear NAMEFIELD,

Last month you filled out a survey as part of a study of online games run by the University of Michigan. The study is nearly done, but we need your help to make it a good one.

What do you get (other than the feeling of helping out a good project)?

By filling out this second survey, you will be entered into another raffle for game prizes—now with fewer people. The maker of Asheron’s Call 2, Turbine Games, has generously donated more copies of the game, this time signed by the development team. Turbine has also donated Asheron’s Call 2 T-shirts for us to give out.

You’ll also get to learn what the study was about, and be able to see some of the results as soon as they are available.

Please help important research by going to:

http://www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy
and fill the survey out now. You will need this ID number: IDNO

If you can’t fill it out now, it is very important to us that you fill it out as soon as possible. The timing is important.

We really appreciate your help. Good research takes the help of good people like you.

If you have any problems or questions, you can send email to rpgstudy@umich.edu
Thank you for being a part of the study!

Sincerely,

The 2003 MMRPG Study Staff

First reminder email for both groups

(Sent Saturday, March 8)

Dear NAMEFIELD,

We depend on people like you to help us do good research. Without you, we just can’t do it.

We recently sent you an email about the game study you signed up for last month, asking you to fill out the final survey. Our records indicate that you haven’t filled it out yet.

Please take a few minutes to go to the study site: www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy
and fill it out as soon as possible. Your ID number is: IDNO

It is very important to us to have everyone in the study fill out the survey at about the same time. As time goes by and people haven’t filled it out, the quality of our results suffers greatly. 

Please take a moment to go and fill the study out now. We really appreciate your help.

Thank you,

The 2003 Game Study Staff

Second reminder email for experimental group

(Sent Tuesday, March 11)

Dear NAMEFIELD,

Time is running out for us!

We have to close our survey very soon, and we still haven’t heard from you.

When you agreed to take part in the game study, we sent you a free copy of a game valued at $50. In exchange, you promised to fill out a second survey a month later. Now is the time for you to do that.

Please take a moment to go to the study site: www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy
and fill out the survey. Your ID number is: IDNO

Again, we really appreciate your help.

Thank you,

The 2003 Game Study Staff

Second reminder email for control

(Sent Tuesday, March 11)

Subject line: We need you, and soon.

Dear NAMEFIELD,

We need people who did *not* get the game to fill out the second (and final) survey. 

When you filled out the survey last month, you checked that you would also be willing to fill out the second one, but we haven’t heard from you. We are way behind, and have to close the site soon.

Please help us out. Take a moment to go to the study site: www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy
and fill out the survey. Your ID number is: IDNO

Again, we really appreciate your help.

Thank you,

The 2003 Game Study Staff

Appendix D: Survey Instrument

Introductory web page

[image: image30.png]Welcome to the University of Michigan MMRPG study,
and thank you very much for participating!

About one half of all survey respondants will be mailed a free copy of Asheron's
Call 2, but everyone who fills it out is helping important research and will be
able to see the results when the study is completed.

Please read the instructions below before going any farther.

Requirements:

#1. You mustbe willing 1 play Asherons Call2 over the nextmonth for stleast five hours 2 week. Ifyou are notuilling to do
i, please do notfil sutthis survey.

#2.This firstmonth ofplay ime i free with the copy of the game you mightbe given, butyou will stll need t have a credit
card o vegister and play.

#3. You mustnothave played Asheron's Callor Asheron's Call 2 before. Ifyou have, please do not il out the survey.

#4. You mustbe sble 1 run the game. Ifyou can't plesse do notfll autthe survey. The system requirements are: Windows
2000/XP/98/Me, 256 MB RAM, 733MHz processor, 2 GB hard drive, 32MB 3D video card, sound card and speahers or
headphones, and Tntemetaccess of56 Kbps o betiar.

#5. You mustbe willing 1 complets to surveys. This is the frstof the . Ifyou are notwiling t aleo complete another
similar survey in a month, please do notgo any further.

#6. You musthave a working email address and a US postal address.

Completing the survey

Atthe end of the survey, you will be asked for your name and address so thatwe can mail you your game copy. This
information wil be keptprivate, and wil be erased when the study is over. You will also be senta unique ID number so that
you can take partin the second survey.

« Please only fill out the survey once. (You do notincrease your chances of getiing a fiee game by filling itutmore than once.)
« Like all University studies, this survey is voluntary, and you may skip any questions thatmake you uncom fortable.

« Your input and opinions are extremely valusble to us. Please answer all of the questions carefully, and take your ime, The
Study takes aboutRX minutes.

IFyou meet the requirements, please go ahead and Start the Survey!




Study information web page
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Survey appearance

[image: image32.png]Section 2: People & Life Online

‘The next part of the survey is about other people.

st we'd like to ask about your sense of community.

Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of O Yes, they do.
community? O No, they don't.
O Don't know/Not sure.

Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community? O Yes, it does.
O No, it doesn't.
O Don't know/Not sure.

Do the people you work or go to school with give youastrong O Yes, they do.
sense of community? O No, they don't.
O Don't know/Not sure.

Do the people you have met online give you a strong sense of O Yes, they do.
community? O No, they don't.
O Don't know/Not sure.

Now we'd like to ask you some questions about how you view other people

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can't be too
careful in dealing with people?

O People can be trusted. O You can't be too careful O Don't know/Not sure.





Wave one thank you page

[image: image33.png]Thank you for completing the survey!

Your participation is crucial to helping us better understand important phenomena. When the study is over, you
will be given a link t0 a site that explains the study's purpose, methodology, and the results.

Al personal information is kept strictly confidential and will be erased when the study is complete.

What happens next?

In a few days, this survey site will close, and our staff will begin mailing out packets to about half of the
people who have filled it out and meet the requirements. The mailed packets will consist of a cover letter with
instructions and all of the contents of an Asheron's Call 2 box: game disks, license, instructions, etc

+If you do get a packet, please open it immediately and follow the instructions in the cover letter.

f you do not get a packet, please do not contact us. We may still contact you again in a month to ask you to
ill out a second survey, which will be completely voluntary

Can my friends do this also?

Yes, we still need more people to join the study, so please give them the web page address (www.umich.edu/
~rpestudy) if you think they might be interested, and they meet the requirements.

If you have any questions or concerns or do not want to participate any further, you can email the study staff
by clicking here,

Thank you again for participating!




Wave two thank you and debriefing page (2 parts)

[image: image34.png]Thank you for completing the survey!

You have just taken part in the first-ever scientific study of online game players. Online games are an
important new phenomenon not studied or understood by scholars. Given that 67% of Americans
play some kind of video game, and that the majority are now online, this phenomenon should be
explored. This particular study is part of a dissertation undertaken by me, a doctoral candidate at the
University of Michigan's Department of Communication Studes.

What kind of study was it?

Technically, the study was an experiment. Half of the people who completed the first survey were
given the game Asheron's Call 2, and half were not. The group that received the game was the
experimental group, and the group that didn't was the control group (like people who get a placebo in
a medical study). Affer playing for a month, both groups were asked to complete this second survey
If there are any changes from the answers o the first study and the second study that are different
than the changes in the control group, those changes can be said to come from the game.

I didn't get a game at the beginning of the
study. What gives?
If you didn't get a game, you were part of the control group. The control group in an experiment

doesn't get the thing being studied. Itis a lot ke if this were a drug trial and you received a placebo
pill.





continues (
[image: image35.png]What were you studying?

There were several things being studied at the same time. The major things were social networks,
personality, civic engagement and aggression. Why study those things? There has been a lot of
speculation over the past few years that two phenomena--video games and the Internet--are cach in
some way harmful to people. However, there has been very litle actual study on either that allows
scientists to draw conclusions. This study asks the question: What do games and the Internet do to,
and for, people?

Do online games, for example, make people more violent? Do they make people more isolated? Do
they allow people to meet others they wouldn't ordinarily meet? Do they make people more
connected to cach other? Prior to this study, there has been no strong evidence to answer these
questions one way or another. Instead, pundits have flooded the media with opinions, arguing that
zames are harmful or helpful. This study hopes to provide some actual evidence for the debate, and to
do so without advocating either for or against games o the Internet. If you are curious about the
reasoning behind the study, there are some details available here.

What are the results?

It will be a few weeks before the surveys are all completed and I can begin to do some analysis of the
results. 1 will post results as they develop on the study's front page, www.umich.edu/~rpgstudy

Anything else?

Yes, please don't talk to other players about the study until mid-March. s important that those who
haven't filled out the second survey yet don't know what's being studied.

If you have any questions or concerns, you can email the study staff by clicking here.

Thank you again for participating!





Appendix E: IRB Approval

Initial approval came as part of a graduate course (below). Formal, individual approval follows.

Initial IRB approval, covering March 2002-2003

[image: image36.png]From: Human Subjects Protection Office <IRB-Behavsci-Health@umich.edu>
Date: Fri Mar 01, 2002 04:39:47 PM US/Eastern

To: dewillia@umich.edu

Ce: mekanka@urmich.edu, KEEVER@umich.edu

Subject: Fwd: IRB Determination File 6752

Afternoon,

Per our phone conversation, following is the email sentlo Professor Resnick as well as Ann Verhey-Henke which states
that you are approved to move forward with your survey. | have faxed a copy of the signed and dated approval from the
‘email you had sentin to our office for your fling.

Best Wishes,
Tammy Felton-Noyle

Date: Mon, 18 Feb 2002 09:41:40 0500
To: presnick@umich.edu, AVERHEY@UMICH.EDU
From: Human Subjecis Protection Office <IRB-Behavsci-
Heallh@umich.edu>

Subject: IRB Determination File 6752

Ce: mekanka@umich.edu, KEEVER @UMICH.EDU

Bec: lynncook @umich.edu, jnowack@umich.edu

Good Morning,

The Behavioral Sciences Co-Chair reviewed your
submitted revisions for the protocol tiled "ANALYZING
E-COMMUNITIES (STUDENT COURSE PROJECTS. "
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Appendix F:
Models and Data

I. Treatment Check

Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

I. River City Variables

Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

Socially desirable media use 

(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Do household chores

General Health (1 to 5)

Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

Depression (13 to 52 index)

Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

Introversion/Extroversion (10 to 100 scale)

Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

Normative Beliefs in Aggression 

(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

Preference for graphic violence in games

II. Social Capital Variables

Online Bonding (10 to 50)

Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

"People help each other out." (1 to 5)

Hours/week online (non-work)

Internet use for local news (1 to 5)

Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

Internet use to download software (1 to 5)

Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

Internet use to visit chat rooms

Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

Closeness to friends 1-3

Closeness to friends 4-6

Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

Agreement with the statement "Our

family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

Diversity Index (0 to 11)

Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

Trust in people online (1 to 4)

Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Went to a club, disco, bar or place 

of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Not including weddings and funerals, 

how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

	Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.125
	0.061
	-2.042
	0.042

	
	
	
	
	

	Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:
	
	

	Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)
	

	Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Veterans
	0.460
	0.125
	3.665
	0.000

	Elders
	0.470
	0.109
	4.301
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.101
	0.144
	0.700
	0.485

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.120
	0.046
	2.582
	0.010

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.080
	0.069
	1.200
	0.231

	Veterans
	0.220
	0.093
	2.412
	0.017

	Elders
	0.070
	0.081
	0.909
	0.365

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.998
	0.369
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.207
	0.181
	-1.141
	0.255

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.060
	0.056
	1.026
	0.305

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.020
	0.087
	0.279
	0.780

	Veterans
	-0.010
	0.094
	-0.152
	0.879

	Elders
	0.160
	0.107
	1.487
	0.139

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.840
	0.433
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-2.386
	1.797
	-1.328
	0.186

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	1.281
	0.617
	2.077
	0.038

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.558
	0.860
	0.649
	0.517

	Veterans
	2.127
	1.494
	1.424
	0.157

	Elders
	1.466
	0.931
	1.575
	0.117

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.554
	0.575
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use 

	(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.019
	0.107
	-0.182
	0.856

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.002
	0.033
	0.057
	0.954

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.014
	0.051
	-0.277
	0.782

	Veterans
	0.083
	0.068
	1.227
	0.222

	Elders
	-0.049
	0.058
	-0.843
	0.401

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.229
	0.294
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.754
	0.713
	-1.058
	0.291

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.340
	0.155
	2.207
	0.028

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.370
	0.234
	1.579
	0.116

	Veterans
	0.070
	0.293
	0.255
	0.799

	Elders
	0.540
	0.290
	1.867
	0.064

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.173
	0.841
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.082
	0.072
	1.163
	0.246

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.270
	0.022
	12.091
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.240
	0.034
	7.003
	0.000

	Veterans
	0.260
	0.040
	6.371
	0.000

	Elders
	0.310
	0.041
	7.568
	0.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.973
	0.379
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.003
	0.076
	-0.027
	0.979

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.130
	0.023
	5.760
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.110
	0.036
	3.000
	0.003

	Veterans
	0.100
	0.043
	2.244
	0.026

	Elders
	0.190
	0.039
	4.818
	0.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.553
	0.213
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Do household chores
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.056
	0.074
	0.754
	0.452

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.030
	0.023
	-1.512
	0.131

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.010
	0.035
	-0.267
	0.790

	Veterans
	-0.050
	0.048
	-1.021
	0.309

	Elders
	-0.050
	0.038
	-1.446
	0.150

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.424
	0.655
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.061
	0.128
	0.478
	0.633

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.000
	0.037
	-0.053
	0.958

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.030
	0.061
	0.473
	0.636

	Veterans
	-0.050
	0.068
	-0.741
	0.460

	Elders
	0.000
	0.064
	0.000
	1.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.373
	0.689
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.095
	0.198
	-0.480
	0.632

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.029
	0.062
	0.463
	0.644

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.051
	0.095
	-0.531
	0.596

	Veterans
	0.146
	0.115
	1.268
	0.207

	Elders
	0.026
	0.115
	0.226
	0.821

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.833
	0.435
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.660
	0.855
	-0.772
	0.441

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.142
	0.235
	0.604
	0.546

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.216
	0.400
	-0.539
	0.591

	Veterans
	0.619
	0.459
	1.347
	0.181

	Elders
	0.177
	0.361
	0.490
	0.625

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.021
	0.361
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.315
	0.483
	-0.653
	0.514

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.322
	0.139
	-2.305
	0.022

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.422
	0.229
	-1.843
	0.067

	Veterans
	-0.451
	0.254
	-1.773
	0.078

	Elders
	-0.081
	0.243
	-0.333
	0.740

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.696
	0.499
	

	Dependent Variable: Introversion/Extroversion (10 to 100 scale)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	.2552
	.582
	.439
	0.661

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	.2645
	0.186
	1.421
	0.156

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.0450
	0.279
	0.162
	0.872

	Veterans
	1.021
	0.367
	2.780
	0.006

	Elders
	-0.1474
	0.333
	-.0443
	0.658

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	3.441
	0.033
	

	Veterans Vs. Elders: Between-group test, Tukey HSD
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Difference
	Sig.
	

	
	
	-1.1684
	0.040
	


	Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.191
	0.604
	-0.316
	0.752

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.186
	0.176
	1.058
	0.291

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.030
	0.288
	-0.103
	0.918

	Veterans
	0.284
	0.338
	0.840
	0.402

	Elders
	0.378
	0.290
	1.303
	0.195

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.534
	0.587
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.060
	0.396
	-0.152
	0.880

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.138
	0.111
	1.242
	0.215

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.087
	0.188
	-0.465
	0.642

	Veterans
	0.369
	0.176
	2.090
	0.038

	Elders
	0.222
	0.200
	1.111
	0.268

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.536
	0.216
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression 

	(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)
	
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.153
	0.492
	0.312
	0.756

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.203
	0.137
	-1.480
	0.139

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.098
	0.236
	-0.416
	0.678

	Veterans
	-0.518
	0.260
	-1.991
	0.048

	Elders
	-0.051
	0.210
	-0.244
	0.807

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.068
	0.345
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-10.631
	3.256
	-3.266
	0.001

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.898
	1.068
	-0.841
	0.401

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	1.025
	1.595
	0.643
	0.521

	Veterans
	-1.384
	2.114
	-0.655
	0.514

	Elders
	-2.964
	1.944
	-1.525
	0.129

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.285
	0.277
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	
	

	Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	1.776
	3.540
	0.502
	0.617

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.698
	1.080
	0.646
	0.519

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-1.012
	1.690
	-0.599
	0.550

	Veterans
	1.908
	2.050
	0.931
	0.354

	Elders
	1.872
	1.929
	0.971
	0.333

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.872
	0.419
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	
	

	Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)
	
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-4.018
	2.786
	-1.442
	0.151

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-1.186
	0.783
	-1.515
	0.130

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.797
	1.339
	-0.595
	0.552

	Veterans
	-1.726
	1.537
	-1.123
	0.263

	Elders
	-1.229
	1.163
	-1.057
	0.292

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.116
	0.891
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	
	

	Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)
	
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-3.483
	2.499
	-1.394
	0.165

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-1.846
	0.803
	-2.300
	0.022

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-1.380
	1.208
	-1.142
	0.255

	Veterans
	-4.251
	1.775
	-2.395
	0.018

	Elders
	-0.354
	1.263
	-0.280
	0.780

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.840
	0.160
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, 
	

	walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.039
	0.208
	0.188
	0.851

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.090
	0.058
	-1.504
	0.133

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.050
	0.099
	-0.528
	0.598

	Veterans
	-0.250
	0.101
	-2.482
	0.014

	Elders
	0.010
	0.097
	0.127
	0.899

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.646
	0.194
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, 
	

	walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.215
	0.173
	-1.241
	0.216

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.080
	0.057
	-1.349
	0.178

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.090
	0.083
	-1.092
	0.276

	Veterans
	-0.240
	0.107
	-2.268
	0.025

	Elders
	0.090
	0.112
	0.767
	0.440

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.466
	0.086
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.199
	0.172
	-1.156
	0.249

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.020
	0.058
	-0.375
	0.708

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.080
	0.089
	0.872
	0.384

	Veterans
	-0.210
	0.117
	-1.762
	0.080

	Elders
	0.010
	0.098
	0.127
	0.899

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.077
	0.126
	


	Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.8471
	0.78904
	-1.074
	0.285

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.806
	0.240
	3.353
	0.001

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.842
	0.377
	2.235
	0.027

	Veterans
	1.455
	0.518
	2.809
	0.006

	Elders
	0.164
	0.357
	0.459
	0.647

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.214
	0.110
	


	Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.2942
	0.72959
	-0.403
	0.687

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.798
	0.346
	2.306
	0.022

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.480
	0.558
	0.860
	0.392

	Veterans
	0.742
	0.737
	1.006
	0.317

	Elders
	1.215
	0.529
	2.300
	0.023

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.409
	0.665
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.2934
	0.77242
	-0.38
	0.705

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.293
	0.239
	-1.228
	0.220

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.419
	0.359
	-1.165
	0.246

	Veterans
	0.034
	0.459
	0.073
	0.942

	Elders
	-0.422
	0.444
	-0.952
	0.343

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.362
	0.696
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.5592
	0.48324
	-1.157
	0.248

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.653
	0.229
	2.848
	0.005

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.872
	0.369
	2.363
	0.019

	Veterans
	1.138
	0.450
	2.525
	0.013

	Elders
	-0.007
	0.379
	-0.019
	0.985

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.140
	0.119
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0772
	0.08564
	-0.901
	0.368

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.141
	0.040
	3.477
	0.001

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.190
	0.069
	2.764
	0.006

	Veterans
	0.150
	0.074
	2.015
	0.046

	Elders
	0.068
	0.065
	1.044
	0.298

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.811
	0.445
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0471
	0.08278
	0.569
	0.57

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.096
	0.039
	2.453
	0.015

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.095
	0.064
	1.479
	0.141

	Veterans
	0.157
	0.073
	2.144
	0.034

	Elders
	0.043
	0.065
	0.663
	0.508

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.624
	0.536
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0096
	0.11766
	0.082
	0.935

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.293
	0.055
	5.285
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.284
	0.083
	3.431
	0.001

	Veterans
	0.383
	0.105
	3.633
	0.000

	Elders
	0.227
	0.105
	2.171
	0.031

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.593
	0.553
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0689
	0.09916
	-0.695
	0.487

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.129
	0.047
	-2.752
	0.006

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.078
	0.071
	-1.089
	0.277

	Veterans
	-0.237
	0.097
	-2.457
	0.015

	Elders
	-0.100
	0.079
	-1.259
	0.210

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.046
	0.352
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0727
	0.09799
	0.742
	0.459

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.099
	0.050
	-1.972
	0.049

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.035
	0.084
	0.418
	0.676

	Veterans
	-0.095
	0.089
	-1.066
	0.289

	Elders
	-0.269
	0.084
	-3.182
	0.002

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.517
	0.597
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0257
	0.08554
	0.3
	0.764

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.082
	0.040
	-2.041
	0.042

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.086
	0.066
	-1.301
	0.195

	Veterans
	0.007
	0.077
	0.094
	0.925

	Elders
	-0.155
	0.067
	-2.303
	0.023

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.189
	0.305
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.133
	2.393
	0.055
	0.956

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.330
	0.769
	0.429
	0.668

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.260
	1.141
	-0.231
	0.818

	Veterans
	0.800
	1.301
	0.617
	0.538

	Elders
	0.680
	1.574
	0.433
	0.685

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.206
	0.814
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.169
	0.191
	0.884
	0.378

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.160
	0.058
	2.743
	0.006

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.160
	0.092
	1.731
	0.085

	Veterans
	0.090
	0.109
	0.783
	0.435

	Elders
	0.220
	0.102
	2.168
	0.032

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.414
	0.661
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.204
	0.176
	-1.162
	0.247

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.170
	0.056
	2.979
	0.003

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.160
	0.084
	1.883
	0.061

	Veterans
	0.090
	0.108
	0.855
	0.394

	Elders
	0.250
	0.105
	2.343
	0.020

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.553
	0.575
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to download software (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.090
	0.100
	0.897
	0.370

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.230
	0.047
	4.856
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.260
	0.076
	3.421
	0.001

	Veterans
	0.220
	0.091
	2.441
	0.016

	Elders
	0.190
	0.079
	2.435
	0.016

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.191
	0.826
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.229
	0.174
	1.314
	0.190

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.210
	0.051
	4.128
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.220
	0.084
	2.613
	0.010

	Veterans
	0.280
	0.102
	2.733
	0.007

	Elders
	0.150
	0.084
	1.762
	0.080

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.487
	0.615
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.049
	0.152
	-0.325
	0.745

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.140
	0.046
	3.020
	0.003

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.130
	0.073
	1.738
	0.084

	Veterans
	0.140
	0.100
	1.358
	0.177

	Elders
	0.150
	0.067
	2.283
	0.024

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.032
	0.969
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.038
	0.122
	-0.313
	0.755

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.090
	0.038
	2.403
	0.017

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.020
	0.058
	0.417
	0.677

	Veterans
	0.100
	0.080
	1.260
	0.210

	Elders
	0.170
	0.061
	2.712
	0.007

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.268
	0.282
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.134
	0.190
	-0.703
	0.483

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.180
	0.056
	3.151
	0.002

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.230
	0.091
	2.542
	0.012

	Veterans
	0.070
	0.090
	0.726
	0.469

	Elders
	0.200
	0.107
	1.886
	0.061

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.763
	0.467
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.200
	0.192
	1.040
	0.299

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.080
	0.054
	1.482
	0.136

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.100
	0.092
	1.103
	0.271

	Veterans
	0.060
	0.098
	0.653
	0.515

	Elders
	0.070
	0.090
	0.749
	0.455

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.052
	0.949
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.031
	0.170
	-0.183
	0.855

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.070
	0.050
	1.416
	0.158

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.030
	0.081
	0.418
	0.676

	Veterans
	0.060
	0.096
	0.668
	0.505

	Elders
	0.130
	0.085
	1.464
	0.145

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.298
	0.743
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.001
	0.157
	-0.008
	0.993

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.040
	0.048
	-0.742
	0.458

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.120
	0.075
	-1.610
	0.109

	Veterans
	0.050
	0.090
	0.557
	0.578

	Elders
	0.000
	0.085
	0.000
	1.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.183
	0.307
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.110
	0.176
	0.624
	0.533

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.040
	0.052
	0.792
	0.429

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.030
	0.084
	-0.349
	0.727

	Veterans
	0.040
	0.090
	0.479
	0.633

	Elders
	0.130
	0.097
	1.323
	0.188

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.816
	0.443
	


	Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.278
	3.376
	-0.082
	0.934

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-1.593
	2.426
	-0.657
	0.512

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.581
	4.826
	0.120
	0.904

	Veterans
	-4.472
	3.370
	-1.327
	0.187

	Elders
	-1.852
	3.420
	-0.541
	0.589

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.361
	0.697
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	8.737
	4.578
	1.909
	0.058

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	43.562
	4.153
	10.489
	0.000

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	40.945
	6.664
	6.144
	0.000

	Veterans
	44.618
	7.585
	5.882
	0.000

	Elders
	46.088
	7.384
	6.242
	0.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.151
	0.860
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	
	

	Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	21.249
	17.416
	1.220
	0.224

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	7.700
	5.853
	1.315
	0.189

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	8.550
	8.320
	1.028
	0.305

	Veterans
	4.270
	10.990
	0.389
	0.698

	Elders
	9.610
	11.689
	0.822
	0.412

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.069
	0.934
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable:
	
	
	

	Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	12.548
	13.379
	0.938
	0.349

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	4.113
	4.198
	0.980
	0.328

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	4.991
	6.388
	0.781
	0.436

	Veterans
	-1.313
	6.808
	-0.193
	0.847

	Elders
	7.738
	8.588
	0.901
	0.369

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.356
	0.701
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

	family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.205
	0.202
	-1.017
	0.310

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.065
	0.055
	1.170
	0.243

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.058
	0.095
	0.607
	0.544

	Veterans
	0.039
	0.093
	0.420
	0.675

	Elders
	0.096
	0.094
	1.016
	0.311

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.083
	0.921
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.5182
	0.33733
	1.536
	0.126

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.019
	0.103
	0.188
	0.851

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.335
	0.162
	-2.070
	0.040

	Veterans
	0.189
	0.168
	1.127
	0.262

	Elders
	0.329
	0.197
	1.668
	0.097

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	4.307
	0.014
	

	Newbies Vs. Elders: Between-group test, Tukey HSD
	

	
	
	
	Difference
	Sig.

	
	
	
	0.664
	0.017


	Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0498
	0.04343
	-1.147
	0.252

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.018
	0.020
	-0.882
	0.379

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.020
	0.036
	-0.556
	0.579

	Veterans
	0.000
	0.041
	0.000
	1.000

	Elders
	-0.031
	0.029
	-1.070
	0.287

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.177
	0.838
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0479
	0.06391
	-0.749
	0.455

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.007
	0.0184
	0.397
	0.692

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.05
	0.0303
	1.642
	0.103

	Veterans
	0.017
	0.037
	0.47
	0.639

	Elders
	-0.052
	0.0287
	-1.823
	0.071

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.81
	0.061
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0185
	0.08192
	0.226
	0.822

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.019
	0.023
	-0.800
	0.424

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.030
	0.039
	-0.780
	0.437

	Veterans
	0.025
	0.039
	0.624
	0.534

	Elders
	-0.042
	0.042
	-1.000
	0.319

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.704
	0.495
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0684
	0.07862
	-0.871
	0.385

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.075
	0.023
	3.274
	0.001

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.062
	0.038
	1.626
	0.106

	Veterans
	0.142
	0.041
	3.436
	0.001

	Elders
	0.041
	0.040
	1.029
	0.305

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.589
	0.205
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0761
	0.19338
	-0.393
	0.694

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.093
	0.0331
	2.798
	0.005

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.085
	0.0542
	1.578
	0.116

	Veterans
	-0.014
	0.0613
	-0.235
	0.815

	Elders
	0.196
	0.0564
	3.479
	0.001

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.28
	0.279
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0986
	0.1926
	0.512
	0.609

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.190
	0.062
	3.085
	0.002

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.260
	0.093
	2.781
	0.006

	Veterans
	0.070
	0.128
	0.554
	0.580

	Elders
	0.210
	0.106
	1.961
	0.052

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.770
	0.463
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0145
	0.01968
	-0.736
	0.462

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.004
	0.006
	0.632
	0.528

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.009
	0.009
	1.000
	0.318

	Veterans
	0.007
	0.012
	0.576
	0.566

	Elders
	-0.006
	0.011
	-0.576
	0.565

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.627
	0.534
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0762
	0.05198
	1.467
	0.144

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.000
	0.016
	-0.246
	0.806

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.010
	0.025
	-0.377
	0.706

	Veterans
	0.010
	0.033
	0.425
	0.671

	Elders
	-0.010
	0.024
	-0.499
	0.619

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)
	0.024
	
	

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.249
	0.780
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0206
	0.06697
	-0.307
	0.759

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.020
	0.018
	-1.266
	0.206

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.000
	0.032
	0.000
	1.000

	Veterans
	-0.050
	0.033
	-1.465
	0.145

	Elders
	-0.030
	0.028
	-1.092
	0.277

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.626
	0.535
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0374
	0.07096
	-0.527
	0.599

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.020
	0.022
	0.786
	0.432

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.040
	0.034
	1.110
	0.268

	Veterans
	0.010
	0.041
	0.168
	0.866

	Elders
	0.000
	0.041
	0.000
	1.000

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.301
	0.740
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0084
	0.0483
	-0.174
	0.862

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.010
	0.016
	0.366
	0.714

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.020
	0.023
	0.816
	0.415

	Veterans
	0.010
	0.029
	0.242
	0.809

	Elders
	-0.010
	0.031
	-0.391
	0.696

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.345
	0.708
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place 

	of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.0049
	0.06315
	0.078
	0.938

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.010
	0.022
	0.534
	0.593

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.020
	0.030
	0.780
	0.436

	Veterans
	-0.060
	0.046
	-1.345
	0.181

	Elders
	0.060
	0.038
	1.588
	0.114

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.535
	0.080
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0812
	0.03511
	-2.312
	0.022

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.010
	0.010
	-0.557
	0.578

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.010
	0.017
	-0.831
	0.407

	Veterans
	0.010
	0.021
	0.332
	0.740

	Elders
	-0.010
	0.016
	-0.377
	0.707

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.340
	0.712
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0655
	0.06806
	-0.963
	0.337

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.050
	0.020
	-2.451
	0.015

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	-0.040
	0.033
	-1.156
	0.249

	Veterans
	-0.060
	0.037
	-1.519
	0.131

	Elders
	-0.050
	0.033
	-1.681
	0.095

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.098
	0.907
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals, 

	how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.1974
	0.09788
	2.017
	0.045

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.030
	0.026
	1.051
	0.294

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.010
	0.047
	0.111
	0.912

	Veterans
	0.040
	0.041
	0.962
	0.338

	Elders
	0.050
	0.045
	1.044
	0.298

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.257
	0.774
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0154
	0.07503
	-0.205
	0.838

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.070
	0.023
	3.292
	0.001

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.100
	0.036
	2.889
	0.004

	Veterans
	-0.010
	0.041
	-0.168
	0.866

	Elders
	0.110
	0.041
	2.645
	0.009

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	2.493
	0.084
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.1055
	0.07514
	1.404
	0.162

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.060
	0.023
	2.628
	0.009

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.050
	0.036
	1.436
	0.153

	Veterans
	0.130
	0.042
	3.000
	0.003

	Elders
	0.020
	0.045
	0.411
	0.682

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	1.598
	0.203
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable: 
	
	
	

	Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)
	

	Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. dif.
	t
	Sig.

	
	-0.0058
	0.07773
	-0.075
	0.941

	Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	
	0.080
	0.024
	3.190
	0.002

	Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

	
	Mean dif.
	S.E. Mean
	t
	Sig.

	Newbies
	0.070
	0.037
	1.901
	0.059

	Veterans
	0.080
	0.048
	1.580
	0.116

	Elders
	0.090
	0.042
	2.040
	0.043

	Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

	
	
	F
	Sig.
	

	
	
	0.034
	0.966
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Chat windows at the bottom center of a screen allow for text-based communication. At left, players help each other by casting protective spells and trading information before a battle. At bottom, a city center sits empty as the player calls out for company.





Combat is of middling graphic violence. Damage to the player is represented by floating negative numbers over the avatar, indicating the loss of life points. In the screen shot above, a monster attacks the player with a large hammer. Most monsters attack with weapons, or spells that act as projectiles. Once slain (left), the monster wails, falls to its knees and smolders as a bloody corpse with the player standing over it. Note the “radar” in the upper right corners, which indicates the location of the player and nearby monsters ready to attack.





Above left: Character creation first involves selecting a gender and one of three species: nimble humans, hulking Lugians, or lizardlike Tumeroks. The player then chooses a body type, and can vary the avatar’s height, weight and skin color (above right). Further options allow the customization of hairstyles, face shapes, tattoos, and clothing (left).





Figure C. Players interact with Sandpeople in Star Wars Galaxies. Image from www.starwarsgalaxies.com.





Figure B. Screenshot from Meridian 59. Players see their avatar onscreen with other players’.





Figure A. Planning schematic for the original text-based MUD. Shows “places” as a series of nodes.�(http://www.mud.co.uk/richard/masep84.htm)





�Figure E. “Booth Babe” at the E3 Trade Show, 2002





�


Figure B. Parker Brothers’ Jedi Arena ad, 1982. Source: Newsweek





Figure F. A hedgehog becomes a star.





Figure E. Mario Bros. invade the home.
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Figure A. A timeline of the video game industry, 1951-2003.





Figure A. Ignoring tough issues three weeks after the Columbine incident (May 10, 1999), Newsweek instead implied a sinister double life, asking: “How well do you know your kid?”

















� A version of this work is presented in Williams (in press, 2003).


� Interoperability means that different systems are compatible. For example, DVDs made by Sony will work on DVD players made by another firm. Game consoles do not feature such compatibility.
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� This is a pattern similar to that of the telegraph, which inventor Samuel Morse pleaded the government to buy out but which was rejected (see Czitrom, 1982, p. 21-22 for a discussion). Like the telegraph, games would flourish in the private sector.


� Bushnell invented Computer Space, a rip-off of Spacewar, while working for a technical engineering firm. He took the concept to a coin-op game manufacturing firm, which made 1,500 units. By all accounts, the game was far too confusing for people who didn’t understand why this new pinball machine didn’t have flippers and why it needed an instruction set � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sellers</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>501</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>John Sellers</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>Arcade Fever: The Fan&apos;s Guide to the Golden Age of Video Games</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Philadelphia</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Running Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Cohen</Author><Year>1984</Year><RecNum>436</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Scott Cohen</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1984</YEAR><TITLE>Zap! The Rise and Fall of Atari</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>McGraw-Hill</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Scott Cohen, 1984; Sellers, 2001)�.


� The plot of the movie Tron � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lisberger</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>566</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>21</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Steven Lisberger</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><TITLE>Tron</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Steven Lisberger</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><PUBLISHER>Disney</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Lisberger, 1982)� can be taken as a commentary on the tension between the hacker and corporate ethics in the video game industry, and one directly modeled on events at Atari. In the plot, a young, unorthodox programmer is kicked out of his company by a sinister corporate figure who can run an empire, but cannot create games. Unlike the real-world Atari version of the story, the young hacker turns the tables and reclaims his fortune, restoring everything to a simultaneously profitable and creative industry. Tron represents a romanticized version of the hacker ethic that never happened.


� One designer, Warren Robinette, planted his name in a game without telling his supervisors. It was discovered by a boy in Salt Lake City several months after the game’s release. This act of defiance is acknowledged as the first instance of an “Easter egg” in programming � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Herman</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>202</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Herman, L.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>Phoenix: The Fall and Rise of Videogames</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Union, New Jersey</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Rolenta Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Herman, 1997)�.


� Atari changed hands several times over the ensuing 20 years, but has always retained value as a brand. The French game producer Infogrammes acquired the name, and in 2003, changed its name to Atari to avoid a Francophobic backlash after political disagreements with the United States revolving around the invasion of Iraq.


� For example, the first home game machine, the Magnavox Odyssey, had trouble with consumers in part because many incorrectly assumed it would only work on a Magnavox television set � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Herman</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>202</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Herman, L.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>Phoenix: The Fall and Rise of Videogames</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Union, New Jersey</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Rolenta Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Herman, 1997)�.


� Cell phone-based games have a similar appeal, and may drive phone use � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Schwartz</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>494</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Jeremy Schwartz</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1999</YEAR><TITLE>Online Gaming In The Next Century</TITLE><PUBLISHER>Forrester</PUBLISHER><DATE>October 19</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(J. Schwartz, 1999)�. 


� Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, P20-515.


� An extended version of this analysis is given in Williams (2003). � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Williams</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>704</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Dmitri Williams</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>The Video Game Lightning Rod</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Information, Communication &amp; Society</SECONDARY_TITLE><DATE>In Press</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Williams, 2003)�.


� As a validity check on the method, articles from the New York Times and newscasts from the major three networks stored at the Vanderbilt Television News Archive were checked against the results here. The patterns found in those articles and newscasts match the ones found here for news magazines.


� Note: There were no game-related entries for Dreamcast, Intellivision, Odyssey or Fairchild. Coverage did not begin to approach the more detailed level of specific companies and products until the late 70s/early 80s. Up until then the articles were usually all under “electronic games.” Stories about electronic games that were not played on some kind of screen were omitted.


� This was recently confirmed in a study � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hafner</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>610</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>5</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Katie Hafner</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>On Video Games, The Jury Is Out And Confused</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>New York Times</SECONDARY_TITLE><PAGES>E1, 7</PAGES><DATE>June 5</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Hafner, 2003)�.


� Sources: “hooked” (“The Asteroids Are Coming,” 1981), “addicts” (Langway, 1982), “junkies” (“Invasion of the Video Creatures, 1981), “mania,” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Meyers</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>181</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>8</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Meyers, J.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><DATE>January 18</DATE><TITLE>A Letter From the Publisher</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Time</SECONDARY_TITLE><PAGES>1</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Meyers, 1982)�,  “pathological preoccupation” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Garver</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>104</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>8</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Garver, L.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><DATE>June 11</DATE><TITLE>No, You Can&apos;t Have Nintendo</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Newsweek</SECONDARY_TITLE><PAGES>8</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Garver, 1990)�; and “madness” (Adler et al, 1989).


� Baca’s HR 669 would restrict the sale of violent or sexual games to persons under 17 and provide fines of up to $5,000 for offending retailers.


� Roper data.


� Digest of Education Statistics, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, collected from Roper, 2001.


� Data are from the National Science Foundation’s Survey of Earned Doctorates Summary report, 1999.


� A recent study of implicit attitudes found that both women and men see science as a male domain � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>O&apos;Connell</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>579</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>5</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pamela O&apos;Connell</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>Online Diary: Test Your Biases</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>New York Times</SECONDARY_TITLE><PAGES>E3</PAGES><DATE>May 22</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(O'Connell, 2003)�.


� According to Jenkins it may well have been the result of corporate-level problems � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Jenkins</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>594</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>3</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Henry Jenkins</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>From Barbie to Mortal Kombat: Further Reflections</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Playing by the Rules Conference</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Chicago, Illinois</PLACE_PUBLISHED><DATE>October 27</DATE></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Jenkins, 2001)�.


� Also included were data from a 1999 Kaiser Family Foundation/Harris Interactive survey.


� Data posted on the industry trade organization website, � HYPERLINK "http://www.theesa.com/" ��http://www.theesa.com/�, 9/11/03. 


� MUD was written by two undergraduates at Essex University in England. Mainframe time was donated by the university, but only at night-time. Eventually, the university suspended the service due to costs and the social undesirability of being associated with a computer game � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bartle</Author><Year>1987</Year><RecNum>639</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>16</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Richard Bartle</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1987</YEAR><TITLE>Richard Bartle&apos;s Pages: A Eulogy for EssexMUD</TITLE><VOLUME>2003</VOLUME><NUMBER>August 26</NUMBER><URL>www.mud.co.uk/richard/acloct87.htm</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bartle, 1987)�.


� These data were graciously supplied to the author by Senior Research Scientist John Horrigan of the Pew Internet and American Life Project in an email.


� Players of online action games are well-known for creating modifications of the title that become popular and profitable � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Katz</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>287</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>James E. Katz</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Ronald E. Rice</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Social Consequences of Internet Use: Access, Involvement, and Interaction</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge, Massachusetts</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>The MIT Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(J. E. Katz & Rice, 2002)�.


� For example, when a player fights a monster, it is general practice that that player should get credit for killing it. However, in the antisocial practice known as a “kill steal,” a player can swoop in at the last moment and inflict the final blow on the creature and claim the reward for it.


� The average number of hours per week for an EverQuest player is 22 � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Yee</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>658</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>10</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Nicholas Yee</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Codename Blue</TITLE><DATE>April</DATE><URL>www.nickyee.com/codeblue/home.html</URL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(N. Yee, 2002)�.


� AC2 was selected because its producer, Microsoft, graciously donated 400 copies of the game to this study (each copy was valued at $50, making the donation a $20,000 one). Microsoft otherwise had no input or connection to the study. Indeed, for reasons of legal liability, Microsoft did not want to be associated with the study in case it might reveal potentially negative effects. Knowledge of such effects in an internal document could later prove legally damaging should a player sue, claiming harm from the product. 


� The game’s many servers have since been consolidated, raising the population in most areas. 


� Thanks to Marko Skoric for this point.


� Newbies is a common video game slang term for a first-time player. While it carries some mild stigma, players who self-identify as newbies also attract advice and attention from long-term players. The more derogatory “noob” is used by less tolerant and less helpful players.


� A handful of subjects in the control group reported having played on the time two survey, and were moved to the treatment group for analysis.


� The few subjects in the remote states of Hawaii and Alaska had randomly been assigned to the control condition.


� General game sites: www.boardgamegeek.com (Ikonboard), Gamespot.com (forum board), Games.speakeasy.net discussion board, Acmegamer.com discussion board, Gamepro.com forum, Gamespy.com forum, Gamecritics.com forum, Justadventure.com forum and press release on front page, Bluesnews.com press release on front page, ac2hq.com forum and news item on front page, ac2warcry.com forum and news item on front page.


Women’s game sites: womengamers.com news blurb on front page, gamegal.com forum, gamegirlz.com lounge area, grrlgamer.com message board, gamegurl.com message board.


Women’s sites: Bellaonline.com message boards, iVillage.com message boards (freebies board, over-50s friends board, stay-at-home mom board, and beginning web page help board).


� After the initial posts, I monitored the conversational traffic on the boards to see if potential subjects had any concerns. Many of these boards have built-in email functions to alert posters when someone has posted a reply to the original post. Several questions were raised, often about the study’s purpose or the likelihood of receiving a free game. As with a face-to-face or telephone sample, I answered mechanical, but not substantive questions about the study. One site suspected the associated giveaway was too good to be true, and contacted the IRB (the number was given on the survey instrument’s introductory page) for verification that this was an actual University-approved study. After that confirmation, word traveled quickly.


� Note on the Appendix data: The sign of the mean differences reported in the Appendix signals the direction of the change in the treatment group. Negative mean differences indicate an increase in the variable’s value due to game play, and positive mean differences indicate a decrease due to game play.


� Note on the Appendix data: Unlike the first test, the t-tests here examine the difference over time in one group, not by comparing change scores. Positive mean differences indicate a decrease in the variable value, and negative mean differences indicate an increase in the variable value.


� “Please indicate how many days in the past week you felt this way: I was happy; I enjoyed life.”


� Kraut’s questionnaire and codebook were generously supplied to the author via email. Putnam’s questions were taken directly from “Bowling Alone,” and were replications of items used on the GSS or from the DDB Needham Lifestyles surveys or from Putnam’s Saguaro Seminars social capital benchmarking study. See http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/saguaro/


� I am indebted to Marko Skoric for this line of thinking.


� This explanation was suggested by an audience member at the Association of Internet Researchers 4.0 Conference in Toronto in October, 2003.


� For example, the online battery is introduced with “When some people are online, they interact with others by exchanging emails, reading message boards and participating in chat rooms. Now we’d like to ask you some questions about how you interact with other people online.”


� These data were graciously supplied by John Horrigan of the Pew Project in an email to the author.


� As expected, the questions involving mobilization of a wide group (e.g. “I could organize a broad group of people to take part in a protest”) did not load with bonding, and were dropped. One measure of out-group antagonism involving people from a different country was dropped because it did not scale well with the others and had a low inter-item correlation.
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Chart5

		T1/5		T1/5		T1/5

		T2/5		T2/5		T2/5



Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***

There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*

There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***

0.85704

0.9039

0.8875

0.828

0.884

0.828



Sample Characteristics

		

				Some sample demographics

		41.3		% living with spouse

		28.8		w/parent

		20.7		w/child

		1.9		w/grandparent

		0.8		w/grandchildren

		19.2		w/other family (forgot to id siblings, which could be here)





Civic&Community Part.

		Putnam/Needham civic & community participation questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?		-0.0895		-0.0179		0.112		-0.202		-0.0404		0.041		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.773		0.12		0.024		0.349		0.01274		0.089		-0.192		0.023		0.144		0.468		0.295		0.057		0.153		0.495

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends in person?		0.019		0.019		0.677		0.03605		0.03605		0.617		-0.00925		-0.00925		0.951		0.01496		0.01496		0.886		-0.0000241		0.997		0.05862		0.385		-0.0651		0.693		-0.0493		0.692

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends online?		0.01487		0.01487		0.667		0.06674		0.06674		0.195		-0.0939		-0.0939		0.484		0.02492		0.02492		0.726		0.0005866		0.901		0.08216		0.105		-0.173		0.162		-0.0686		0.474

		Worked for a political party		0.01884		0.01884		0.146		0.01294		0.01294		0.515		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.887		0.0533		0.0533		0.071		0.002075		0.232		0.01323		0.493		-0.021		0.657		0.03954		0.262		0.05974		0.26

		Attended a public meeting on town or school affairs		-0.0612		-0.0612		0.066		-0.0719		-0.0719		0.172		-0.214		-0.214		0.082		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.626		0.00251		573		-0.0715		0.15		-0.145		0.233		0.04006		0.658		0.184		0.176

		Wrote congressman or senator		0.01517		0.01517		0.492		0.07906		0.07906		0.027		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.935		-0.0428		-0.0428		0.344		-0.00498		0.093		0.08181		0.013		-0.0828		0.303		-0.126		0.036		-0.0494		0.583

		Signed a petition		0.06179		0.06179		0.139		0.06308		0.06308		0.36		0.06457		0.06457		0.641		0.116		0.116		0.205		0.001667		0.766		0.05779		0.355		0.003218		0.983		0.05556		0.626

		Wrote a letter to the newspaper		-0.00147		-0.00147		0.946		0.01161		0.01161		0.756		-0.0139		-0.0139		0.792		0.0774		0.0774		0.152		0.004049		0.164		0.005543		0.864		-0.0183		0.817		0.07555		0.201

		Attended a club meeting		0.06058		0.06058		0.119		0.022		0.022		0.745		-0.0447		-0.0447		0.723		0.178		0.178		0.022		0.004703		0.367		0.03038		0.6		-0.0784		0.581		0.142		0.18		0.216		0.175

		Discussed politics		0.05113		0.05113		0.274		0.05074		0.05074		0.474		-0.111		-0.111		0.475		0.08717		0.08717		0.442		0.0001328		0.983		0.07176		0.305		-0.178		0.298		0.01184		0.926

		Had friends in for the evening		0.0494		0.0494		0.309		0.0002004		0.0002004		0.998		0.09785		0.09785		0.526		0.01008		0.01008		0.931		-0.00388		0.551		0.001226		0.986		0.106		0.55		0.01436		0.913

		Had a serious argument with a friend		-0.0035		-0.0035		0.932		0.4429		0.4429		0.462		0.06313		0.06313		0.671		-0.00799		-0.00799		0.933		-0.000851		0.877		0.04098		0.504		0.03208		0.831		-0.0433		0.699

		Went to the home of friends		-0.0769		-0.0769		0.124		-0.115		-0.115		0.131		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.801		-0.693		-0.693		0.579		0.0005789		0.931		-0.0911		0.221		0.05057		0.782		0.01082		0.937

		Went out to see a movie		-0.00181		-0.00181		0.97		0.01718		0.01718		0.82		-0.012		-0.012		0.942		0.01894		0.01894		0.863		-0.00159		0.805		0.02295		0.749		-0.027		0.878		-0.00558		0.966

		Made a personal long distance call		0.03543		0.03543		0.408		0.03143		0.03143		0.608		0.07939		0.07939		0.554		0.135		0.135		0.238		0.004731		0.411		0.06111		0.339		0.02454		0.875		0.05848		0.616

		Had a serious argument with a partner (e.g., spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend) 		0.07914		0.07914		0.057		0.09719		0.09719		0.146		-0.0325		-0.0325		0.771		0.167		0.167		0.117		0.002664		0.663		0.08367		0.178		-0.113		0.456		0.09883		0.383		0.214		0.209

		Read a book		-0.0315		-0.0315		0.469		-0.0209		-0.0209		0.743		0.02556		0.02556		0.876		-0.154		-0.154		0.116		-0.00744		0.202		-0.0654		0.313		0.0909		0.567		-0.0573		0.628

		Watched a sports event on TV		-0.146		-0.146		0.756		-0.0629		-0.0629		0.375		0.12		0.12		0.431		0.142		0.142		0.214		0.01259		0.045		-0.103		0.14		0.216		0.208		0.269		0.035		0.07487		0.696

		Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment		0.03478		0.03478		0.451		0.0004863		0.0004863		0.994		0.0644		0.0644		0.715		0.05949		0.05949		0.578		0.002432		0.694		-0.033		0.63		0.09907		0.556		0.118		0.346

		Wrote a personal letter		-0.00801		-0.00801		0.851		-0.0602		-0.0602		0.39		0.03535		0.03535		0.799		0.0314		0.0314		0.738		0.004504		0.43		-0.0416		0.513		0.07723		0.62		0.06517		0.574

		Played a team sport		0.06622		0.06622		0.048		0.01099		0.01099		0.822		0.08349		0.08349		0.433		0.208		0.208		0.017		0.007795		0.082		0.0225		0.655		0.06216		0.61		0.183		0.045		0.116		0.394

		Sent a greeting card		-0.0525		-0.0525		0.238		-0.0893		-0.0893		0.181		-0.334		-0.334		0.026		0.107		0.107		0.319		0.007451		0.212		-0.0957		0.148		-0.244		0.132		0.203		0.093		0.456		0.012

		Visited relatives		0.008343		0.008343		0.871		-0.00199		-0.00199		0.98		-0.084		-0.084		0.647		0.104		0.104		0.369		0.002904		0.674		0.07741		0.77		-0.105		0.579		0.06101		0.664

		Received a speeding ticket		-0.00175		-0.00175		0.917		-0.551		-0.551		0.782		-0.103		-0.103		0.861		0.0175		0.0175		0.717		0.00081		0.721		-0.0174		0.491		0.008376		0.892		0.04373		0.343

		Which of the following things do you do most week nights after dinner and before bed?

		Read the newspaper		0.031		0.031		0.293		0.02836		0.02836		0.534		-0.0772		-0.0772		0.417		0.08249		0.08249		0.143		0.001164		0.756		0.03503		0.393		-0.111		0.27		0.04484		0.549		0.153		0.175

		Watch news on TV		-0.0928		-0.0928		0.831		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.512		-0.319		-0.319		0.024		0.255		0.255		0.008		0.01597		0.003		-0.0294		0.625		-0.288		0.05		0.279		0.011		0.56		0.001

		Watch other programs on TV		0.01344		0.01344		0.765		-0.0484		-0.0484		0.436		-0.112		-0.112		0.394		0.211		0.211		0.049		0.0114		0.042		-0.0263		0.674		-0.0862		0.573		0.23		0.044		0.309		0.071

		Read a book or magazine		-0.072		-0.072		0.139		0.03536		0.03536		0.593		-0.293		-0.293		0.066		-0.101		-0.101		0.355		-0.00189		0.756		0.02285		0.735		-0.314		0.058		-0.108		0.382		0.205		0.269

		Listen to music		-0.0118		-0.0118		0.801		-0.0668		-0.0668		0.305		0.231		0.231		0.089		-0.0157		-0.0157		0.889		-0.0000921		0.987		-0.0579		0.372		0.293		0.066		0.03695		0.755		-0.255		0.152

		Talk with family members		0.08216		0.08216		0.096		0.03206		0.03206		0.646		0.0292		0.0292		0.84		0.253		0.253		0.031		0.01022		0.097		0.04502		0.512		-0.0189		0.91		0.205		0.102		0.217		0.25

		Do house cleaning chores		-0.0391		-0.0391		0.454		-0.0611		-0.0611		0.413		-0.334		-0.334		0.061		0.06292		0.06292		0.555		0.002987		0.648		-0.041		0.572		-0.301		0.091		0.08798		0.507		0.377		0.058

		Play a PC game		0.08414		0.08414		0.025		0.136		0.136		0.026		0.09376		0.09376		0.399		-0.0101		-0.0101		0.887		-0.00522		0.285		0.141		0.007		-0.0378		0.767		-0.148		0.12		-0.117		0.413

		Play a console-based game (e.g. PlayStation, GameCube, Xbox)		-0.0349		-0.0349		0.381		-0.00265		-0.00265		0.964		0.03883		0.03883		0.773		0.06488		0.06488		0.397		0.006738		0.176		-0.00908		0.869		0.04442		0.742		0.07829		0.437

		comb6: Use of other media: newspaper, tv news, other tv,  books/mags Scale is 0-4		-0.0368		-0.0092		0.7		-0.0244				0.851		-0.801		-0.20025		0.009		0.448		0.112		0.037		0.02663		0.026		0.002246		0.986		-0.8		0.013		0.446		0.064		1.226		0.001

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.789, p=.008, dummy * newbies is .778, p=.018, dummy * elders is 1.226, p=.001

		comb7: Outreach: pers long distance call+pers letter+sent card. Scale is 0-4		-0.0385		-0.009625		0.666		-0.118				0.377		-0.219				0.394		0.274				0.164		0.01669		0.135

		comb8: Sports: watched on tv + played on team. Scale is 0-2		0.06111				0.345		-0.0519				0.561		0.203				0.294		0.35		0.175		0.022		0.02038		0.012		-0.0809		0.366		0.278		0.205		0.452		0.006

		comb9: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+lettertoeditor+club meet+disc Pol. Scale is 0-7		0.142		0.0202857143		0.17		0.168				0.307		-0.332				0.304		0.435		0.0621428571		0.027		0.01016		0.433		0.189		0.189		-0.521		0.14		0.239		0.363		0.733		0.064

		comb10: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-6		0.133				0.184		0.156				0.323		-0.318				0.324		0.358		0.0596666667		0.055

		comb11: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-5		0.112		0.0224		0.236		0.07692				0.609		-0.312				0.293		0.401		0.0802		0.026

		comb12: Civic index: attend pub meet+petition+disc Pol  SCALE is 0-3		0.03452				0.652

		comb13: Civic index: attend pub meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-2

		comb18 is socially desirable media





Internet Use, Kraut Qs

		Kraut replications/extensions		First set of regressions: Is there an effect?						Is there an effect for the three groups independently?																		Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Question text: How often do you use the Internet for . . . (questions from Kraut et al, Internet Paradox Revisited)		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Finding information about local events		-0.0971		-0.01942		0.464		-0.203		-0.0406		0.288		-0.4		-0.08		0.325		-0.0445754119		-0.0089150824		0.878		-0.0012		0.942		-0.147		0.422		-0.239		0.593		0.06685		0.843

		Finding information about national or international events: 3 groups close to dif.		-0.225		-0.045		0.071		-0.208		-0.0416		0.283		-0.855		-0.171		0.019		-0.208		-0.0416		0.417		-0.00347		0.823		-0.189		0.271		-0.678		0.105		-0.0415		0.895		0.635		0.177

		Being entertained		0.0543		0.01086		0.553		0.125		0.025		0.358		0.158		0.0316		0.575		-0.349		-0.0698		0.073		-0.0218		0.057		0.06636		0.602		0.108		0.727		-0.374		0.109		-0.435		0.212

		Finding out about the news		-0.0343		-0.00686		0.721		-0.0364		-0.00728		0.806		0.06517		0.013034		0.826		0.03016		0.006032		0.876		0.003514		0.769		-0.03		0.823		0.08508		0.793		0.05061		0.836

		Killing time		0.241		0.0482		0.016		0.316		0.0632		0.027		0.02279		0.004558		0.944		0.105		0.021		0.617		-0.00878		0.482		0.275		0.048		-0.246		0.467		-0.131		0.607		0.135		0.722

		Releasing tension		0.11		0.022		0.393		0.03478		0.006956		0.852		0.351		0.0702		0.403		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.791		-0.00248		0.877		0.07666		0.666		0.295		0.496		-0.153		0.64

		Overcoming loneliness		0.05281		0.010562		0.647		0.04289		0.008578		0.802		-0.0652		-0.01304		0.856		0.187		0.0374		0.446		0.01156		0.428		0.06946		0.663		-0.127		0.744		0.116		0.696

		Buying or selling something		0.06533		0.013066		0.615		0.185		0.037		0.296		0.09046		0.018092		0.824		-0.226		-0.0452		0.461		-0.0248		0.136		0.142		0.427		-0.0308		0.944		-0.346		0.305

		Downloading software		-0.105		-0.021		0.33		0.004638		0.0009276		0.977		-0.356		-0.0712		0.293		-0.466		-0.0932		0.039		-0.0243		0.074		0.003296		0.982		-0.354		0.327		-0.461		0.096		-0.104		0.799

				-0.373		-0.0746		0.011		-0.336		-0.0672		0.118		-1.093		-0.2186		0.018		-0.422		-0.0844		0.172		-0.00469		0.797		-0.302		0.135		-0.786		0.111		-0.128		0.731		0.645		0.244

		Download music		-0.0872		-0.01744		0.461		-0.244		-0.0488		0.165		0.08608		0.017216		0.822		0.169		0.0338		0.478		0.02116		0.15		-0.171		0.298		0.254		0.524		0.303		0.314

		Getting help for a personal problem		-0.04077		-0.008154		0.697		0.02639		0.005278		0.862		-0.759		-0.1518		0.039		0.008678		0.0017356		0.964		-0.00126		0.923		0.04077		0.778		-0.775		0.028		-0.025		0.925		0.747		0.059

		Doing work for your job		0.179		0.0358		0.16		0.223		0.0446		0.222		0.005681		0.0011362		0.987		0.15		0.03		0.625		0.00157		0.942		0.184		0.299		-0.159		0.712		-0.000914		0.998

		Doing school work		-0.116		-0.0232		0.27		-0.082		-0.0164		0.569		-0.15		-0.03		0.678		0.04297		0.008594		0.852		0.01188		0.365		-0.143		0.327		-0.0095		0.979		0.237		0.375

		Finding information relevant to a hobby		-0.0843		-0.01686		0.462		-0.127		-0.0254		0.441		-0.44		-0.088		0.178		0.07151		0.014302		0.787		0.01371		0.338		-0.12		0.447		-0.307		0.426		0.213		0.464		0.511		0.24

		Meeting someone new		-0.145		-0.029		0.184		-0.00363		-0.000726		0.982		-0.461		-0.0922		0.168		-0.185		-0.037		0.441		-0.00552		0.685		-0.00443		0.977		-0.438		0.234		-0.178		0.523

		Visiting chat rooms		-0.02539		-0.005078		0.769		0.03655		0.00731		0.767		-0.398		-0.0796		0.181		-0.00352		-0.000704		0.984		-0.00368		0.732		0.009172		0.939		-0.402		0.168		-0.0021		0.992		0.406		0.215

		Keeping in touch with someone far away		-0.0999		-0.01998		0.407		-0.115		-0.023		0.518		-0.041		-0.0082		0.907		-0.162		-0.0324		0.56		-0.0042		0.779		-0.149		0.373		0.111		0.792		0.004672		0.988

		Communicating with friends in the local area		0.118		0.0236		0.359		0.116		0.0232		0.543		0.122		0.0244		0.715		-0.177		-0.0354		0.563		-0.0207		0.198		0.142		0.428		-0.00789		0.986		-0.336		0.307		-0.328		0.502

		How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work.*		0.114		0.0047919294		0.948		-0.153		-0.0064312736		0.949		3.346		0.1406473308		0.497		0.519		0.021815889		0.906		-0.0653		0.767		0.353		0.885		3.104		0.605		-0.227		0.959		-3.56		0.596

		*Divided by mean (value here)

		Closeness to first friend		1.861		0.01861		0.233		1.626		0.01626		0.514		-1.333		-0.01333		0.77		0.103		0.00103		0.973		-0.0862		0.658		1.647		0.448		-2.911		0.584		-1.278		0.747		1.709		0.774

		Closeness to second friend: inverse pattern here. Weird? 3rd regg shows sig among all 3		1.089		0.01089		0.641		-1.38		-0.0138		0.705		18.822		0.18822		0.003		-5.046		-0.05046		0.319		-0.262		0.37		-1.802		0.578		20.458		0.01		-2.902		0.623		-22.874		0.01

		Closeness to third friend		1.584		0.01584		0.68		1.3		0.013		0.862		14.037		0.14037		0.057		-2.957		-0.02957		0.616		-0.118		0.807		0.487		0.928		13.836		0.291		-2.631		0.788		-15.961		0.277

		Closeness to fourth friend		-3.451		-0.03451		0.227		-6.512		-0.06512		0.141		-0.214		-0.00214		0.979		-0.108		-0.00108		0.986		0.239		0.503		-7.79		0.049		7.18		0.475		8.578		0.235		2.252		0.841

		Closeness to fifth friend:		-10.522		-0.10522		0.016		-12.663		-0.12663		0.038		-21.386		-0.21386		0.16		-12.927		-0.12927		0.167		-0.34		0.519		-13.819		0.022		-8.701		0.599		1.123		0.915		10.398		0.562

		Closeness to sixth friend 3rd regess highly sig. Dif among 3 groups		-8.06		-0.0806		0.102		-1.019		-0.01019		0.883		-49.278		-0.49278		0.003		-8.444		-0.08444		0.391		-0.331		0.568		-3.234		0.634		-45.662		0.009		-3.799		0.743		41.865		0.026

		Total closeness of friendships		-20.483		-0.0341383333		0.091		-18.713		-0.0311883333		0.354		-56.679		-0.094465		0.058		-26.622		-0.04437		0.236		-0.67		0.638		-25.79		0.127		-31.374		0.464		3.998		0.889		37.987		0.414

		Mean closeness of friendships		-3.414		-0.03414		0.091		-3.119		-0.03119		0.354		-9.446		-0.09446		0.058		-4.437		-0.04437		0.236		-0.112		0.638		-4.298		0.127		-5.229		0.464		0.666		0.889		6.331		0.414

		Mean closeness Friends1-3		1.442		0.01442		0.435		0.495		0.00495		0.884		10.508		0.10508		0.012		-2.95		-0.0295		0.352		-0.168		0.466		0.06162		0.981		10.528		0.094		-2.536		0.588		-12.682		0.072

		Mean closeness Friends4-6		-7.775		-0.07775		0.012		-7.353		-0.07353		0.106		-21.445		-0.21445		0.022		-7.518		-0.07518		0.23		-0.115		0.752		-8.905		0.038		-12.789		0.241		2.341		0.749		15.601		0.188

		Looks like play makes people closer to their main friends or stay the same, and pull away from their less-close friends at the same time.

		Offline/Online Spectrum for 6 friendships		0.02113		0.004226		0.793		0.07842		0.0007842		0.512		0.09593		0.0009593		0.587		-0.0968		-0.000968		0.603		-0.00751		0.421		0.09735		0.402		-0.000717		0.998		-0.216		0.268		-0.22		0.396

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #1 friend More drawing closer evidence for closest		-0.0653		-0.01306		0.45		-0.0885		-0.000885		0.44		-0.572		-0.00572		0.046		-0.0472		-0.000472		0.807		-0.00308		0.774		-0.0405		0.736		-0.524		0.073		-0.0284		0.896		0.48		0.141

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #2 friend		-0.193		-0.0386		0.111		-0.21		-0.0021		0.204		-0.642		-0.00642		0.104		-0.000533		-0.00000533		0.998		0.01074		0.473		-0.195		0.248		-0.463		0.255		0.196		0.519		0.649		0.154

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #3 friend		-0.106		-0.0212		0.408		0.08853		0.0008853		0.663		-0.195		-0.00195		0.62		-0.528		-0.00528		0.039		-0.0335		0.035		0.103		0.567		-0.265		0.552		-0.645		0.045		-0.406		0.411

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #4 friend		0.05047		0.010094		0.717		-0.0524		-0.000524		0.796		0.247		0.00247		0.587		0.127		0.00127		0.68		0.006719		0.7		-0.0386		0.843		0.293		0.557		0.141		0.692

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #5 friend		-0.14		-0.028		0.412		0.194		0.00194		0.423		-0.585		-0.00585		0.307		-0.411		-0.00411		0.211		-0.0156		0.44		0.182		0.457		-0.756		0.174		-0.582		0.153

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #6 friend: distant friends move online or are replaced by online people		0.227		0.0454		0.303		0.425		0.00425		0.171		1.295		0.01295		0.035		-0.494		-0.00494		0.272		-0.332		0.189		0.331		0.296		0.968		0.132		-0.744		0.151		-1.667		0.019

		Negatives in on/off mean friendship moved more online. Pos means moved offline.

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/6 friends		0.0167		0.00334		0.83		0.118		0.00118		0.309		0.147		0.00147		0.465		-0.0747		-0.000747		0.63		-0.00953		0.285		0.169		0.133		-0.0162		0.943		-0.276		0.13

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#1 friend		-0.0213		-0.00426		0.856		0.128		0.00128		0.464		-0.259		-0.00259		0.473		-0.193		-0.00193		0.432		-0.0177		0.225		0.135		0.408		-0.385		0.332		-0.323		0.276

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#2 friend		-0.0854		-0.01708		0.493		0.04808		0.0004808		0.787		-0.224		-0.00224		0.555		-0.143		-0.00143		0.607		-0.00868		0.575		0.01745		0.92		-0.243		0.563		-0.132		0.674

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#4 friend		0.0497		0.00994		0.718		-0.0974		-0.000974		0.619		0.474		0.00474		0.318		0.217		0.00217		0.469		0.01223		0.476		-0.0866		0.654		0.552		0.264		0.307		0.378

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#6 friend		0.195		0.039		0.365		-0.0671		-0.000671		0.852		1.18		0.0118		0.035		0.193		0.00193		0.592		-0.000343		0.989		0.04019		0.897		1.11		0.08		0.09529		0.852		-1.07		0.125

		Freq of phone contact w/6 friends		0.09959		0.019918		0.289		0.02405		0.0002405		0.862		0.04851		0.0004851		0.839		0.09129		0.0009129		0.64		-0.00247		0.816		-0.00739		0.958		0.0433		0.872		0.129		0.565

		Freq of phone contact w/#1 friend		0.005341		0.0010682		0.962		0.04914		0.0004914		0.74		-0.541		-0.00541		0.143		-0.0134		-0.000134		0.957		-0.0135		0.33		0.03553		0.82		-0.572		0.129		-0.0266		0.925		0.561		0.182

		Freq of phone contact w/#3 friend		0.138		0.0276		0.348		0.363		0.00363		0.109		-0.0372		-0.000372		0.932		0.04236		0.0004236		0.894		-0.00671		0.715		0.29		0.161		-0.318		0.528		-0.226		0.546

		Freq of phone contact w/#5 friend		0.07752		0.015504		0.662		-0.12		-0.0012		0.653		0.187		0.00187		0.744		-0.0598		-0.000598		0.858		-0.0119		0.568		-0.124		0.635		0.287		0.622		0.06677		0.874

		Freq of online contact w/6 friends		0.129		0.0258		0.197		0.07232		0.0007232		0.627		-0.00367		-0.0000367		0.986		0.37		0.0037		0.104		0.01293		0.256		0.05315		0.713		-0.0611		0.831		0.343		0.15

		Freq of online contact w/#1 friend		0.189		0.0378		0.208		0.07583		0.0007583		0.7		0.532		0.00532		0.275		0.387		0.00387		0.272		0.01048		0.576		0.07325		0.727		0.459		0.368		0.318		0.403

		Freq of online contact w/#2 friend		0.416		0.0832		0.015		0.45		0.0045		0.068		0.882		0.00882		0.107		0.536		0.00536		0.149		0.0136		0.523		0.464		0.053		0.439		0.447		0.06669		0.877		-0.398		0.538

		Freq of online contact w/#3 friend		0.03716		0.007432		0.833		0.02477		0.0002477		0.93		-0.14		-0.0014		0.792		0.03801		0.0003801		0.914		0.003265		0.881		-0.0421		0.866		-0.0949		0.877		0.109		0.806

		Freq of online contact w/#4 friend		0.0388		0.00776		0.836		-0.0044		-0.000044		0.987		-0.298		-0.00298		0.631		0.149		0.00149		0.73		0.008108		0.728		-0.0224		0.933		-0.268		0.691		0.21		0.657

		Freq of online contact w/#5 friend		0.225		0.045		0.333		0.0658		0.000658		0.854		0.538		0.00538		0.417		0.503		0.00503		0.293		0.02336		0.392		0.007589		0.982		0.527		0.49		0.54		0.335

		Freq of online contact w/#6 friend		-0.0165		-0.0033		0.95		-0.247		-0.00247		0.531		-0.808		-0.00808		0.252		0.372		0.00372		0.464		0.01659		0.583		-0.174		0.647		-0.65		0.398		0.517		0.404

		"Our whole family usually eats dinner together"		0.05379		0.010758		0.669		0.223		0.0446		0.272		-0.238		-0.0476		0.477		-0.213		-0.0426		0.422		-0.0204		0.197		0.203		0.254		-0.435		0.293		-0.412		0.204

		Minutes/day communicating w/most interacted with family member		-4.304		-0.0371034483		0.905		-16.167		-0.1393706897		0.836		-90.257		-0.7780775862		0.029		-25.604		-0.2207241379		0.435		-1.511		0.738		-8.022		0.873		-85.583		0.488		-22.117		0.81		61.157		0.658

		Quality of communication w/that person		-0.0586		-0.01172		0.523		-0.00527		-0.001054		0.97		-0.367		-0.0734		0.219		-0.368		-0.0736		0.06		-0.0201		0.077		-0.0483		0.714		-0.326		0.333		-0.29		0.215		0.06182		0.867

		Minutes w/second most person		-15.6		-0.2862385321		0.105		-11.862		-0.2176513761		0.381		-64.392		-1.1815045872		0.012		-21.946		-0.4026788991		0.361		-0.0937		0.938		-15.717		0.239		-48.846		0.135		-3.257		0.894		48.389		0.187

		Quality of communication w/that person		0.08137		0.016274		0.486		9.121		1.8242		0.96		0.05299		0.010598		0.898		-0.102		-0.0204		0.668		-0.00851		0.553		0.00609		0.971		0.03924		0.929		-0.106		0.723		-0.133		0.783

		This looks very bad. Vetrans start talking w/family less, and long-termers actually have large quality decreases. Really large given it's 1 month and they've played for a year already

		comb14: Min w/1st & 2nd fam member		-19.904		-0.1167390029		0.61		-28.03				0.726		-154.649		-0.9070322581		0.011		-47.551				0.342		-1.604		0.742

		comb16: Net-based social outreach scale is 0-3		-0.218				0.308		0.05547				0.861		-1.624		-0.5413333333		0.028		-0.182				0.643		-0.0102		0.7		0.04065		0.891		-1.621		0.024		-0.201		0.709

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.605, p=.015, dummy * newbies is 1.687, p=.02, dummy * elders is 1.419, p=.077

		comb17: Net for info search->info on local events + info on national/int’l events + info on hobby Scale is 0-3		-0.357		-0.119		0.167		-0.447				0.249		-1.698		-0.566		0.031		-0.197				0.714		0.004677		0.884

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.649, p=.039, dummy * newbies is 1.228, p=.163, dummy * elders is 1.436, p=.14





Media Displacement

		Media Use																														Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

				Variable name		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

				tvhrs		How many hours per day do you spend watching television on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?		0.204		0.0085		0.537		0.401		0.0167083333		0.419		0.207		0.008625		0.853		-0.176		-0.0073333333		0.828		-0.0366		0.409		0.208		0.674		-0.00898		0.994		-0.318		0.725		-0.163		0.904

				paper		How many days in the past week did you read a newspaper?		0.273		0.039		0.175		0.463		0.0926		0.146		0.002165		0.000433		0.997		0.661		0.1322		0.158		0.0248		0.359		0.326		0.279		-0.313		0.671		0.438		0.425		0.802		0.33





VG uses&habits&prefs

		VG Use questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do you regularly play video games with a friend/friends?		-0.0364		-0.0364		0.356		-0.0114		-0.0114		0.842		0.06884		0.06884		0.599		-0.103		-0.103		0.202		-0.00377		0.444		-0.0289		0.597		0.0956		0.473		-0.066		0.512

		Do you regularly play video games with a romantic partner, e.g. spouse, fiancé, boyfriend/girlfriend?		-0.0187		-0.0187		0.552		0.02173		0.02173		0.606		0.04917		0.04917		0.629		-0.0987		-0.0987		0.17		-0.00681		0.082		0.008848		0.839		0.04007		0.705		-0.105		0.192		-0.14		0.241

		Do you regularly play video games with a relative?		0.01913		0.01913		0.632		0.05882		0.05882		0.31		-0.0385		-0.0385		0.764		-0.0522		-0.0522		0.533		-0.00506		0.309		0.05254		0.342		-0.0919		0.494		-0.0958		0.346

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games?		1.223		0.0700859599		0.324		3.374				0.064		-2.361				0.515		0.865				0.761		-0.101		0.523		2.116		0.228		-4.426		0.278		-0.598		0.852		4.408		0.339

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games online?		-0.161		-0.0106411104		0.894		0.778				0.656		-3.894				0.281		0.24				0.927		-0.028		0.846		1.027		0.568		-4.69		0.235		-0.814		0.784

		How fast do you like the action in video games to be?		0.157		0.0224285714		0.113		0.01288		0.00184		0.933		0.167		0.0238571429		0.569		0.397		0.0567142857		0.049		0.01855		0.133		0.01559		0.909		0.159		0.633		0.391		0.12		0.241		0.521

		How violent do you like your video games to be?		0.117		0.0167142857		0.353		0.2		0.0285714286		0.252		0.03853		0.0055042857		0.93		0.229		0.0327142857		0.387		0.01294		0.411		0.108		0.538		-0.0666		0.876		0.17		0.598		0.292		0.542

		When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?		0.304		0.0434285714		0.021		0.26		0.0371428571		0.163		0.03561		0.0050871429		0.935		0.265		0.0378571429		0.337		-0.000741		0.964		0.18		0.322		-0.152		0.732		0.126		0.706		0.338		0.498

		How much strategy do you prefer in your video games?		0.05114		0.0073057143		0.679		0.09822		0.0140314286		0.6		-0.321		-0.0458571429		0.313		0.337		0.0481428571		0.239		0.01683		0.275		0.07184		0.675		-0.383		0.358		0.304		0.334

		Generally speaking, do you prefer to play video games solo, or with a lot of people?		-0.0244		-0.0034857143		0.863		-0.091		-0.013		0.639		-0.825		-0.1178571429		0.075		0.104		0.0148571429		0.732		0.002123		0.904		0.004911		0.98		-0.859		0.071		0.01417		0.969		0.804		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		-0.32523

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		-0.06523

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.25623

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		1.629		0.533		0.003		-0.248		0.082		0.003		-0.825		0.460		0.075

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.378		0.401		0.347		0.021		0.069		0.765		0.104		0.303		0.732

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.893		0.443		0.044		-0.046		0.040		0.249		-0.780		0.438		0.075

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.928		0.436		0.034		-0.995		0.506		0.050		0.668		0.482		0.167		0.804		0.534		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		0.398		0.507		0.434		-0.060		0.078		0.448		0.036		0.438		0.935

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.075		0.365		0.837		-0.042		0.063		0.506		0.265		0.276		0.337

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.330		0.414		0.425		-0.041		0.037		0.270		-0.019		0.409		0.963

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.338		0.408		0.407		-0.410		0.473		0.386		0.275		0.450		0.542		0.338		0.499		0.498





Social Capital&Community

		Social Capital & Community Measures																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of community?		0.05905		0.05905		0.208		0.236		0.236		0.001		-0.2		-0.2		0.144		-0.0811		-0.0811		0.316		-0.013		0.026		0.236		0		-0.435		0.002		-0.321		0.006		0.104		0.517

		Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community?		-0.00655		-0.00655		0.877		0.04852		0.04852		0.451		-0.142		-0.142		0.307		-0.121		-0.121		0.142		-0.0105		0.046		0.08267		0.166		-0.224		0.113		0.22		0.042		-0.018		0.91

		Do the people you work with or go to school with give you a strong sense of community?		-0.0701		-0.0701		0.193		0.0008681		0.0008681		0.992		-0.267		-0.267		0.078		-0.12		-0.12		0.321		-0.00482		0.477		-0.00858		0.91		-0.269		0.139		-0.111		0.417		0.156		0.442

		Do people you have met online give you a strong sense of community?: newbies & elders dif than vets in 3rd regress		-2.66		-2.66		0.619		0.06623		0.06623		0.405		-0.275		-0.275		0.063		0.0587		0.0587		0.6		0.003076		0.626		0.07642		0.314		-0.351		0.046		-0.0215		0.867		0.315		0.102

		Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?		0.02684		0.02684		0.62		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.672		0.29		0.29		0.094		-0.0961		-0.0961		0.386		-0.0049		0.469		-0.0534		0.478		0.354		0.048		-0.0291		0.833		-0.361		0.075

		What about the people online?		0.03854		0.009635		0.61		-0.0656		-0.0164		0.567		0.315		0.07875		0.167		-0.0911		-0.022775		0.56		-0.00677		0.469		-0.0963		0.363		0.412		0.104		0.01946		0.918		-0.361		0.202

		What about the local police?		-0.102		-0.0255		0.135		-0.0647		-0.016175		0.54		-0.225		-0.05625		0.252		-0.0655		-0.016375		0.647		-0.00139		0.869		-0.0801		0.404		-0.15		0.512		0.02383		0.889

		Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?		0.02988		0.02988		0.412		-0.0203		-0.0203		0.686		0.03946		0.03946		0.651		0.05561		0.05561		0.545		0.001927		0.67		-0.0103		0.838		0.03785		0.755		0.0596		0.512

		Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live?		0.03178		0.007945		0.594		0.134		0.0335		0.132		-0.0672		-0.0168		0.712		-0.0194		-0.00485		0.878		-0.0231		0.755		0.122		0.14		-0.197		0.353		-0.141		0.349

		Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live?		0.07795		0.0194875		0.385		0.08042		0.020105		0.538		0.106		0.0265		0.689		0.393		0.09825		0.043		0.01871		0.091		0.08996		0.471		0.0027		0.993		0.281		0.212		0.271		0.42

		Online Bridging newbies sig dif than vets in 3rd regress, 3.198, p=.093		-0.24		-0.0048		0.66		0.868		0.01736		0.278		-2.525		-0.0505		0.208		-0.573		-0.01146		0.55		-0.0423		0.523		0.898		0.249		-0.3235		0.084		-1.393		0.302		1.736		0.398

		Online Bonding		0.695		0.0139		0.375		0.906		0.01812		0.456		0.593		0.01186		0.832		0.561		0.01122		0.687		-0.0282		0.762		1.105		0.332		-0.163		0.952		-0.619		0.745

		Offline Bridging		-0.403		-0.00806		0.458		0.282		0.00564		0.717		-1.132		-0.02264		0.495		-1.095		-0.0219		0.364		-0.0611		0.357		0.311		0.687		-1.403		0.434		-1.261		0.355

		Offline Bonding		0.377		0.00754		0.47		0.401		0.00802		0.609		-0.157		-0.00314		0.923		1.399		0.02798		0.18		0.05216		0.408		0.388		0.592		-0.621		0.725		1.113		0.387

		Racial Mistrust Online		0.129		0.0258		0.153		0.195		0.039		0.184		0.272		0.0544		0.167		0.06118		0.012236		0.773		-0.0067		0.553		0.173		0.172		0.105		0.725		-0.111		0.63

		Racial Mistrust Offline		0.194		0.0388		0.063		0.08899		0.017798		0.605		0.431		0.0862		0.11		0.147		0.0294		0.485		-0.00494		0.704		0.117		0.42		0.328		0.353		0.004176		0.987		-0.322		0.415

		Mistrust Foreigners Online		-0.0911		-0.01822		0.426		-0.0525		-0.0105		0.74		-0.584		-0.1168		0.077		0.281		0.0562		0.306		0.02708		0.056		-0.0285		0.858		-0.553		0.152		0.303		0.292		0.83		0.055

		Mistrust Foreigners Offline		0.05523		0.011046		0.629		0.101		0.0202		0.513		-0.107		-0.0214		0.781		0.172		0.0344		0.493		0.009301		0.518		0.128		0.422		-0.214		0.579		0.0435		0.881

		Mistrust other ages Online		0.131		0.0262		0.165		0.258		0.0516		0.112		-0.0248		-0.00496		0.922		0.08298		0.016596		0.632		-0.00399		0.733		0.275		0.039		-0.301		0.343		-0.206		0.387		0.07216		0.839

		Mistrust other ages Offline		0.1		0.02		0.448		0.231		0.0462		0.269		-0.0616		-0.01232		0.878		-0.02536		-0.005072		0.923		-0.0106		0.519		0.269		0.149		-0.315		0.481		-0.267		0.424

		Online learn about jobs		-0.112		-0.0224		0.372		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.704		-0.586		-0.1172		0.164		-0.089		-0.0178		0.711		-0.00268		0.862		-0.0615		0.729		-0.538		0.198		-0.0455		0.885

		Offline learn about jobs		0.07547		0.015094		0.463		-0.0615		-0.0123		0.667		0.408		0.0816		0.266		-0.13		-0.026		0.51		-0.00866		0.501		-0.0856		0.546		0.501		0.15		-0.0209		0.936

		Online learn about shopping		0.09859		0.019718		0.461		-0.0818		-0.01636		1		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.987		0.223		0.0446		0.352		-0.000511		0.975		0.06033		0.748		-0.0567		0.897		0.134		0.692

		Offline learn about shopping		-0.0904		-0.01808		0.394		0.106		0.0212		0.532		0.01782		0.003564		0.954		-0.538		-0.1076		0.009		-0.0334		0.012		0.119		0.42		-0.0703		0.841		-0.653		0.016		-0.603		0.128

		Online stay in touch w/what's popular		0.0704		0.01408		0.952		-0.0847		-0.01694		0.961		-0.467		-0.0934		0.244		0.121		0.0242		0.589		0.003562		0.807		-0.00828		0.96		-0.454		0.252		0.119		0.688

		Offline stay in touch w/what's popular		0.01882		0.003764		0.847		-0.0804		-0.01608		0.58		-0.332		-0.0664		0.251		-0.0871		-0.01742		0.678		-0.00574		0.637		-0.0749		0.558		-0.259		0.432		0.001495		0.995

		Online people give info for voting : new, eld dif than vet, curvilinear		-0.118		-0.0236		0.366		0.02285		0.00457		0.912		-0.695		-0.139		0.074		0.04429		0.008858		0.865		-0.000396		0.98		-0.00201		0.991		-0.687		0.12		0.05068		0.876		0.747		0.124

		Offline people give info for voting		-0.136		-0.0272		0.223		-0.238		-0.0476		0.178		0.113		0.0226		0.703		-0.44		-0.088		0.062		-0.0185		0.179		-0.183		0.24		0.308		0.408		-0.28		0.316		-0.595		0.152

		Online people interested in outside my town		0.05252		0.010504		0.644		-0.0249		-0.00498		0.877		-0.171		-0.0342		0.631		0.06503		0.013006		0.793		-0.00168		0.905		0.02567		0.872		-0.199		0.601		0.01474		0.959

		Offline people interested in outside my town		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.547		0.06609		0.013218		0.652		-0.478		-0.0956		0.174		-0.0334		-0.00668		0.884		-0.00579		0.665		0.07782		0.595		-0.515		0.148		-0.0983		0.718

		Online people makes me try new things		-0.13		-0.026		0.184		-0.0296		-0.00592		0.844		-0.267		-0.0534		0.397		-0.202		-0.0404		0.293		-0.00917		0.45		0.008184		0.953		-0.273		0.409		-0.224		0.365

		Offline people makes me try new things		0.03748		0.007496		0.683		0.08934		0.017868		0.533		-0.0661		-0.01322		0.795		-0.203		-0.0406		0.297		-0.0216		0.057		0.105		0.413		-0.168		0.585		-0.319		0.166		-0.164		0.634

		Online people make me curious about other parts of world		0.08435		0.01687		0.385		0.183		0.0366		0.225		-0.0123		-0.00246		0.97		0.05772		0.011544		0.74		-0.00724		0.548		0.179		0.19		-0.177		0.589		-0.112		0.647

		Offline people make me curious about other parts of world		0.01649		0.003298		0.87		-0.0546		-0.01092		0.69		0.279		0.0558		0.408		0.302		0.0604		0.17		0.01779		0.157		-0.021		0.881		0.314		0.355		0.316		0.218

		Online I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		-0.0669		-0.01338		0.466		-0.067		-0.0134		0.645		-0.13		-0.026		0.677		0.05819		0.011638		0.722		0.005427		0.627		-0.0711		0.586		-0.075		0.816		0.125		0.59

		Offline I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		0.196		0.0392		0.072		0.179		0.0358		0.245		0.03191		0.006382		0.927		0.159		0.0318		0.505		-0.0107		0.428		0.159		0.295		-0.139		0.706		0.009805		0.971		0.161		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff religions than me		-0.0187		-0.00374		0.836		0.04134		0.008268		0.772		-0.365		-0.073		0.348		-0.15		-0.03		0.314		-0.0113		0.302		0.03873		0.765		-0.389		0.293		-0.18		0.43

		Offline I hang w/diff religions than me		0.07234		0.014468		0.39		0.178		0.0356		0.161		-0.104		-0.0208		0.708		-0.224		-0.0448		0.164		-0.0175		0.094		0.179		0.13		-0.275		0.33		-0.402		0.061		-0.124		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff races than me		0.04385		0.00877		0.627		0.001166		0.0002332		0.994		-0.111		-0.0222		0.694		-0.0451		-0.00902		0.782		-0.00889		0.421		0.04422		0.729		-0.156		0.62		-0.107		0.635

		Offline I hang w/diff races than me NOTE: Months played positively predicts this, maybe explore further?		-0.087		-0.0174		0.383		-0.0886		-0.01772		0.518		-0.0264		-0.00528		0.943		-0.346		-0.0692		0.081		-0.0155		0.208		-0.0755		0.585		0.03831		0.912		-0.267		0.286		-0.308		0.426

		Int w/people online->feel part of larger comm		-0.0405		-0.0081		0.69		-0.0949		-0.01898		0.529		0.103		0.0206		0.749		-0.05		-0.01		0.822		-0.002		0.874		-0.0629		0.66		0.165		0.644		-0.00473		0.985

		Int w/people offline->feel part of larger comm		0.05894		0.011788		0.58		0.01721		0.003442		0.909		0.243		0.0486		0.499		-0.185		-0.037		0.399		-0.0104		0.432		0.001121		0.994		0.263		0.466		-0.159		0.553

		Int w/people online->feel connected to big picture		-0.00367		-0.000734		0.93		0.07589		0.015178		0.633		-0.274		-0.0548		0.421		-0.0683		-0.01366		0.783		-0.00649		0.641		0.03103		0.841		-0.301		0.414		-0.0747		0.792

		Int w/people offline->feel connected to big picture		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.689		-0.103		-0.0206		0.504		-0.0355		-0.0071		0.918		-0.0923		-0.01846		0.67		-0.00263		0.841		-0.103		0.487		0.07698		0.829		0.01997		0.94

		Int w/people online-> everyone's connected NOTE: Months played leads to more of feeling		-0.177		-0.0354		0.091		0.06941		0.013882		0.66		-0.406		-0.0812		0.234		-0.28		-0.056		0.158		-0.00886		0.496		0.09441		0.52		-0.488		0.167		-0.364		0.168		0.07975		0.84

		Int w/people offline-> everyone's connected : NOTE months played leads to more		-0.0357		-0.00714		0.754		0.02428		0.004856		0.892		-0.0968		-0.01936		0.77		-0.328		-0.0656		0.166		-0.021		0.139		0.05878		0.714		-0.163		0.67		-0.401		0.166

		Online people help each other out * CLOSE in 3rd Regression.		-0.0933		-0.01866		0.324		-0.0516		-0.01032		0.706		-0.546		-0.1092		0.102		-0.0333		-0.00666		0.857		0.002345		0.841		-0.053		0.69		-0.508		0.123		0.02105		0.929

		Offline people help each other out		-0.0387		-0.00774		0.673		-0.0359		-0.00718		0.796		-0.309		-0.0618		0.281		0.193		0.0386		0.301		0.0121		0.291		-0.0152		0.905		-0.304		0.33		0.195		0.4		0.52		0.152

		Online, I would help out stranger		-0.0978		-0.01956		0.324		-0.136		-0.0272		0.352		-0.169		-0.0338		0.572		-0.284		-0.0568		0.179		-0.00969		0.429		-0.169		0.224		0.01344		0.968		-0.0822		0.741

		Offline, I would help out stranger : NOTE : Newbs & Elders both sig dif than vets		-0.217		-0.0434		0.025		-0.0718		-0.01436		0.612		-0.846		-0.1692		0.002		-0.14		-0.028		0.529		0.002932		0.808		-0.0642		0.633		-0.778		0.018		-0.0735		0.763		0.7		0.056

		Online, willing to spend time on comm activities		-0.0373		-0.00746		0.728		-0.0391		-0.00782		0.977		-0.0385		-0.0077		0.928		-0.165		-0.033		0.455		-0.0102		0.439		0.06464		0.669		-0.111		0.765		-0.273		0.31

		Offline, willing to spend time on comm activities		0.04961		0.009922		0.613		0.01313		0.002626		0.925		0.495		0.099		0.155		0.155		0.031		0.436		0.007307		0.552		0.06127		0.652		0.442		0.195		0.06285		0.803

		Online, new people to talk to		-0.362		-0.0724		0.713		0.162		0.0324		0.293		-0.11		-0.022		0.725		-0.028		-0.0056		0.878		-0.0000887		0.994		0.137		0.32		-0.24		0.469		-0.143		0.565

		Offline, new people to talk to		-0.0382		-0.00764		0.71		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.662		-0.304		-0.0608		0.371		-0.0583		-0.01166		0.79		-0.00933		0.467		-0.00969		0.946		-0.285		0.414		-0.0769		0.768

		Online, come in contact w/new people		0.01362		0.002724		0.901		0.118		0.0236		0.511		-0.536		-0.1072		0.151		0.288		0.0576		0.076		0.01585		0.243		0.114		0.457		-0.644		0.081		0.185		0.501		0.816		0.047

		Offline, come in contact w/new people		-0.044		-0.0088		0.713		0.121		0.0242		0.481		-0.21		-0.042		0.583		-0.146		-0.0292		0.57		-0.00736		0.622		0.04855		0.771		-0.253		0.534		-0.152		0.615

		Online, there are people I trust to solve problems		-0.00538		-0.001076		0.964		-0.274		-0.0548		0.117		0.258		0.0516		0.495		0.378		0.0756		0.129		0.02396		0.105		-0.245		0.143		0.505		0.208		0.61		0.042		0.102		0.819

		Offline, there are people I trust to solve problems		0.06846		0.013692		0.457		0.07158		0.014316		0.618		-0.455		-0.091		0.101		0.297		0.0594		0.102		0.01		0.385		0.02747		0.829		-0.505		0.105		0.293		0.208		0.815		0.02

		Online, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		0.08342		0.016684		0.995		-0.19		-0.038		0.289		-0.137		-0.0274		0.712		0.459		0.0918		0.08		0.02003		0.186		-0.0952		0.574		-0.048		0.906		0.505		0.102		0.498		0.277

		Offline, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.474		-0.131		-0.0262		0.334		0.01089		0.002178		0.968		0.08658		0.017316		0.634		0.0129		0.245		-0.12		0.33		0.131		0.666		0.213		0.344

		Online, there are people to talk to when lonely		0.138		0.0276		0.233		0.234		0.0468		0.139		0.367		0.0734		0.345		0.365		0.073		0.124		0.01851		0.203		0.238		0.139		0.124		0.747		0.125		0.671

		Offline, there are people to talk to when lonely		-0.0341		-0.00682		0.735		0.07539		0.015078		0.63		0.251		0.0502		0.394		-0.11		-0.022		0.595		-0.0578		0.648		0.04403		0.752		0.196		0.565		-0.13		0.613

		Online, someone who'd lend me $500		0.06472		0.012944		0.607		-0.0139		-0.00278		0.944		0.207		0.0414		0.58		0.04314		0.008628		0.864		-0.00606		0.703		0.01433		0.935		0.229		0.589		0.02611		0.935

		Offline, someone who'd lend me $500		-0.0425		-0.0085		0.666		-0.118		-0.0236		0.43		-0.153		-0.0306		0.597		-0.209		-0.0418		0.299		-0.00913		0.456		-0.00837		0.951		-0.119		0.721		-0.239		0.336

		Online, people would put rep on line for me		-0.108		-0.0216		0.395		-0.156		-0.0312		0.364		0.03404		0.006808		0.938		-0.262		-0.0524		0.327		-0.00718		0.643		-0.124		0.487		0.177		0.674		-0.153		0.627

		Offline, people would put rep on line for me		0.09814		0.019628		0.306		0.16		0.032		0.279		-0.0805		-0.0161		0.795		0.151		0.0302		0.392		0.002035		0.864		0.168		0.208		-0.239		0.458		-0.0127		0.958

		Online, people would be good job refs for me		0.09428		0.018856		0.451		-0.0222		-0.00444		0.903		0.005759		0.0011518		0.99		0.142		0.0284		0.54		0.000007503		1		0.04554		0.797		-0.0698		0.876		0.03955		0.899

		Offline, people would be good job refs for me		-0.121		-0.0242		0.176		-0.0748		-0.01496		0.603		-0.302		-0.0604		0.232		-0.0859		-0.01718		0.616		0.002489		0.822		-0.0645		0.599		0.227		0.449		-0.00399		0.986

		Online, people would share last dollar w/me		0.05571		0.011142		0.617		0.04817		0.009634		0.771		-0.227		-0.0454		0.587		0.206		0.0412		0.314		0.005717		0.676		0.112		0.477		-0.33		0.403		0.03541		0.9

		Offline, people would share last dollar w/me		-0.089		-0.0178		0.459		0.08464		0.016928		0.597		-0.174		-0.0348		0.59		-0.052		-0.0104		0.827		-0.00108		0.936		0.07714		0.617		-0.243		0.508		-0.119		0.666

		Online, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.1		0.02		0.388		0.02311		0.004622		0.897		0.414		0.0828		0.279		-0.12		-0.024		0.587		-0.013		0.353		0.03131		0.851		0.382		0.327		-0.151		0.6

		Offline, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.06052		0.012104		0.554		0.08907		0.017814		0.561		0.105		0.021		0.763		-0.184		-0.0368		0.349		-0.0159		0.213		0.08802		0.537		0.03799		0.914		-0.261		0.313

		Diversity Index		-0.525		-0.0477272727		0.024		-0.487		-0.0442727273		0.152		-1.299		-0.1180909091		0.039		-0.172		-0.0156363636		0.756		0.01594		0.582		-0.526		0.104		-0.743		0.348		0.396		0.501		1.136		0.2

		comb1: off trust to solve + off job refs		-0.0279				0.848		0.03405				0.884		-0.769		-0.0769		0.061		0.22				0.43		0.011		0.543		-0.00415		0.983		-0.779		0.11		0.273		0.457

		Third interaction for this: Dummy (veterans) is -.797, p=.076, dummy*newbies is .815, p=.099, dummy*elders is 1.057, p=.057

		comb2: off people help each other, I would help stranger		-0.286		-0.0286		0.039		-0.154				0.483		-1.163		-0.1163		0.004		0.04997				0.856		0.01674		0.33		-0.12		0.53		-1.045		0.025		0.157		0.65		1.176		0.024

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.157, p=.007, dummy * newbies is 1.024, p=.03, dummy * elders is 1.176, p=.024

		comb3: general + online trust		0.05734				0.586		-0.132				0.405		0.609		0.3045		0.057		-0.139				0.518		-0.00788		0.545		-0.179		0.225		0.796		0.021		0.06633		0.802

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is .589, p=.061, dummy * newbies is -.72, p=.04, dummy * elders is -.677, p=.08		scale is 0-2. WTF?

		comb4: Sense of comm: neighbors, city, coworkers, online. Scale is 0-4		0.00018				0.999		0.408		0.102		0.069		-0.806		-0.2015		0.043		-0.104		-0.026		0.718		-0.016		0.35		0.44		0.032		-1.277		0.008		-0.557		0.105		0.619		0.222

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.768, p=.069, dummy * newbies is 1.175, p=.014, dummy * elders is .619, p=.222

		comb5: Sense of comm: neighbors, coworkers CHANGE Scale is 0-2		-0.0181				0.833		0.221		0.1105		0.091		-0.523		-0.2615		0.029		-0.141		-0.0705		0.411		-0.0134		0.212		0.211		0.079		-0.745		0.005		-0.352		0.101		0.38		0.202

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.534, p=.024, dummy * newbies is .746, p=.005, dummy * elders is .38, p=.202





Personality, Life Measures

		Personality, Aggression, Well-being																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders (Left blank if n.s., entered if others warrant it)		Sig

		Introversion/Extroversion		-0.137		-0.00137		0.748		-0.196		-0.00196		0.737		1.235		0.01235		0.373		1.014		0.01014		0.276		0.07234		0.177		-0.111		0.851		1.325		0.351		1.105		0.305

		Physical Aggression		-0.246		-0.0054666667		0.539		0.132		0.0029333333		0.828		0.271		0.0060222222		0.831		-1.16		-0.0257777778		0.144		-0.0525		0.291		0.07814		0.889		0.268		0.842		-1.18		0.243

		Verbal Aggression		-0.073		-0.00292		0.773		0.01179		0.0004716		0.976		-0.215		-0.0086		0.746		0.475		0.019		0.394		0.02296		0.466		0.02286		0.949		-0.203		0.812		0.432		0.499

		Loneliness (6 to 30)		0.172		0.0057333333		0.588		0.28		0.0093333333		0.565		-0.257		-0.0085666667		0.787		0.246		0.0082		0.715		0.009079		0.818		0.166		0.711		-0.413		0.702		0.128		0.873

		Self-esteem: Performance (7 to 35)		-0.59		-0.0168571429		0.055		0.172		0.0049142857		0.71		-0.919		-0.0262571429		0.348		-1.634		-0.0466857143		0.006		-0.0831		0.027		-0.0301		0.944		-0.913		0.362		-1.51		0.051		-0.519		0.644

		Self-esteem: Social (7 to 35)		0.08257		0.0023591429		0.83		0.09708		0.0027737143		0.867		-0.283		-0.0080857143		0.816		0.183		0.0052285714		0.814		0.01496		0.756		0.112		0.838		-0.453		0.718		0.04439		0.964

		Self-esteem: Total (14 to 70)		-0.388		-0.0055428571		0.499		0.507		0.0072428571		0.562		-1.129		-0.0161285714		0.514		-1.42		-0.0202857143		0.219		-0.0733		0.303		0.232		0.775		-1.434		0.427		-1.554		0.288

		NOBAGS		0.282		0.0088125		0.368		-0.196		-0.006125		0.691		1.173		0.03665625		0.226		0.527		0.01646875		0.367		0.02477		0.526		-0.201		0.648		1.352		0.195		0.71		0.37

		Chances of robbery w/weapon		6.554		0.06554		0.007		10.769		0.10769		0.001		-8.834		-0.08834		0.263		8.116		0.08116		0.139		0.01218		0.968		10.291		0.002		-19.069		0.02		-1.871		0.761		17.085		0.063

		Chances of physical assault		-0.952		-0.00952		0.701		-2.05		-0.0205		0.564		-2.272		-0.02272		0.766		6.323		0.06323		0.247		0.428		0.169		-2.15		0.53		-0.123		0.988		8.38		0.184

		Chances of rape		2.851		0.02851		0.111		4.067		0.04067		0.148		0.426		0.00426		0.94		1.438		0.01438		0.659		-0.0562		0.802		4.397		0.075		-3.692		0.539		-2.984		0.511

		Chances of murder		2.842		0.02842		0.12		3.521		0.03521		0.162		0.147		0.00147		0.982		1.159		0.01159		0.744		-0.0514		0.824		3.247		0.195		-3.019		0.618		-2.06		0.658

		Feel safe walking alone in suburbs		0.17		0.0242857143		0.198		-0.0453		-0.0064714286		0.829		0.387		0.0552857143		0.306		0.231		0.033		0.393		0.004806		0.771		-0.00681		0.97		0.385		0.391		0.199		0.553

		Feel safe walking alone on campus (higher is less safe)		0.29		0.0414285714		0.026		0.228		0.0325714286		0.191		0.467		0.0667142857		0.25		0.185		0.0264285714		0.555		-0.00403		0.804		0.232		0.202		0.249		0.575		-0.0539		0.871		-0.307		0.536

		Flow		0.03047		0.0076175		0.685		0.114		0.0285		0.362		0.01859		0.0046475		0.933		-0.0386		-0.00965		0.777		-0.006		0.522		0.08022		0.445		-0.0571		0.823		-0.0933		0.625

		Depression		0.08068		0.0015515385		0.882		0.681		0.0130961538		0.433		-0.1267		-0.0024365385		0.496		0.603		0.0115961538		0.552		0.02805		0.67		0.688		0.384		-1.872		0.338		-0.055		0.967

		Happiness		-0.0276		-0.00345		0.846		0.131		0.016375		0.512		-0.499		-0.062375		0.263		0.196		0.0245		0.549		0.005349		0.766		9.482		0.629		-0.593		0.225		0.123		0.733

		General Health		-0.0184		-0.00368		0.828		-0.0723		-0.01446		0.574		-0.149		-0.0298		0.558		0.04882		0.009764		0.785		0.004768		0.652		-0.0744		0.53		-0.0734		0.799		0.125		0.56





Personality, Life Appendix

		Dependent Variable: Performance-based self-esteem scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.884		0.429		0.040		0.219		0.087		0.012		0.025		0.016		0.117		-0.590		0.307		0.055				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.492		0.632		0.019		0.319		0.137		0.021		0.172		0.463		0.710

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Chances of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100 range)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.0924		0.000924

				-3.741		3.336		0.263		-0.051		0.683		0.940		0.061		0.127		0.633		6.554		2.426		0.007				Veterans		3.0566		0.030566

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.1856		0.031856

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-6.885		4.478		0.126		0.509		0.988		0.607		10.769		3.272		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.163		0.183		0.371		-0.028		0.037		0.458		-0.011		0.007		0.124		0.170		0.132		0.198				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.155		0.286		0.588		-0.022		0.063		0.730		-0.045		0.209		0.829

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014						-0.0357142857

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.033		0.180		0.853		0.013		0.037		0.725		-0.017		0.007		0.011		0.290		0.130		0.026				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.171		0.237		0.471		0.045		0.052		0.385		0.228		0.174		0.191

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025						-0.0342857143

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games (1 to 7, more is less violent)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: General health (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		0.118		0.808		-0.009		0.024		0.702		0.003		0.004		0.529		-0.018		0.085		0.828				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.164		0.175		0.350		-0.042		0.039		0.278		-0.072		0.128		0.574

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.344		0.768		0.654		0.080		0.151		0.593		-0.022		0.028		0.440		0.080		0.543		0.882				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.193		1.197		0.872		0.040		0.254		0.860		0.681		0.866		0.433

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.978		0.439		0.026		-0.157		0.089		0.078		-0.020		0.017		0.229		0.172		0.317		0.588				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.760		0.656		0.248		-0.108		0.143		0.451		0.280		0.485		0.565

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.273		0.202		0.176		0.070		0.040		0.098		-2.127		0.007		0.998		-0.028		0.142		0.846				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.359		0.284		0.208		0.090		0.061		0.147		0.131		0.199		0.512

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.501		0.557		0.369		-0.107		0.113		0.343		-0.014		0.021		0.518		-0.246		0.400		0.539				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.733		0.832		0.379		-0.186		0.181		0.305		0.132		0.607		0.828

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.090		0.349		0.805		-0.025		0.071		0.726		-0.010		0.013		0.449		-0.073		0.253		0.773				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.812		0.535		0.130		-0.182		0.118		0.123		0.010		0.396		0.976

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.279		0.434		0.521		-0.058		0.088		0.508		-0.005		0.016		0.764		0.282		0.313		0.368				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.847		0.677		0.212		-0.169		0.148		0.256		-0.196		0.493		0.691

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048						-0.0161875

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of physical assault

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.274		3.395		0.503		-0.415		0.696		0.551		-0.094		0.130		0.469		-0.952		2.475		0.701				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				5.889		4.852		0.226		-1.043		1.073		0.332		-2.050		3.552		0.564

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of rape

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		2.464		0.989		-0.074		0.507		0.885		-0.060		0.094		0.525		2.851		1.784		0.111				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.445		3.841		0.707		0.198		0.852		0.816		4.067		2.800		0.148

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of murder

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.552		2.518		0.311		-0.505		0.524		0.335		-0.087		0.096		0.367		2.842		1.824		0.120				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.702		3.479		0.840		0.200		0.782		0.799		3.521		2.510		0.162

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable:

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

																														Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.
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		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.167		0.764		0.127		0.059		0.154		0.701		0.037		0.029		0.193		-0.240		0.545		0.660				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.359		1.089		0.214		0.053		0.237		0.824		0.868		0.797		0.278

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.436		1.133		0.701		-0.075		0.225		0.739		-0.064		0.041		0.123		0.695		0.783		0.375				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.303		1.719		0.860		-0.113		0.360		0.754		0.906		1.212		0.456

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.747		0.760		0.326		-0.068		0.153		0.656		0.010		0.029		0.717		-0.403		0.542		0.458				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.542		1.031		0.600		-0.052		0.224		0.816		0.282		0.776		0.717

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.910		0.743		0.010		0.183		0.149		0.222		0.036		0.027		0.191		0.377		0.521		0.470				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.642		1.091		0.134		0.154		0.234		0.512		0.401		0.783		0.609

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Offline Social Support Scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Social Support		Esprit de Corps

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.60598		0.060598		0.00080112

				-0.272		0.203		0.181		2.652		0.041		0.522		0.006		0.008		0.407		-0.028		0.145		0.848				Veterans		0.60598		0.060598		-0.02339888

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.60598		0.160598		0.02100112

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.503		0.320		0.117		0.078		0.070		0.265		0.034		0.233		0.884

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.064		2.174		0.030

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.179		0.111		1.609		0.109

		Veterans		0.241		0.113		2.129		0.035

		Elders		0.000		0.100		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Offline espirit de corps

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.04364		0.104364

				-1.910		0.194		0.921		0.044		0.039		0.261		0.014		0.007		0.052		-0.286		0.138		0.039				Veterans		1.27004		0.127004

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.29504		0.129504

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.175		0.303		0.564		-0.006		0.066		0.932		-0.154		0.219		0.483

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.074		0.061		-1.208		0.228

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.104		-0.940		0.348

		Veterans		0.138		0.109		1.258		0.210

		Elders		-0.226		0.100		-2.270		0.025

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.691		0.069

		Vet. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.364		0.057

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.99

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Neighborhood		Co-workers & schoolmates		People online

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.25951		0.0260047		-0.0192834

				-0.093		0.066		0.163		0.019		0.013		0.155		-0.001		0.002		0.795		0.059		0.047		0.208				Veterans		2.29031		-0.0459953		-0.1572834

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.57731		0.0226047		-0.0443172

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.173		0.103		0.096		0.026		0.022		0.241		0.236		0.073		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers & Schoolmates sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.64541

				-0.059		0.073		0.420		0.030		0.015		0.047		0.001		0.003		0.696		-0.070		0.054		0.193				Veterans		1.68741

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.00641

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.145		0.109		0.186		0.044		0.024		0.068		0.001		0.082		0.992

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: Sense of community from people online

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.51958

				-0.071		0.074		0.342		-0.004		0.015		0.810		0.003		0.003		0.230		-0.027		0.053		0.619				Veterans		0.47858

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0.78464

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.060		0.112		0.595		-0.067		0.025		0.786		0.066		0.079		0.405

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.89

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.15		0.0136363636

				0.345		0.321		0.283		0.042		0.066		0.520		-0.023		0.012		0.055		-0.525		0.232		0.024				Veterans		-0.1793		-0.0163

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.0823		-0.0074818182

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.112		0.463		0.808		0.099		0.102		0.332		-0.487		0.339		0.152

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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		Dependent Variable: Played a PC game in the evening (treatment check)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.096		0.052		0.065		0.010		0.011		0.327		-0.001		0.002		0.493		0.084		0.037		0.025				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.119		0.083		0.151		0.013		0.018		0.473		0.136		0.061		0.026

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: "Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?"

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.96

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.724		3.622

				0.030		0.084		0.749		0.001		0.017		0.955		0.000		0.003		0.906		0.092		0.060		0.128				Veterans		0.734		3.672

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.784		3.920

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.135		0.133		0.313		-0.017		0.029		0.561		-0.202		0.098		0.041

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable: In the past month, worked for a political party

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Worked for a political party		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.2496

				0.003		0.019		0.883		0.005		0.004		0.172		0.000		0.001		0.461		0.020		0.014		0.275				Veterans		1.2435

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.8146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.007		0.027		0.799		-0.005		0.006		0.380		0.013		0.020		0.515

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable: Attended a club meeting

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Attended a club meeting		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.87

				-0.016		0.058		0.773		0.000		0.012		0.994		0.000		0.002		0.882		0.060		0.042		0.132				Veterans		3.9

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.177

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.025		0.092		0.786		0.004		0.020		0.831		0.022		0.068		0.745

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable: Played a team sport

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Played a team sport		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.6285

				-0.134		0.050		0.007		0.020		0.010		0.037		0.001		0.002		0.751		0.060		0.036		0.083				Veterans		1.6385

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.3345

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.053		0.067		0.424		0.008		0.015		0.601		0.011		0.049		0.822

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Sent a greeting card

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Sent a greeting card		Effects				Worked for a political party		Attended a club meeting		Played a team sport		Sent a greeting card

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.8423				Newbies		-0.0002887		0.01337407		-0.010576		-0.0800381

				-0.039		0.066		0.653		0.009		0.013		0.526		0.000		0.003		0.938		-0.050		0.048		0.259				Veterans		1.8023				Veterans		-0.0091787		0.04884407		0.003724		-0.0720381

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.1463				Elders		0.0139413		0.05384407		0.040414		-0.0130381

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.033		0.091		0.714		-0.006		0.020		0.751		-0.089		0.067		0.181

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.021		1.475		0.141

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.032		0.745		0.457

		Veterans		0.030		0.040		0.870		0.386

		Elders		0.040		0.039		0.948		0.344

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.042		0.959

		Dependent Variable: Evening use of other media: Newspapers, TV News, TV (non-news), Reading Books or Magazines

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Calculations for graphs

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Educ mean = 3.9

				0.046		0.132		0.730		-0.018		0.027		0.502		0.007		0.005		0.151		-0.037		0.096		0.700						Effect on other media use

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Newbies		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Veterans		0

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Elders		0

				0.232		0.178		0.193		-0.058		0.039		0.137		-0.024		0.130		0.851

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Talk with family members in evenings

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Talk w/family in evenings		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.003		0.068		0.963		-0.014		0.014		0.316		0.003		0.003		0.308		0.082		0.049		0.096				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.021		0.095		0.825		-0.014		0.021		0.502		0.032		0.070		0.646

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Household chores		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.021

				0.134		0.072		0.064		-0.023		0.015		0.114		0.002		0.003		0.406		-0.039		0.052		0.454				Veterans		3.071

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.221

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.097		0.102		0.341		-0.017		0.022		0.459		-0.061		0.074		0.413

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.4934

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		0.2834

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.3354

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable: Writing newspaper (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.018		-1.069		0.286

		Veterans		0.010		0.014		1.000		0.319

		Elders		0.010		0.019		0.631		0.529

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Signed a petition (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Discussed politics (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable: Had friends in for the evening (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable: Went to the home of friends (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable: Went out to see a movie (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Made a personal long-distance call (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.020		-0.953		0.341

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.029		-1.122		0.263

		Veterans		0.010		0.036		0.391		0.696

		Elders		-0.030		0.041		-0.744		0.458

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.516		0.597

		Dependent Variable: Wrote a personal letter (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.020		1.930		0.054

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.033		1.418		0.159

		Veterans		0.060		0.037		1.519		0.131

		Elders		0.010		0.033		0.364		0.716

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.413		0.662

		Dependent Variable: Visited relatives (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966
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		Table entries are unstandardized coefficients from linear regression models, plus standard errors and significance values.

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet to find information on national or international events (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.22961		0.246

				0.031		0.171		0.858		-0.002		0.035		0.954		0.006		0.006		0.341		-0.225		0.124		0.071				Veterans		1.15961		0.232

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.61461		0.323

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.079		0.263		0.765		-0.027		0.058		0.646		-0.208		0.193		0.283

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Killing time (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.45		0.090

				-0.217		0.138		0.116		-0.036		0.028		0.205		0.001		0.005		0.895		0.241		0.100		0.016				Veterans		0.28		0.056

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.303		0.061

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.417		0.194		0.033		0.005		0.042		0.904		0.316		0.142		0.027

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.044		4.331		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.280		0.068		4.159		0.000

		Veterans		0.070		0.087		0.816		0.416

		Elders		0.170		0.076		2.301		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.973		0.140

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet for social outreach (help for personal problem + to meet someone new + for chat rooms, 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.45732		0.230

				0.071		0.295		0.810		-0.008		0.060		0.893		-0.012		0.011		0.279		-0.218		0.213		0.308				Veterans		3.13632		0.209

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.15732		0.210

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.268		0.430		0.534		-0.082		0.094		0.385		0.055		0.316		0.861

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.201		0.093		2.158		0.031

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.150		0.264		0.792

		Veterans		0.295		0.200		1.477		0.142

		Elders		0.321		0.138		2.325		0.021

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.013		0.364

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to Friends 1, 2 and 3

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Friends 1-3		Friends 4-6

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.26374		0.008		-0.064

				-2.066		2.556		0.419		0.428		0.522		0.413		-0.005		0.097		0.963		1.442		1.846		0.435				Veterans		4.11564		0.014		-0.057

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.70464		0.016		-0.054

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-3.272		4.614		0.479		0.728		1.015		0.474		0.495		3.039		0.884										Newbies		0.128		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000		-16.563

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000		-16.816

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4, 5 and 6

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		87.0329		0.290

				-11.411		4.452		0.011		0.441		0.906		0.627		0.025		0.162		0.876		-7.775		3.079		0.012				Veterans		40.9452		0.136

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		40.9452		0.136

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												-17.437		-5.812

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-26.058		6.485		0.000		3.725		1.409		0.009		7.353		4.516		0.106										Newbies		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Minutes w/family member #1		Minutes w/family member #2

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		19.3495		-13.124

				21.808		18.526		0.240		-4.288		3.755		0.256		0.454		0.701		0.517		-24.479		13.382		0.068				Veterans		9.7395		-6.086

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		10.1515		-8.335

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Newbies		0.167		-0.243

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Veterans		0.084		-0.113

				22.901		18.439		0.215		-4.209		3.770		0.265		-21.344		12.470		0.088										Elders		0.088		-0.154

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		14.4288

				5.062		13.302		0.704		-0.322		2.714		0.906		0.321		0.504		0.524		-15.600		9.607		0.105				Veterans		6.691

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		7.06

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-8.553		18.462		0.644		1.927		4.056		0.635		-11.862		13.513		0.381

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.079		1.958		0.582		0.189		0.398		0.636		-0.039		0.074		0.596		-0.950		1.419		0.504				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-7.519		2.418		0.002		1.488		0.530		0.005		2.817		1.774		0.114

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use (Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																																Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.9869		0.996

				0.010		0.106		0.912		-0.003		0.022		0.891		0.004		0.004		0.336		-0.050		0.077		0.511				Veterans		3.0357		1.012

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.4367		1.146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.040		0.147		0.811		-0.009		0.032		0.791		0.020		0.107		0.824

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: Book reading (Yes or No, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.100		0.065		0.124		0.011		0.013		0.399		0.001		0.002		0.780		-0.036		0.047		0.438

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.087		0.078		0.021		0.019		0.262		-0.021		0.064		0.743

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.020		3.568		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.030		2.311		0.022

		Veterans		0.060		0.043		1.447		0.150

		Elders		0.090		0.035		2.437		0.016

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.097		0.908

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.185		0.146		0.204		0.026		0.030		0.374		0.005		0.005		0.325		-0.116		0.106		0.270				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.299		0.197		0.131		0.062		0.043		0.154		-0.082		0.144		0.569

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.215		0.176		0.222		0.032		0.036		0.375		-0.011		0.007		0.092		0.179		0.127		0.160				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.319		0.249		0.202		0.054		0.055		0.329		0.223		0.182		0.222

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Non-work Internet use (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-2.778		2.432		0.254		0.681		0.496		0.171		-0.037		0.092		0.689		0.114		1.757		0.948				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.573		3.291		0.862		-0.064		0.723		0.929		-0.153		2.409		0.949

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Buying or selling online (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.179		0.388		-0.0106		0.036		0.771		-0.00203		0.007		0.765		0.06533		0.13		0.615

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.008937		0.241		0.97		-0.0584		0.053		0.269		0.185		0.177		0.296

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Keeping in touch with friends in the local area (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.216		0.179		0.228		-0.00284		0.036		0.937		-0.00382		0.007		0.569		0.118		0.129		0.359

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.0722		0.263		0.784		-0.0504		0.057		0.38		0.116		0.191		0.543

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467
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		Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

		Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.125		0.061		-2.042		0.042

		Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

		Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

		Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Veterans		0.460		0.125		3.665		0.000

		Elders		0.470		0.109		4.301		0.000

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.101		0.144		0.700		0.485

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.207		0.181		-1.141		0.255

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-2.386		1.797		-1.328		0.186

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use

		(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.107		-0.182		0.856

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.754		0.713		-1.058		0.291

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.340		0.155		2.207		0.028

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.370		0.234		1.579		0.116

		Veterans		0.070		0.293		0.255		0.799

		Elders		0.540		0.290		1.867		0.064

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.173		0.841

		Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.082		0.072		1.163		0.246

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.270		0.022		12.091		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.240		0.034		7.003		0.000

		Veterans		0.260		0.040		6.371		0.000

		Elders		0.310		0.041		7.568		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.973		0.379

		Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.003		0.076		-0.027		0.979

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.056		0.074		0.754		0.452

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.061		0.128		0.478		0.633

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.095		0.198		-0.480		0.632

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.660		0.855		-0.772		0.441

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.315		0.483		-0.653		0.514

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.191		0.604		-0.316		0.752

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.060		0.396		-0.152		0.880

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression

		(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.153		0.492		0.312		0.756

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-10.631		3.256		-3.266		0.001

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				1.776		3.540		0.502		0.617

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-4.018		2.786		-1.442		0.151

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-3.483		2.499		-1.394		0.165

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.039		0.208		0.188		0.851

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.215		0.173		-1.241		0.216

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.199		0.172		-1.156		0.249

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.278		3.376		-0.082		0.934

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				8.737		4.578		1.909		0.058

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				21.249		17.416		1.220		0.224

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				12.548		13.379		0.938		0.349

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

		family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.205		0.202		-1.017		0.310

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.065		0.055		1.170		0.243

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.058		0.095		0.607		0.544

		Veterans		0.039		0.093		0.420		0.675

		Elders		0.096		0.094		1.016		0.311

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.083		0.921

		Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.133		2.393		0.055		0.956

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														For local news**		3.15		2.99		0.63		0.598

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						To buy or sell**		2.77		2.6		0.554		0.52

				0.169		0.191		0.884		0.378						To download software***		3.83		3.6		0.766		0.72

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														To listen to music***		3.4		3.19		0.68		0.638

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.160		0.058		2.743		0.006

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.092		1.731		0.085

		Veterans		0.090		0.109		0.783		0.435

		Elders		0.220		0.102		2.168		0.032

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.414		0.661

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.204		0.176		-1.162		0.247

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to dowload software (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.090		0.100		0.897		0.370

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.230		0.047		4.856		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.076		3.421		0.001

		Veterans		0.220		0.091		2.441		0.016

		Elders		0.190		0.079		2.435		0.016

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.191		0.826

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.229		0.174		1.314		0.190

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.210		0.051		4.128		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.220		0.084		2.613		0.010

		Veterans		0.280		0.102		2.733		0.007

		Elders		0.150		0.084		1.762		0.080

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.487		0.615

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						To get help for a personal problem**		1.76		1.62		0.352		0.324

				-0.049		0.152		-0.325		0.745						To visit chat rooms*		1.68		1.59		0.336		0.318

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														To keep in touch with local friends**		3.31		3.14		0.662		0.628

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.140		0.046		3.020		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.130		0.073		1.738		0.084

		Veterans		0.140		0.100		1.358		0.177

		Elders		0.150		0.067		2.283		0.024

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.032		0.969

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.038		0.122		-0.313		0.755

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Control		8.62		8.046

				0.090		0.038		2.403		0.017						Treatment (game)		7.493		8.64

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.058		0.417		0.677

		Veterans		0.100		0.080		1.260		0.210

		Elders		0.170		0.061		2.712		0.007
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						F		Sig.

						1.268		0.282

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.134		0.190		-0.703		0.483

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.200		0.192		1.040		0.299

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.031		0.170		-0.183		0.855

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.050		1.416		0.158

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.081		0.418		0.676

		Veterans		0.060		0.096		0.668		0.505

		Elders		0.130		0.085		1.464		0.145

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.298		0.743

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.001		0.157		-0.008		0.993

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.040		0.048		-0.742		0.458

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.120		0.075		-1.610		0.109

		Veterans		0.050		0.090		0.557		0.578

		Elders		0.000		0.085		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable:

		Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.110		0.176		0.624		0.533

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.052		0.792		0.429

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.084		-0.349		0.727

		Veterans		0.040		0.090		0.479		0.633

		Elders		0.130		0.097		1.323		0.188

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.816		0.443

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0498		0.04343		-1.147		0.252

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0479		0.06391		-0.749		0.455

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.007		0.0184		0.397		0.692

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.05		0.0303		1.642		0.103

		Veterans		0.017		0.037		0.47		0.639

		Elders		-0.052		0.0287		-1.823		0.071

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.81		0.061

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0185		0.08192		0.226		0.822

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0684		0.07862		-0.871		0.385

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0761		0.19338		-0.393		0.694

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.093		0.0331		2.798		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.085		0.0542		1.578		0.116

		Veterans		-0.014		0.0613		-0.235		0.815

		Elders		0.196		0.0564		3.479		0.001

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.28		0.279

		Dependent Variable:

		Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0986		0.1926		0.512		0.609

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable:

		Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0145		0.01968		-0.736		0.462

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.004		0.006		0.632		0.528

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0762		0.05198		1.467		0.144

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.016		-0.246		0.806

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.025		-0.377		0.706

		Veterans		0.010		0.033		0.425		0.671

		Elders		-0.010		0.024		-0.499		0.619

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)				0.024

						F		Sig.

						0.249		0.780

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0206		0.06697		-0.307		0.759

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable:

		Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0374		0.07096		-0.527		0.599

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable:

		Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0084		0.0483		-0.174		0.862

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place

		of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0049		0.06315		0.078		0.938

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.022		0.534		0.593

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.030		0.780		0.436

		Veterans		-0.060		0.046		-1.345		0.181

		Elders		0.060		0.038		1.588		0.114

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.535		0.080

		Dependent Variable:

		Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0812		0.03511		-2.312		0.022

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.010		0.010		-0.557		0.578

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.017		-0.831		0.407

		Veterans		0.010		0.021		0.332		0.740

		Elders		-0.010		0.016		-0.377		0.707

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.340		0.712

		Dependent Variable:

		Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)														Civic activities		Time 1		Time 2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Signed a petition*		0.21		0.25

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Had friends in***		0.7		0.62

				-0.0655		0.06806		-0.963		0.337						Went to friends' house**		0.7		0.64

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Visited relatives**		0.51		0.44

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals,

		how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1974		0.09788		2.017		0.045

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable:

		Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0154		0.07503		-0.205		0.838

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable:

		Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1055		0.07514		1.404		0.162

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable:

		Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0058		0.07773		-0.075		0.941

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966

		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.8471		0.78904		-1.074		0.285

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2942		0.72959		-0.403		0.687

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2934		0.77242		-0.38		0.705

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.5592		0.48324		-1.157		0.248

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)																T1/5		T2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***		0.85704		0.828

				-0.0772		0.08564		-0.901		0.368						There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*		0.9039		0.884

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***		0.8875		0.828

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.141		0.040		3.477		0.001		4.285		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.190		0.069		2.764		0.006		4.251		4.060

		Veterans		0.150		0.074		2.015		0.046		4.329		4.180

		Elders		0.068		0.065		1.044		0.298		4.292		4.220

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.811		0.445

		Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0471		0.08278		0.569		0.57

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.096		0.039		2.453		0.015		4.520		4.420

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.095		0.064		1.479		0.141		4.438		4.340

		Veterans		0.157		0.073		2.144		0.034		4.564		4.410

		Elders		0.043		0.065		0.663		0.508		4.586		4.540

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.624		0.536

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0096		0.11766		0.082		0.935

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.293		0.055		5.285		0.000		4.438		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.284		0.083		3.431		0.001		4.409		4.130

		Veterans		0.383		0.105		3.633		0.000		4.482		4.100

		Elders		0.227		0.105		2.171		0.031		4.436		4.210

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.593		0.553

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0689		0.09916		-0.695		0.487

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)																T1		T2

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community**		0.71882		0.7446

				-0.129		0.047		-2.752		0.006		3.594		3.723		Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture*		0.62334		0.643

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)														Offline, people help each other out*		0.79098		0.808

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.078		0.071		-1.089		0.277		3.660		3.738

		Veterans		-0.237		0.097		-2.457		0.015		3.576		3.813

		Elders		-0.100		0.079		-1.259		0.210		3.525		3.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.046		0.352

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0727		0.09799		0.742		0.459

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.099		0.050		-1.972		0.049		3.117		3.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.035		0.084		0.418		0.676		3.250		3.215

		Veterans		-0.095		0.089		-1.066		0.289		3.131		3.226

		Elders		-0.269		0.084		-3.182		0.002		2.938		3.206

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.517		0.597

		Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0257		0.08554		0.3		0.764

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.082		0.040		-2.041		0.042		3.955		4.040

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.086		0.066		-1.301		0.195		3.933		4.020

		Veterans		0.007		0.077		0.094		0.925		4.043		4.040

		Elders		-0.155		0.067		-2.303		0.023		3.907		4.060

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.189		0.305

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.5182		0.33733		1.536		0.126

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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GameCPU Penetration

		Year		Percentage of American Households with a Home Video Game System		Percentage of American Households with a Home Computer		Game data source		CPU data source		Recreation Spending in 1992 Dollars

		1977		0.7				Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.

		1978		1.4				Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.

		1979		2.4				Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.

		1980		3.6				Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.

		1981		7.5		1		Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.		Roper

		1982		14.1				Amusement & Music Operators Assoc.

		1983		19		4				Roper

		1984		18		8.2				Census Bureau/WSJ

		1985

		1986		21		14				Roper

		1987

		1988

		1989		21		15		icwhen, nintendo stats		Census Bureau/WSJ

		1990		40		15.7		The Economist, 1990		Census Bureau

		1991

		1992

		1993		45		22.8				Census Bureau

		1994		40

		1995				37

		1996		68

		1997				43

		1998				42				NTIA Falling through Net Study

		1999		69		54				NSF, Science and Engineering Indicators

		2000				51				NTIA Falling through Net Study

		2001		69

		Year		Home Video Games		Home Computers								Percentage of American Households with a Home Computer

		1977		0.7

		1978		1.4

		1979		2.4

		1980		3.6

		1981		7.5		1

		1982		14.1

		1983		19		4

		1984		18		8.2

		1986		21		14

		1989		21		15

		1990		40		15.7

		1993		45		22.8

		1994		40

		1995				37

		1996		68

		1997		43		36.6

		1998				42

		1999		69		54

		2000		69		51

		Year		Percentage of American Households with a Home Video Game System
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		1990		15.7
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		1992

		1993		22.8

		1994

		1995		37
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		1997		43
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		1999		54

		2000		51

		2001
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Recreation Spending

		Year		Recreation Spending in Real (1992) Dollars

		1970		93.8		4.3

		1980		159.7		5.3

		1985		215.8		6.1

		1990		291.8		7.1

		1994		369.9		8.6
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Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001)
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Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001)
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Sheet1

		Year		Home Game sales, millions		Coin-op Sales		total VG SALES		Adjusted to 1983 dollars		Arcade game units, thousands		E. Darts Sales, millions		Electronic Darts units, thousands		Pool Table Sales, millions		Pool Table uints, thousands		Foosball sales, millions		Foosball tables, thousands		Movie Recepits, Veronis Suhler

		1970				na		0						na												1429

		1971				na		0						na												1350

		1972				na		0						na												1583

		1973				na		0						na												1524

		1974				na		0						na												1909

		1975				na		0						na												2115

		1976				na		0						na												2036

		1977		77		334		411		678.2178217822		174		na		na		282		136		36		32		2372

		1978		145.8		308		453.8		696.0122699386		165		na		na		394		185		27		26		2643

		1979		205.9		968		1173.9		1616.9421487603		233		na		na		455		159		40		27		2821

		1980		330		2811		3141		3811.8932038835		541		na		na		496		165		31		19		2749

		1981		464		4862		5326		5859.1859185919		1100		na		na		500		185		22		18		2966

		1982		950		4363		5313		5505.6994818653		1200		na		na		463		178		20		18		3453

		1983		3200		2900		6100		6124.4979919679		1150		na		na		455		175		20		17		3766

		1984		2000		2500		4500		4331.0875842156		1002		na		na		490		180		23		18		4031

		1985		800		2350		3150		2927.5092936803		980		230		65		530		183		23		18		3749

		1986		100		2340		2440		2226.2773722628		920		230		65		545		178		20		18		3778

		1987		430		2920		3350		2948.9436619718		1020		287		85		622		190		16		15		4253

		1988		1100		3100		4200		3550.2958579882		1030		383		110		666		197		15		15		4458

		1989		2300		3120		5420		4370.9677419355		1100		435		125		680		202		16		15		5033

		1990		3400		3016		6416		4908.9517980107		1000		502		142		767		220		20		17		5022

		1991		4000		2816		6816		5004.4052863436		950		538		152		870		239		21		18		4803

		1992		3900		2723		6623		4720.5987170349		935		583		165		888		244		30		20		4871

		1993		3828		2499		6327		4378.5467128028		890		634		180		956		250		31		20		5154

		1994		3755		2326		6081		4103.2388663968		860		690		195		1006		265		37		21		5396

		1995		3000		1950		4950		3248.031496063		750		721		204		1070		274		42		23		5494

		1996		2940		1768		4708		3000.6373486297		680														5911

		1997		4253		1800		6053		3771.3395638629																6366

		1998		4855		1840		6695		4107.3619631902		590		721		210		1404		300		64		34		6949

		1999		5460		1330		6790		4075.6302521008		510		666		200		1558		312		71		38		7448

		2000		5654		1170		6824		3962.8339140534		450		676		195		1731		320		77		40

		2001		6350		1000		7350		4268.2926829268

		2002		6900		900		7800		4529.6167247387
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Ch. 2 Figure A
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Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001)
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Home vs. Arcade Chart
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Data Source: Amusement & Music Operators Association, Nintendo, PC Data, NPD, Veronis Suhler, Vending Times (1978-2001)
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Sheet1

		Year		Home Game sales, millions		Coin-op Sales		total VG SALES		Home sales, 1983 dollars		Coin-op, 1983 dollars		Total sales Adjusted to 1983 dollars		Arcade game units, thousands		E. Darts Sales, millions		Electronic Darts units, thousands		Pool Table Sales, millions		Pool Table uints, thousands		Foosball sales, millions		Foosball tables, thousands		Movie Recepits, Veronis Suhler

		1970				na		0										na												1429

		1971				na		0										na												1350

		1972				na		0										na												1583

		1973				na		0										na												1524

		1974				na		0										na												1909

		1975				na		0										na												2115

		1976				na		0										na												2036

		1977		77		334		411		127.0627062706		551.1551155116		678.2178217822		174		na		na		282		136		36		32		2372

		1978		145.8		308		453.8		223.6196319018		472.3926380368		696.0122699386		165		na		na		394		185		27		26		2643

		1979		205.9		968		1173.9		283.608815427		1333.3333333333		1616.9421487603		233		na		na		455		159		40		27		2821

		1980		330		2811		3141		400.4854368932		3411.4077669903		3811.8932038835		541		na		na		496		165		31		19		2749

		1981		464		4862		5326		510.4510451045		5348.7348734874		5859.1859185919		1100		na		na		500		185		22		18		2966

		1982		950		4363		5313		984.4559585492		4521.2435233161		5505.6994818653		1200		na		na		463		178		20		18		3453

		1983		3200		2900		6100		3212.8514056225		2911.6465863454		6124.4979919679		1150		na		na		455		175		20		17		3766

		1984		2000		2500		4500		1924.9278152069		2406.1597690087		4331.0875842156		1002		na		na		490		180		23		18		4031

		1985		800		2350		3150		743.4944237918		2184.0148698885		2927.5092936803		980		230		65		530		183		23		18		3749

		1986		100		2340		2440		91.2408759124		2135.0364963504		2226.2773722628		920		230		65		545		178		20		18		3778

		1987		430		2920		3350		378.5211267606		2570.4225352113		2948.9436619718		1020		287		85		622		190		16		15		4253

		1988		1100		3100		4200		929.8393913779		2620.4564666103		3550.2958579882		1030		383		110		666		197		15		15		4458

		1989		2300		3120		5420		1854.8387096774		2516.1290322581		4370.9677419355		1100		435		125		680		202		16		15		5033

		1990		3400		3016		6416		2601.377199694		2307.5745983168		4908.9517980107		1000		502		142		767		220		20		17		5022

		1991		4000		2816		6816		2936.8575624082		2067.5477239354		5004.4052863436		950		538		152		870		239		21		18		4803

		1992		3900		2723		6623		2779.7576621525		1940.8410548824		4720.5987170349		935		583		165		888		244		30		20		4871

		1993		3828		2499		6327		2649.1349480969		1729.4117647059		4378.5467128028		890		634		180		956		250		31		20		5154

		1994		3755		2326		6081		2533.7381916329		1569.5006747638		4103.2388663968		860		690		195		1006		265		37		21		5396

		1995		3000		1950		4950		1968.5039370079		1279.5275590551		3248.031496063		750		721		204		1070		274		42		23		5494

		1996		2940		1768		4708		1873.8049713193		1126.8323773104		3000.6373486297		680														5911

		1997		4253		1800		6053		2649.8442367601		1121.4953271028		3771.3395638629																6366

		1998		4855		1840		6695		2978.527607362		1128.8343558282		4107.3619631902		590		721		210		1404		300		64		34		6949

		1999		5460		1330		6790		3277.3109243697		798.3193277311		4075.6302521008		510		666		200		1558		312		71		38		7448

		2000		5654		1170		6824		3283.3914053426		679.4425087108		3962.8339140534		450		676		195		1731		320		77		40

		2001		6350		1000		7350		3687.5725900116		580.7200929152		4268.2926829268

		2002		6900		900		7800		4006.968641115		522.6480836237		4529.6167247387
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Signed a petition*

Had friends in***

Went to friends' house**

Visited relatives**
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Sample Characteristics

		

				Some sample demographics

		41.3		% living with spouse

		28.8		w/parent

		20.7		w/child

		1.9		w/grandparent

		0.8		w/grandchildren

		19.2		w/other family (forgot to id siblings, which could be here)





Civic&Community Part.

		Putnam/Needham civic & community participation questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?		-0.0895		-0.0179		0.112		-0.202		-0.0404		0.041		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.773		0.12		0.024		0.349		0.01274		0.089		-0.192		0.023		0.144		0.468		0.295		0.057		0.153		0.495

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends in person?		0.019		0.019		0.677		0.03605		0.03605		0.617		-0.00925		-0.00925		0.951		0.01496		0.01496		0.886		-0.0000241		0.997		0.05862		0.385		-0.0651		0.693		-0.0493		0.692

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends online?		0.01487		0.01487		0.667		0.06674		0.06674		0.195		-0.0939		-0.0939		0.484		0.02492		0.02492		0.726		0.0005866		0.901		0.08216		0.105		-0.173		0.162		-0.0686		0.474

		Worked for a political party		0.01884		0.01884		0.146		0.01294		0.01294		0.515		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.887		0.0533		0.0533		0.071		0.002075		0.232		0.01323		0.493		-0.021		0.657		0.03954		0.262		0.05974		0.26

		Attended a public meeting on town or school affairs		-0.0612		-0.0612		0.066		-0.0719		-0.0719		0.172		-0.214		-0.214		0.082		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.626		0.00251		573		-0.0715		0.15		-0.145		0.233		0.04006		0.658		0.184		0.176

		Wrote congressman or senator		0.01517		0.01517		0.492		0.07906		0.07906		0.027		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.935		-0.0428		-0.0428		0.344		-0.00498		0.093		0.08181		0.013		-0.0828		0.303		-0.126		0.036		-0.0494		0.583

		Signed a petition		0.06179		0.06179		0.139		0.06308		0.06308		0.36		0.06457		0.06457		0.641		0.116		0.116		0.205		0.001667		0.766		0.05779		0.355		0.003218		0.983		0.05556		0.626

		Wrote a letter to the newspaper		-0.00147		-0.00147		0.946		0.01161		0.01161		0.756		-0.0139		-0.0139		0.792		0.0774		0.0774		0.152		0.004049		0.164		0.005543		0.864		-0.0183		0.817		0.07555		0.201

		Attended a club meeting		0.06058		0.06058		0.119		0.022		0.022		0.745		-0.0447		-0.0447		0.723		0.178		0.178		0.022		0.004703		0.367		0.03038		0.6		-0.0784		0.581		0.142		0.18		0.216		0.175

		Discussed politics		0.05113		0.05113		0.274		0.05074		0.05074		0.474		-0.111		-0.111		0.475		0.08717		0.08717		0.442		0.0001328		0.983		0.07176		0.305		-0.178		0.298		0.01184		0.926

		Had friends in for the evening		0.0494		0.0494		0.309		0.0002004		0.0002004		0.998		0.09785		0.09785		0.526		0.01008		0.01008		0.931		-0.00388		0.551		0.001226		0.986		0.106		0.55		0.01436		0.913

		Had a serious argument with a friend		-0.0035		-0.0035		0.932		0.4429		0.4429		0.462		0.06313		0.06313		0.671		-0.00799		-0.00799		0.933		-0.000851		0.877		0.04098		0.504		0.03208		0.831		-0.0433		0.699

		Went to the home of friends		-0.0769		-0.0769		0.124		-0.115		-0.115		0.131		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.801		-0.693		-0.693		0.579		0.0005789		0.931		-0.0911		0.221		0.05057		0.782		0.01082		0.937

		Went out to see a movie		-0.00181		-0.00181		0.97		0.01718		0.01718		0.82		-0.012		-0.012		0.942		0.01894		0.01894		0.863		-0.00159		0.805		0.02295		0.749		-0.027		0.878		-0.00558		0.966

		Made a personal long distance call		0.03543		0.03543		0.408		0.03143		0.03143		0.608		0.07939		0.07939		0.554		0.135		0.135		0.238		0.004731		0.411		0.06111		0.339		0.02454		0.875		0.05848		0.616

		Had a serious argument with a partner (e.g., spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend) 		0.07914		0.07914		0.057		0.09719		0.09719		0.146		-0.0325		-0.0325		0.771		0.167		0.167		0.117		0.002664		0.663		0.08367		0.178		-0.113		0.456		0.09883		0.383		0.214		0.209

		Read a book		-0.0315		-0.0315		0.469		-0.0209		-0.0209		0.743		0.02556		0.02556		0.876		-0.154		-0.154		0.116		-0.00744		0.202		-0.0654		0.313		0.0909		0.567		-0.0573		0.628

		Watched a sports event on TV		-0.146		-0.146		0.756		-0.0629		-0.0629		0.375		0.12		0.12		0.431		0.142		0.142		0.214		0.01259		0.045		-0.103		0.14		0.216		0.208		0.269		0.035		0.07487		0.696

		Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment		0.03478		0.03478		0.451		0.0004863		0.0004863		0.994		0.0644		0.0644		0.715		0.05949		0.05949		0.578		0.002432		0.694		-0.033		0.63		0.09907		0.556		0.118		0.346

		Wrote a personal letter		-0.00801		-0.00801		0.851		-0.0602		-0.0602		0.39		0.03535		0.03535		0.799		0.0314		0.0314		0.738		0.004504		0.43		-0.0416		0.513		0.07723		0.62		0.06517		0.574

		Played a team sport		0.06622		0.06622		0.048		0.01099		0.01099		0.822		0.08349		0.08349		0.433		0.208		0.208		0.017		0.007795		0.082		0.0225		0.655		0.06216		0.61		0.183		0.045		0.116		0.394

		Sent a greeting card		-0.0525		-0.0525		0.238		-0.0893		-0.0893		0.181		-0.334		-0.334		0.026		0.107		0.107		0.319		0.007451		0.212		-0.0957		0.148		-0.244		0.132		0.203		0.093		0.456		0.012

		Visited relatives		0.008343		0.008343		0.871		-0.00199		-0.00199		0.98		-0.084		-0.084		0.647		0.104		0.104		0.369		0.002904		0.674		0.07741		0.77		-0.105		0.579		0.06101		0.664

		Received a speeding ticket		-0.00175		-0.00175		0.917		-0.551		-0.551		0.782		-0.103		-0.103		0.861		0.0175		0.0175		0.717		0.00081		0.721		-0.0174		0.491		0.008376		0.892		0.04373		0.343

		Which of the following things do you do most week nights after dinner and before bed?

		Read the newspaper		0.031		0.031		0.293		0.02836		0.02836		0.534		-0.0772		-0.0772		0.417		0.08249		0.08249		0.143		0.001164		0.756		0.03503		0.393		-0.111		0.27		0.04484		0.549		0.153		0.175

		Watch news on TV		-0.0928		-0.0928		0.831		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.512		-0.319		-0.319		0.024		0.255		0.255		0.008		0.01597		0.003		-0.0294		0.625		-0.288		0.05		0.279		0.011		0.56		0.001

		Watch other programs on TV		0.01344		0.01344		0.765		-0.0484		-0.0484		0.436		-0.112		-0.112		0.394		0.211		0.211		0.049		0.0114		0.042		-0.0263		0.674		-0.0862		0.573		0.23		0.044		0.309		0.071

		Read a book or magazine		-0.072		-0.072		0.139		0.03536		0.03536		0.593		-0.293		-0.293		0.066		-0.101		-0.101		0.355		-0.00189		0.756		0.02285		0.735		-0.314		0.058		-0.108		0.382		0.205		0.269

		Listen to music		-0.0118		-0.0118		0.801		-0.0668		-0.0668		0.305		0.231		0.231		0.089		-0.0157		-0.0157		0.889		-0.0000921		0.987		-0.0579		0.372		0.293		0.066		0.03695		0.755		-0.255		0.152

		Talk with family members		0.08216		0.08216		0.096		0.03206		0.03206		0.646		0.0292		0.0292		0.84		0.253		0.253		0.031		0.01022		0.097		0.04502		0.512		-0.0189		0.91		0.205		0.102		0.217		0.25

		Do house cleaning chores		-0.0391		-0.0391		0.454		-0.0611		-0.0611		0.413		-0.334		-0.334		0.061		0.06292		0.06292		0.555		0.002987		0.648		-0.041		0.572		-0.301		0.091		0.08798		0.507		0.377		0.058

		Play a PC game		0.08414		0.08414		0.025		0.136		0.136		0.026		0.09376		0.09376		0.399		-0.0101		-0.0101		0.887		-0.00522		0.285		0.141		0.007		-0.0378		0.767		-0.148		0.12		-0.117		0.413

		Play a console-based game (e.g. PlayStation, GameCube, Xbox)		-0.0349		-0.0349		0.381		-0.00265		-0.00265		0.964		0.03883		0.03883		0.773		0.06488		0.06488		0.397		0.006738		0.176		-0.00908		0.869		0.04442		0.742		0.07829		0.437

		comb6: Use of other media: newspaper, tv news, other tv,  books/mags Scale is 0-4		-0.0368		-0.0092		0.7		-0.0244				0.851		-0.801		-0.20025		0.009		0.448		0.112		0.037		0.02663		0.026		0.002246		0.986		-0.8		0.013		0.446		0.064		1.226		0.001

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.789, p=.008, dummy * newbies is .778, p=.018, dummy * elders is 1.226, p=.001

		comb7: Outreach: pers long distance call+pers letter+sent card. Scale is 0-4		-0.0385		-0.009625		0.666		-0.118				0.377		-0.219				0.394		0.274				0.164		0.01669		0.135

		comb8: Sports: watched on tv + played on team. Scale is 0-2		0.06111				0.345		-0.0519				0.561		0.203				0.294		0.35		0.175		0.022		0.02038		0.012		-0.0809		0.366		0.278		0.205		0.452		0.006

		comb9: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+lettertoeditor+club meet+disc Pol. Scale is 0-7		0.142		0.0202857143		0.17		0.168				0.307		-0.332				0.304		0.435		0.0621428571		0.027		0.01016		0.433		0.189		0.189		-0.521		0.14		0.239		0.363		0.733		0.064

		comb10: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-6		0.133				0.184		0.156				0.323		-0.318				0.324		0.358		0.0596666667		0.055

		comb11: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-5		0.112		0.0224		0.236		0.07692				0.609		-0.312				0.293		0.401		0.0802		0.026

		comb12: Civic index: attend pub meet+petition+disc Pol  SCALE is 0-3		0.03452				0.652

		comb13: Civic index: attend pub meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-2

		comb18 is socially desirable media





Internet Use, Kraut Qs

		Kraut replications/extensions		First set of regressions: Is there an effect?						Is there an effect for the three groups independently?																		Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Question text: How often do you use the Internet for . . . (questions from Kraut et al, Internet Paradox Revisited)		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Finding information about local events		-0.0971		-0.01942		0.464		-0.203		-0.0406		0.288		-0.4		-0.08		0.325		-0.0445754119		-0.0089150824		0.878		-0.0012		0.942		-0.147		0.422		-0.239		0.593		0.06685		0.843

		Finding information about national or international events: 3 groups close to dif.		-0.225		-0.045		0.071		-0.208		-0.0416		0.283		-0.855		-0.171		0.019		-0.208		-0.0416		0.417		-0.00347		0.823		-0.189		0.271		-0.678		0.105		-0.0415		0.895		0.635		0.177

		Being entertained		0.0543		0.01086		0.553		0.125		0.025		0.358		0.158		0.0316		0.575		-0.349		-0.0698		0.073		-0.0218		0.057		0.06636		0.602		0.108		0.727		-0.374		0.109		-0.435		0.212

		Finding out about the news		-0.0343		-0.00686		0.721		-0.0364		-0.00728		0.806		0.06517		0.013034		0.826		0.03016		0.006032		0.876		0.003514		0.769		-0.03		0.823		0.08508		0.793		0.05061		0.836

		Killing time		0.241		0.0482		0.016		0.316		0.0632		0.027		0.02279		0.004558		0.944		0.105		0.021		0.617		-0.00878		0.482		0.275		0.048		-0.246		0.467		-0.131		0.607		0.135		0.722

		Releasing tension		0.11		0.022		0.393		0.03478		0.006956		0.852		0.351		0.0702		0.403		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.791		-0.00248		0.877		0.07666		0.666		0.295		0.496		-0.153		0.64

		Overcoming loneliness		0.05281		0.010562		0.647		0.04289		0.008578		0.802		-0.0652		-0.01304		0.856		0.187		0.0374		0.446		0.01156		0.428		0.06946		0.663		-0.127		0.744		0.116		0.696

		Buying or selling something		0.06533		0.013066		0.615		0.185		0.037		0.296		0.09046		0.018092		0.824		-0.226		-0.0452		0.461		-0.0248		0.136		0.142		0.427		-0.0308		0.944		-0.346		0.305

		Downloading software		-0.105		-0.021		0.33		0.004638		0.0009276		0.977		-0.356		-0.0712		0.293		-0.466		-0.0932		0.039		-0.0243		0.074		0.003296		0.982		-0.354		0.327		-0.461		0.096		-0.104		0.799

				-0.373		-0.0746		0.011		-0.336		-0.0672		0.118		-1.093		-0.2186		0.018		-0.422		-0.0844		0.172		-0.00469		0.797		-0.302		0.135		-0.786		0.111		-0.128		0.731		0.645		0.244

		Download music		-0.0872		-0.01744		0.461		-0.244		-0.0488		0.165		0.08608		0.017216		0.822		0.169		0.0338		0.478		0.02116		0.15		-0.171		0.298		0.254		0.524		0.303		0.314

		Getting help for a personal problem		-0.04077		-0.008154		0.697		0.02639		0.005278		0.862		-0.759		-0.1518		0.039		0.008678		0.0017356		0.964		-0.00126		0.923		0.04077		0.778		-0.775		0.028		-0.025		0.925		0.747		0.059

		Doing work for your job		0.179		0.0358		0.16		0.223		0.0446		0.222		0.005681		0.0011362		0.987		0.15		0.03		0.625		0.00157		0.942		0.184		0.299		-0.159		0.712		-0.000914		0.998

		Doing school work		-0.116		-0.0232		0.27		-0.082		-0.0164		0.569		-0.15		-0.03		0.678		0.04297		0.008594		0.852		0.01188		0.365		-0.143		0.327		-0.0095		0.979		0.237		0.375

		Finding information relevant to a hobby		-0.0843		-0.01686		0.462		-0.127		-0.0254		0.441		-0.44		-0.088		0.178		0.07151		0.014302		0.787		0.01371		0.338		-0.12		0.447		-0.307		0.426		0.213		0.464		0.511		0.24

		Meeting someone new		-0.145		-0.029		0.184		-0.00363		-0.000726		0.982		-0.461		-0.0922		0.168		-0.185		-0.037		0.441		-0.00552		0.685		-0.00443		0.977		-0.438		0.234		-0.178		0.523

		Visiting chat rooms		-0.02539		-0.005078		0.769		0.03655		0.00731		0.767		-0.398		-0.0796		0.181		-0.00352		-0.000704		0.984		-0.00368		0.732		0.009172		0.939		-0.402		0.168		-0.0021		0.992		0.406		0.215

		Keeping in touch with someone far away		-0.0999		-0.01998		0.407		-0.115		-0.023		0.518		-0.041		-0.0082		0.907		-0.162		-0.0324		0.56		-0.0042		0.779		-0.149		0.373		0.111		0.792		0.004672		0.988

		Communicating with friends in the local area		0.118		0.0236		0.359		0.116		0.0232		0.543		0.122		0.0244		0.715		-0.177		-0.0354		0.563		-0.0207		0.198		0.142		0.428		-0.00789		0.986		-0.336		0.307		-0.328		0.502

		How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work.*		0.114		0.0047919294		0.948		-0.153		-0.0064312736		0.949		3.346		0.1406473308		0.497		0.519		0.021815889		0.906		-0.0653		0.767		0.353		0.885		3.104		0.605		-0.227		0.959		-3.56		0.596

		*Divided by mean (value here)

		Closeness to first friend		1.861		0.01861		0.233		1.626		0.01626		0.514		-1.333		-0.01333		0.77		0.103		0.00103		0.973		-0.0862		0.658		1.647		0.448		-2.911		0.584		-1.278		0.747		1.709		0.774

		Closeness to second friend: inverse pattern here. Weird? 3rd regg shows sig among all 3		1.089		0.01089		0.641		-1.38		-0.0138		0.705		18.822		0.18822		0.003		-5.046		-0.05046		0.319		-0.262		0.37		-1.802		0.578		20.458		0.01		-2.902		0.623		-22.874		0.01

		Closeness to third friend		1.584		0.01584		0.68		1.3		0.013		0.862		14.037		0.14037		0.057		-2.957		-0.02957		0.616		-0.118		0.807		0.487		0.928		13.836		0.291		-2.631		0.788		-15.961		0.277

		Closeness to fourth friend		-3.451		-0.03451		0.227		-6.512		-0.06512		0.141		-0.214		-0.00214		0.979		-0.108		-0.00108		0.986		0.239		0.503		-7.79		0.049		7.18		0.475		8.578		0.235		2.252		0.841

		Closeness to fifth friend:		-10.522		-0.10522		0.016		-12.663		-0.12663		0.038		-21.386		-0.21386		0.16		-12.927		-0.12927		0.167		-0.34		0.519		-13.819		0.022		-8.701		0.599		1.123		0.915		10.398		0.562

		Closeness to sixth friend 3rd regess highly sig. Dif among 3 groups		-8.06		-0.0806		0.102		-1.019		-0.01019		0.883		-49.278		-0.49278		0.003		-8.444		-0.08444		0.391		-0.331		0.568		-3.234		0.634		-45.662		0.009		-3.799		0.743		41.865		0.026

		Total closeness of friendships		-20.483		-0.0341383333		0.091		-18.713		-0.0311883333		0.354		-56.679		-0.094465		0.058		-26.622		-0.04437		0.236		-0.67		0.638		-25.79		0.127		-31.374		0.464		3.998		0.889		37.987		0.414

		Mean closeness of friendships		-3.414		-0.03414		0.091		-3.119		-0.03119		0.354		-9.446		-0.09446		0.058		-4.437		-0.04437		0.236		-0.112		0.638		-4.298		0.127		-5.229		0.464		0.666		0.889		6.331		0.414

		Mean closeness Friends1-3		1.442		0.01442		0.435		0.495		0.00495		0.884		10.508		0.10508		0.012		-2.95		-0.0295		0.352		-0.168		0.466		0.06162		0.981		10.528		0.094		-2.536		0.588		-12.682		0.072

		Mean closeness Friends4-6		-7.775		-0.07775		0.012		-7.353		-0.07353		0.106		-21.445		-0.21445		0.022		-7.518		-0.07518		0.23		-0.115		0.752		-8.905		0.038		-12.789		0.241		2.341		0.749		15.601		0.188

		Looks like play makes people closer to their main friends or stay the same, and pull away from their less-close friends at the same time.

		Offline/Online Spectrum for 6 friendships		0.02113		0.004226		0.793		0.07842		0.0007842		0.512		0.09593		0.0009593		0.587		-0.0968		-0.000968		0.603		-0.00751		0.421		0.09735		0.402		-0.000717		0.998		-0.216		0.268		-0.22		0.396

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #1 friend More drawing closer evidence for closest		-0.0653		-0.01306		0.45		-0.0885		-0.000885		0.44		-0.572		-0.00572		0.046		-0.0472		-0.000472		0.807		-0.00308		0.774		-0.0405		0.736		-0.524		0.073		-0.0284		0.896		0.48		0.141

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #2 friend		-0.193		-0.0386		0.111		-0.21		-0.0021		0.204		-0.642		-0.00642		0.104		-0.000533		-0.00000533		0.998		0.01074		0.473		-0.195		0.248		-0.463		0.255		0.196		0.519		0.649		0.154

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #3 friend		-0.106		-0.0212		0.408		0.08853		0.0008853		0.663		-0.195		-0.00195		0.62		-0.528		-0.00528		0.039		-0.0335		0.035		0.103		0.567		-0.265		0.552		-0.645		0.045		-0.406		0.411

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #4 friend		0.05047		0.010094		0.717		-0.0524		-0.000524		0.796		0.247		0.00247		0.587		0.127		0.00127		0.68		0.006719		0.7		-0.0386		0.843		0.293		0.557		0.141		0.692

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #5 friend		-0.14		-0.028		0.412		0.194		0.00194		0.423		-0.585		-0.00585		0.307		-0.411		-0.00411		0.211		-0.0156		0.44		0.182		0.457		-0.756		0.174		-0.582		0.153

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #6 friend: distant friends move online or are replaced by online people		0.227		0.0454		0.303		0.425		0.00425		0.171		1.295		0.01295		0.035		-0.494		-0.00494		0.272		-0.332		0.189		0.331		0.296		0.968		0.132		-0.744		0.151		-1.667		0.019

		Negatives in on/off mean friendship moved more online. Pos means moved offline.

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/6 friends		0.0167		0.00334		0.83		0.118		0.00118		0.309		0.147		0.00147		0.465		-0.0747		-0.000747		0.63		-0.00953		0.285		0.169		0.133		-0.0162		0.943		-0.276		0.13

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#1 friend		-0.0213		-0.00426		0.856		0.128		0.00128		0.464		-0.259		-0.00259		0.473		-0.193		-0.00193		0.432		-0.0177		0.225		0.135		0.408		-0.385		0.332		-0.323		0.276

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#2 friend		-0.0854		-0.01708		0.493		0.04808		0.0004808		0.787		-0.224		-0.00224		0.555		-0.143		-0.00143		0.607		-0.00868		0.575		0.01745		0.92		-0.243		0.563		-0.132		0.674

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#4 friend		0.0497		0.00994		0.718		-0.0974		-0.000974		0.619		0.474		0.00474		0.318		0.217		0.00217		0.469		0.01223		0.476		-0.0866		0.654		0.552		0.264		0.307		0.378

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#6 friend		0.195		0.039		0.365		-0.0671		-0.000671		0.852		1.18		0.0118		0.035		0.193		0.00193		0.592		-0.000343		0.989		0.04019		0.897		1.11		0.08		0.09529		0.852		-1.07		0.125

		Freq of phone contact w/6 friends		0.09959		0.019918		0.289		0.02405		0.0002405		0.862		0.04851		0.0004851		0.839		0.09129		0.0009129		0.64		-0.00247		0.816		-0.00739		0.958		0.0433		0.872		0.129		0.565

		Freq of phone contact w/#1 friend		0.005341		0.0010682		0.962		0.04914		0.0004914		0.74		-0.541		-0.00541		0.143		-0.0134		-0.000134		0.957		-0.0135		0.33		0.03553		0.82		-0.572		0.129		-0.0266		0.925		0.561		0.182

		Freq of phone contact w/#3 friend		0.138		0.0276		0.348		0.363		0.00363		0.109		-0.0372		-0.000372		0.932		0.04236		0.0004236		0.894		-0.00671		0.715		0.29		0.161		-0.318		0.528		-0.226		0.546

		Freq of phone contact w/#5 friend		0.07752		0.015504		0.662		-0.12		-0.0012		0.653		0.187		0.00187		0.744		-0.0598		-0.000598		0.858		-0.0119		0.568		-0.124		0.635		0.287		0.622		0.06677		0.874

		Freq of online contact w/6 friends		0.129		0.0258		0.197		0.07232		0.0007232		0.627		-0.00367		-0.0000367		0.986		0.37		0.0037		0.104		0.01293		0.256		0.05315		0.713		-0.0611		0.831		0.343		0.15

		Freq of online contact w/#1 friend		0.189		0.0378		0.208		0.07583		0.0007583		0.7		0.532		0.00532		0.275		0.387		0.00387		0.272		0.01048		0.576		0.07325		0.727		0.459		0.368		0.318		0.403

		Freq of online contact w/#2 friend		0.416		0.0832		0.015		0.45		0.0045		0.068		0.882		0.00882		0.107		0.536		0.00536		0.149		0.0136		0.523		0.464		0.053		0.439		0.447		0.06669		0.877		-0.398		0.538

		Freq of online contact w/#3 friend		0.03716		0.007432		0.833		0.02477		0.0002477		0.93		-0.14		-0.0014		0.792		0.03801		0.0003801		0.914		0.003265		0.881		-0.0421		0.866		-0.0949		0.877		0.109		0.806

		Freq of online contact w/#4 friend		0.0388		0.00776		0.836		-0.0044		-0.000044		0.987		-0.298		-0.00298		0.631		0.149		0.00149		0.73		0.008108		0.728		-0.0224		0.933		-0.268		0.691		0.21		0.657

		Freq of online contact w/#5 friend		0.225		0.045		0.333		0.0658		0.000658		0.854		0.538		0.00538		0.417		0.503		0.00503		0.293		0.02336		0.392		0.007589		0.982		0.527		0.49		0.54		0.335

		Freq of online contact w/#6 friend		-0.0165		-0.0033		0.95		-0.247		-0.00247		0.531		-0.808		-0.00808		0.252		0.372		0.00372		0.464		0.01659		0.583		-0.174		0.647		-0.65		0.398		0.517		0.404

		"Our whole family usually eats dinner together"		0.05379		0.010758		0.669		0.223		0.0446		0.272		-0.238		-0.0476		0.477		-0.213		-0.0426		0.422		-0.0204		0.197		0.203		0.254		-0.435		0.293		-0.412		0.204

		Minutes/day communicating w/most interacted with family member		-4.304		-0.0371034483		0.905		-16.167		-0.1393706897		0.836		-90.257		-0.7780775862		0.029		-25.604		-0.2207241379		0.435		-1.511		0.738		-8.022		0.873		-85.583		0.488		-22.117		0.81		61.157		0.658

		Quality of communication w/that person		-0.0586		-0.01172		0.523		-0.00527		-0.001054		0.97		-0.367		-0.0734		0.219		-0.368		-0.0736		0.06		-0.0201		0.077		-0.0483		0.714		-0.326		0.333		-0.29		0.215		0.06182		0.867

		Minutes w/second most person		-15.6		-0.2862385321		0.105		-11.862		-0.2176513761		0.381		-64.392		-1.1815045872		0.012		-21.946		-0.4026788991		0.361		-0.0937		0.938		-15.717		0.239		-48.846		0.135		-3.257		0.894		48.389		0.187

		Quality of communication w/that person		0.08137		0.016274		0.486		9.121		1.8242		0.96		0.05299		0.010598		0.898		-0.102		-0.0204		0.668		-0.00851		0.553		0.00609		0.971		0.03924		0.929		-0.106		0.723		-0.133		0.783

		This looks very bad. Vetrans start talking w/family less, and long-termers actually have large quality decreases. Really large given it's 1 month and they've played for a year already

		comb14: Min w/1st & 2nd fam member		-19.904		-0.1167390029		0.61		-28.03				0.726		-154.649		-0.9070322581		0.011		-47.551				0.342		-1.604		0.742

		comb16: Net-based social outreach scale is 0-3		-0.218				0.308		0.05547				0.861		-1.624		-0.5413333333		0.028		-0.182				0.643		-0.0102		0.7		0.04065		0.891		-1.621		0.024		-0.201		0.709

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.605, p=.015, dummy * newbies is 1.687, p=.02, dummy * elders is 1.419, p=.077

		comb17: Net for info search->info on local events + info on national/int’l events + info on hobby Scale is 0-3		-0.357		-0.119		0.167		-0.447				0.249		-1.698		-0.566		0.031		-0.197				0.714		0.004677		0.884

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.649, p=.039, dummy * newbies is 1.228, p=.163, dummy * elders is 1.436, p=.14





Media Displacement

		Media Use																														Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

				Variable name		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

				tvhrs		How many hours per day do you spend watching television on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?		0.204		0.0085		0.537		0.401		0.0167083333		0.419		0.207		0.008625		0.853		-0.176		-0.0073333333		0.828		-0.0366		0.409		0.208		0.674		-0.00898		0.994		-0.318		0.725		-0.163		0.904

				paper		How many days in the past week did you read a newspaper?		0.273		0.039		0.175		0.463		0.0926		0.146		0.002165		0.000433		0.997		0.661		0.1322		0.158		0.0248		0.359		0.326		0.279		-0.313		0.671		0.438		0.425		0.802		0.33





VG uses&habits&prefs

		VG Use questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do you regularly play video games with a friend/friends?		-0.0364		-0.0364		0.356		-0.0114		-0.0114		0.842		0.06884		0.06884		0.599		-0.103		-0.103		0.202		-0.00377		0.444		-0.0289		0.597		0.0956		0.473		-0.066		0.512

		Do you regularly play video games with a romantic partner, e.g. spouse, fiancé, boyfriend/girlfriend?		-0.0187		-0.0187		0.552		0.02173		0.02173		0.606		0.04917		0.04917		0.629		-0.0987		-0.0987		0.17		-0.00681		0.082		0.008848		0.839		0.04007		0.705		-0.105		0.192		-0.14		0.241

		Do you regularly play video games with a relative?		0.01913		0.01913		0.632		0.05882		0.05882		0.31		-0.0385		-0.0385		0.764		-0.0522		-0.0522		0.533		-0.00506		0.309		0.05254		0.342		-0.0919		0.494		-0.0958		0.346

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games?		1.223		0.0700859599		0.324		3.374				0.064		-2.361				0.515		0.865				0.761		-0.101		0.523		2.116		0.228		-4.426		0.278		-0.598		0.852		4.408		0.339

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games online?		-0.161		-0.0106411104		0.894		0.778				0.656		-3.894				0.281		0.24				0.927		-0.028		0.846		1.027		0.568		-4.69		0.235		-0.814		0.784

		How fast do you like the action in video games to be?		0.157		0.0224285714		0.113		0.01288		0.00184		0.933		0.167		0.0238571429		0.569		0.397		0.0567142857		0.049		0.01855		0.133		0.01559		0.909		0.159		0.633		0.391		0.12		0.241		0.521

		How violent do you like your video games to be?		0.117		0.0167142857		0.353		0.2		0.0285714286		0.252		0.03853		0.0055042857		0.93		0.229		0.0327142857		0.387		0.01294		0.411		0.108		0.538		-0.0666		0.876		0.17		0.598		0.292		0.542

		When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?		0.304		0.0434285714		0.021		0.26		0.0371428571		0.163		0.03561		0.0050871429		0.935		0.265		0.0378571429		0.337		-0.000741		0.964		0.18		0.322		-0.152		0.732		0.126		0.706		0.338		0.498

		How much strategy do you prefer in your video games?		0.05114		0.0073057143		0.679		0.09822		0.0140314286		0.6		-0.321		-0.0458571429		0.313		0.337		0.0481428571		0.239		0.01683		0.275		0.07184		0.675		-0.383		0.358		0.304		0.334

		Generally speaking, do you prefer to play video games solo, or with a lot of people?		-0.0244		-0.0034857143		0.863		-0.091		-0.013		0.639		-0.825		-0.1178571429		0.075		0.104		0.0148571429		0.732		0.002123		0.904		0.004911		0.98		-0.859		0.071		0.01417		0.969		0.804		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		-0.32523

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		-0.06523

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.25623

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		1.629		0.533		0.003		-0.248		0.082		0.003		-0.825		0.460		0.075

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.378		0.401		0.347		0.021		0.069		0.765		0.104		0.303		0.732

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.893		0.443		0.044		-0.046		0.040		0.249		-0.780		0.438		0.075

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.928		0.436		0.034		-0.995		0.506		0.050		0.668		0.482		0.167		0.804		0.534		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		0.398		0.507		0.434		-0.060		0.078		0.448		0.036		0.438		0.935

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.075		0.365		0.837		-0.042		0.063		0.506		0.265		0.276		0.337

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.330		0.414		0.425		-0.041		0.037		0.270		-0.019		0.409		0.963

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.338		0.408		0.407		-0.410		0.473		0.386		0.275		0.450		0.542		0.338		0.499		0.498





Social Capital&Community

		Social Capital & Community Measures																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of community?		0.05905		0.05905		0.208		0.236		0.236		0.001		-0.2		-0.2		0.144		-0.0811		-0.0811		0.316		-0.013		0.026		0.236		0		-0.435		0.002		-0.321		0.006		0.104		0.517

		Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community?		-0.00655		-0.00655		0.877		0.04852		0.04852		0.451		-0.142		-0.142		0.307		-0.121		-0.121		0.142		-0.0105		0.046		0.08267		0.166		-0.224		0.113		0.22		0.042		-0.018		0.91

		Do the people you work with or go to school with give you a strong sense of community?		-0.0701		-0.0701		0.193		0.0008681		0.0008681		0.992		-0.267		-0.267		0.078		-0.12		-0.12		0.321		-0.00482		0.477		-0.00858		0.91		-0.269		0.139		-0.111		0.417		0.156		0.442

		Do people you have met online give you a strong sense of community?: newbies & elders dif than vets in 3rd regress		-2.66		-2.66		0.619		0.06623		0.06623		0.405		-0.275		-0.275		0.063		0.0587		0.0587		0.6		0.003076		0.626		0.07642		0.314		-0.351		0.046		-0.0215		0.867		0.315		0.102

		Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?		0.02684		0.02684		0.62		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.672		0.29		0.29		0.094		-0.0961		-0.0961		0.386		-0.0049		0.469		-0.0534		0.478		0.354		0.048		-0.0291		0.833		-0.361		0.075

		What about the people online?		0.03854		0.009635		0.61		-0.0656		-0.0164		0.567		0.315		0.07875		0.167		-0.0911		-0.022775		0.56		-0.00677		0.469		-0.0963		0.363		0.412		0.104		0.01946		0.918		-0.361		0.202

		What about the local police?		-0.102		-0.0255		0.135		-0.0647		-0.016175		0.54		-0.225		-0.05625		0.252		-0.0655		-0.016375		0.647		-0.00139		0.869		-0.0801		0.404		-0.15		0.512		0.02383		0.889

		Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?		0.02988		0.02988		0.412		-0.0203		-0.0203		0.686		0.03946		0.03946		0.651		0.05561		0.05561		0.545		0.001927		0.67		-0.0103		0.838		0.03785		0.755		0.0596		0.512

		Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live?		0.03178		0.007945		0.594		0.134		0.0335		0.132		-0.0672		-0.0168		0.712		-0.0194		-0.00485		0.878		-0.0231		0.755		0.122		0.14		-0.197		0.353		-0.141		0.349

		Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live?		0.07795		0.0194875		0.385		0.08042		0.020105		0.538		0.106		0.0265		0.689		0.393		0.09825		0.043		0.01871		0.091		0.08996		0.471		0.0027		0.993		0.281		0.212		0.271		0.42

		Online Bridging newbies sig dif than vets in 3rd regress, 3.198, p=.093		-0.24		-0.0048		0.66		0.868		0.01736		0.278		-2.525		-0.0505		0.208		-0.573		-0.01146		0.55		-0.0423		0.523		0.898		0.249		-0.3235		0.084		-1.393		0.302		1.736		0.398

		Online Bonding		0.695		0.0139		0.375		0.906		0.01812		0.456		0.593		0.01186		0.832		0.561		0.01122		0.687		-0.0282		0.762		1.105		0.332		-0.163		0.952		-0.619		0.745

		Offline Bridging		-0.403		-0.00806		0.458		0.282		0.00564		0.717		-1.132		-0.02264		0.495		-1.095		-0.0219		0.364		-0.0611		0.357		0.311		0.687		-1.403		0.434		-1.261		0.355

		Offline Bonding		0.377		0.00754		0.47		0.401		0.00802		0.609		-0.157		-0.00314		0.923		1.399		0.02798		0.18		0.05216		0.408		0.388		0.592		-0.621		0.725		1.113		0.387

		Racial Mistrust Online		0.129		0.0258		0.153		0.195		0.039		0.184		0.272		0.0544		0.167		0.06118		0.012236		0.773		-0.0067		0.553		0.173		0.172		0.105		0.725		-0.111		0.63

		Racial Mistrust Offline		0.194		0.0388		0.063		0.08899		0.017798		0.605		0.431		0.0862		0.11		0.147		0.0294		0.485		-0.00494		0.704		0.117		0.42		0.328		0.353		0.004176		0.987		-0.322		0.415

		Mistrust Foreigners Online		-0.0911		-0.01822		0.426		-0.0525		-0.0105		0.74		-0.584		-0.1168		0.077		0.281		0.0562		0.306		0.02708		0.056		-0.0285		0.858		-0.553		0.152		0.303		0.292		0.83		0.055

		Mistrust Foreigners Offline		0.05523		0.011046		0.629		0.101		0.0202		0.513		-0.107		-0.0214		0.781		0.172		0.0344		0.493		0.009301		0.518		0.128		0.422		-0.214		0.579		0.0435		0.881

		Mistrust other ages Online		0.131		0.0262		0.165		0.258		0.0516		0.112		-0.0248		-0.00496		0.922		0.08298		0.016596		0.632		-0.00399		0.733		0.275		0.039		-0.301		0.343		-0.206		0.387		0.07216		0.839

		Mistrust other ages Offline		0.1		0.02		0.448		0.231		0.0462		0.269		-0.0616		-0.01232		0.878		-0.02536		-0.005072		0.923		-0.0106		0.519		0.269		0.149		-0.315		0.481		-0.267		0.424

		Online learn about jobs		-0.112		-0.0224		0.372		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.704		-0.586		-0.1172		0.164		-0.089		-0.0178		0.711		-0.00268		0.862		-0.0615		0.729		-0.538		0.198		-0.0455		0.885

		Offline learn about jobs		0.07547		0.015094		0.463		-0.0615		-0.0123		0.667		0.408		0.0816		0.266		-0.13		-0.026		0.51		-0.00866		0.501		-0.0856		0.546		0.501		0.15		-0.0209		0.936

		Online learn about shopping		0.09859		0.019718		0.461		-0.0818		-0.01636		1		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.987		0.223		0.0446		0.352		-0.000511		0.975		0.06033		0.748		-0.0567		0.897		0.134		0.692

		Offline learn about shopping		-0.0904		-0.01808		0.394		0.106		0.0212		0.532		0.01782		0.003564		0.954		-0.538		-0.1076		0.009		-0.0334		0.012		0.119		0.42		-0.0703		0.841		-0.653		0.016		-0.603		0.128

		Online stay in touch w/what's popular		0.0704		0.01408		0.952		-0.0847		-0.01694		0.961		-0.467		-0.0934		0.244		0.121		0.0242		0.589		0.003562		0.807		-0.00828		0.96		-0.454		0.252		0.119		0.688

		Offline stay in touch w/what's popular		0.01882		0.003764		0.847		-0.0804		-0.01608		0.58		-0.332		-0.0664		0.251		-0.0871		-0.01742		0.678		-0.00574		0.637		-0.0749		0.558		-0.259		0.432		0.001495		0.995

		Online people give info for voting : new, eld dif than vet, curvilinear		-0.118		-0.0236		0.366		0.02285		0.00457		0.912		-0.695		-0.139		0.074		0.04429		0.008858		0.865		-0.000396		0.98		-0.00201		0.991		-0.687		0.12		0.05068		0.876		0.747		0.124

		Offline people give info for voting		-0.136		-0.0272		0.223		-0.238		-0.0476		0.178		0.113		0.0226		0.703		-0.44		-0.088		0.062		-0.0185		0.179		-0.183		0.24		0.308		0.408		-0.28		0.316		-0.595		0.152

		Online people interested in outside my town		0.05252		0.010504		0.644		-0.0249		-0.00498		0.877		-0.171		-0.0342		0.631		0.06503		0.013006		0.793		-0.00168		0.905		0.02567		0.872		-0.199		0.601		0.01474		0.959

		Offline people interested in outside my town		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.547		0.06609		0.013218		0.652		-0.478		-0.0956		0.174		-0.0334		-0.00668		0.884		-0.00579		0.665		0.07782		0.595		-0.515		0.148		-0.0983		0.718

		Online people makes me try new things		-0.13		-0.026		0.184		-0.0296		-0.00592		0.844		-0.267		-0.0534		0.397		-0.202		-0.0404		0.293		-0.00917		0.45		0.008184		0.953		-0.273		0.409		-0.224		0.365

		Offline people makes me try new things		0.03748		0.007496		0.683		0.08934		0.017868		0.533		-0.0661		-0.01322		0.795		-0.203		-0.0406		0.297		-0.0216		0.057		0.105		0.413		-0.168		0.585		-0.319		0.166		-0.164		0.634

		Online people make me curious about other parts of world		0.08435		0.01687		0.385		0.183		0.0366		0.225		-0.0123		-0.00246		0.97		0.05772		0.011544		0.74		-0.00724		0.548		0.179		0.19		-0.177		0.589		-0.112		0.647

		Offline people make me curious about other parts of world		0.01649		0.003298		0.87		-0.0546		-0.01092		0.69		0.279		0.0558		0.408		0.302		0.0604		0.17		0.01779		0.157		-0.021		0.881		0.314		0.355		0.316		0.218

		Online I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		-0.0669		-0.01338		0.466		-0.067		-0.0134		0.645		-0.13		-0.026		0.677		0.05819		0.011638		0.722		0.005427		0.627		-0.0711		0.586		-0.075		0.816		0.125		0.59

		Offline I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		0.196		0.0392		0.072		0.179		0.0358		0.245		0.03191		0.006382		0.927		0.159		0.0318		0.505		-0.0107		0.428		0.159		0.295		-0.139		0.706		0.009805		0.971		0.161		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff religions than me		-0.0187		-0.00374		0.836		0.04134		0.008268		0.772		-0.365		-0.073		0.348		-0.15		-0.03		0.314		-0.0113		0.302		0.03873		0.765		-0.389		0.293		-0.18		0.43

		Offline I hang w/diff religions than me		0.07234		0.014468		0.39		0.178		0.0356		0.161		-0.104		-0.0208		0.708		-0.224		-0.0448		0.164		-0.0175		0.094		0.179		0.13		-0.275		0.33		-0.402		0.061		-0.124		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff races than me		0.04385		0.00877		0.627		0.001166		0.0002332		0.994		-0.111		-0.0222		0.694		-0.0451		-0.00902		0.782		-0.00889		0.421		0.04422		0.729		-0.156		0.62		-0.107		0.635

		Offline I hang w/diff races than me NOTE: Months played positively predicts this, maybe explore further?		-0.087		-0.0174		0.383		-0.0886		-0.01772		0.518		-0.0264		-0.00528		0.943		-0.346		-0.0692		0.081		-0.0155		0.208		-0.0755		0.585		0.03831		0.912		-0.267		0.286		-0.308		0.426

		Int w/people online->feel part of larger comm		-0.0405		-0.0081		0.69		-0.0949		-0.01898		0.529		0.103		0.0206		0.749		-0.05		-0.01		0.822		-0.002		0.874		-0.0629		0.66		0.165		0.644		-0.00473		0.985

		Int w/people offline->feel part of larger comm		0.05894		0.011788		0.58		0.01721		0.003442		0.909		0.243		0.0486		0.499		-0.185		-0.037		0.399		-0.0104		0.432		0.001121		0.994		0.263		0.466		-0.159		0.553

		Int w/people online->feel connected to big picture		-0.00367		-0.000734		0.93		0.07589		0.015178		0.633		-0.274		-0.0548		0.421		-0.0683		-0.01366		0.783		-0.00649		0.641		0.03103		0.841		-0.301		0.414		-0.0747		0.792

		Int w/people offline->feel connected to big picture		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.689		-0.103		-0.0206		0.504		-0.0355		-0.0071		0.918		-0.0923		-0.01846		0.67		-0.00263		0.841		-0.103		0.487		0.07698		0.829		0.01997		0.94

		Int w/people online-> everyone's connected NOTE: Months played leads to more of feeling		-0.177		-0.0354		0.091		0.06941		0.013882		0.66		-0.406		-0.0812		0.234		-0.28		-0.056		0.158		-0.00886		0.496		0.09441		0.52		-0.488		0.167		-0.364		0.168		0.07975		0.84

		Int w/people offline-> everyone's connected : NOTE months played leads to more		-0.0357		-0.00714		0.754		0.02428		0.004856		0.892		-0.0968		-0.01936		0.77		-0.328		-0.0656		0.166		-0.021		0.139		0.05878		0.714		-0.163		0.67		-0.401		0.166

		Online people help each other out * CLOSE in 3rd Regression.		-0.0933		-0.01866		0.324		-0.0516		-0.01032		0.706		-0.546		-0.1092		0.102		-0.0333		-0.00666		0.857		0.002345		0.841		-0.053		0.69		-0.508		0.123		0.02105		0.929

		Offline people help each other out		-0.0387		-0.00774		0.673		-0.0359		-0.00718		0.796		-0.309		-0.0618		0.281		0.193		0.0386		0.301		0.0121		0.291		-0.0152		0.905		-0.304		0.33		0.195		0.4		0.52		0.152

		Online, I would help out stranger		-0.0978		-0.01956		0.324		-0.136		-0.0272		0.352		-0.169		-0.0338		0.572		-0.284		-0.0568		0.179		-0.00969		0.429		-0.169		0.224		0.01344		0.968		-0.0822		0.741

		Offline, I would help out stranger : NOTE : Newbs & Elders both sig dif than vets		-0.217		-0.0434		0.025		-0.0718		-0.01436		0.612		-0.846		-0.1692		0.002		-0.14		-0.028		0.529		0.002932		0.808		-0.0642		0.633		-0.778		0.018		-0.0735		0.763		0.7		0.056

		Online, willing to spend time on comm activities		-0.0373		-0.00746		0.728		-0.0391		-0.00782		0.977		-0.0385		-0.0077		0.928		-0.165		-0.033		0.455		-0.0102		0.439		0.06464		0.669		-0.111		0.765		-0.273		0.31

		Offline, willing to spend time on comm activities		0.04961		0.009922		0.613		0.01313		0.002626		0.925		0.495		0.099		0.155		0.155		0.031		0.436		0.007307		0.552		0.06127		0.652		0.442		0.195		0.06285		0.803

		Online, new people to talk to		-0.362		-0.0724		0.713		0.162		0.0324		0.293		-0.11		-0.022		0.725		-0.028		-0.0056		0.878		-0.0000887		0.994		0.137		0.32		-0.24		0.469		-0.143		0.565

		Offline, new people to talk to		-0.0382		-0.00764		0.71		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.662		-0.304		-0.0608		0.371		-0.0583		-0.01166		0.79		-0.00933		0.467		-0.00969		0.946		-0.285		0.414		-0.0769		0.768

		Online, come in contact w/new people		0.01362		0.002724		0.901		0.118		0.0236		0.511		-0.536		-0.1072		0.151		0.288		0.0576		0.076		0.01585		0.243		0.114		0.457		-0.644		0.081		0.185		0.501		0.816		0.047

		Offline, come in contact w/new people		-0.044		-0.0088		0.713		0.121		0.0242		0.481		-0.21		-0.042		0.583		-0.146		-0.0292		0.57		-0.00736		0.622		0.04855		0.771		-0.253		0.534		-0.152		0.615

		Online, there are people I trust to solve problems		-0.00538		-0.001076		0.964		-0.274		-0.0548		0.117		0.258		0.0516		0.495		0.378		0.0756		0.129		0.02396		0.105		-0.245		0.143		0.505		0.208		0.61		0.042		0.102		0.819

		Offline, there are people I trust to solve problems		0.06846		0.013692		0.457		0.07158		0.014316		0.618		-0.455		-0.091		0.101		0.297		0.0594		0.102		0.01		0.385		0.02747		0.829		-0.505		0.105		0.293		0.208		0.815		0.02

		Online, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		0.08342		0.016684		0.995		-0.19		-0.038		0.289		-0.137		-0.0274		0.712		0.459		0.0918		0.08		0.02003		0.186		-0.0952		0.574		-0.048		0.906		0.505		0.102		0.498		0.277

		Offline, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.474		-0.131		-0.0262		0.334		0.01089		0.002178		0.968		0.08658		0.017316		0.634		0.0129		0.245		-0.12		0.33		0.131		0.666		0.213		0.344

		Online, there are people to talk to when lonely		0.138		0.0276		0.233		0.234		0.0468		0.139		0.367		0.0734		0.345		0.365		0.073		0.124		0.01851		0.203		0.238		0.139		0.124		0.747		0.125		0.671

		Offline, there are people to talk to when lonely		-0.0341		-0.00682		0.735		0.07539		0.015078		0.63		0.251		0.0502		0.394		-0.11		-0.022		0.595		-0.0578		0.648		0.04403		0.752		0.196		0.565		-0.13		0.613

		Online, someone who'd lend me $500		0.06472		0.012944		0.607		-0.0139		-0.00278		0.944		0.207		0.0414		0.58		0.04314		0.008628		0.864		-0.00606		0.703		0.01433		0.935		0.229		0.589		0.02611		0.935

		Offline, someone who'd lend me $500		-0.0425		-0.0085		0.666		-0.118		-0.0236		0.43		-0.153		-0.0306		0.597		-0.209		-0.0418		0.299		-0.00913		0.456		-0.00837		0.951		-0.119		0.721		-0.239		0.336

		Online, people would put rep on line for me		-0.108		-0.0216		0.395		-0.156		-0.0312		0.364		0.03404		0.006808		0.938		-0.262		-0.0524		0.327		-0.00718		0.643		-0.124		0.487		0.177		0.674		-0.153		0.627

		Offline, people would put rep on line for me		0.09814		0.019628		0.306		0.16		0.032		0.279		-0.0805		-0.0161		0.795		0.151		0.0302		0.392		0.002035		0.864		0.168		0.208		-0.239		0.458		-0.0127		0.958

		Online, people would be good job refs for me		0.09428		0.018856		0.451		-0.0222		-0.00444		0.903		0.005759		0.0011518		0.99		0.142		0.0284		0.54		0.000007503		1		0.04554		0.797		-0.0698		0.876		0.03955		0.899

		Offline, people would be good job refs for me		-0.121		-0.0242		0.176		-0.0748		-0.01496		0.603		-0.302		-0.0604		0.232		-0.0859		-0.01718		0.616		0.002489		0.822		-0.0645		0.599		0.227		0.449		-0.00399		0.986

		Online, people would share last dollar w/me		0.05571		0.011142		0.617		0.04817		0.009634		0.771		-0.227		-0.0454		0.587		0.206		0.0412		0.314		0.005717		0.676		0.112		0.477		-0.33		0.403		0.03541		0.9

		Offline, people would share last dollar w/me		-0.089		-0.0178		0.459		0.08464		0.016928		0.597		-0.174		-0.0348		0.59		-0.052		-0.0104		0.827		-0.00108		0.936		0.07714		0.617		-0.243		0.508		-0.119		0.666

		Online, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.1		0.02		0.388		0.02311		0.004622		0.897		0.414		0.0828		0.279		-0.12		-0.024		0.587		-0.013		0.353		0.03131		0.851		0.382		0.327		-0.151		0.6

		Offline, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.06052		0.012104		0.554		0.08907		0.017814		0.561		0.105		0.021		0.763		-0.184		-0.0368		0.349		-0.0159		0.213		0.08802		0.537		0.03799		0.914		-0.261		0.313

		Diversity Index		-0.525		-0.0477272727		0.024		-0.487		-0.0442727273		0.152		-1.299		-0.1180909091		0.039		-0.172		-0.0156363636		0.756		0.01594		0.582		-0.526		0.104		-0.743		0.348		0.396		0.501		1.136		0.2

		comb1: off trust to solve + off job refs		-0.0279				0.848		0.03405				0.884		-0.769		-0.0769		0.061		0.22				0.43		0.011		0.543		-0.00415		0.983		-0.779		0.11		0.273		0.457

		Third interaction for this: Dummy (veterans) is -.797, p=.076, dummy*newbies is .815, p=.099, dummy*elders is 1.057, p=.057

		comb2: off people help each other, I would help stranger		-0.286		-0.0286		0.039		-0.154				0.483		-1.163		-0.1163		0.004		0.04997				0.856		0.01674		0.33		-0.12		0.53		-1.045		0.025		0.157		0.65		1.176		0.024

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.157, p=.007, dummy * newbies is 1.024, p=.03, dummy * elders is 1.176, p=.024

		comb3: general + online trust		0.05734				0.586		-0.132				0.405		0.609		0.3045		0.057		-0.139				0.518		-0.00788		0.545		-0.179		0.225		0.796		0.021		0.06633		0.802

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is .589, p=.061, dummy * newbies is -.72, p=.04, dummy * elders is -.677, p=.08		scale is 0-2. WTF?

		comb4: Sense of comm: neighbors, city, coworkers, online. Scale is 0-4		0.00018				0.999		0.408		0.102		0.069		-0.806		-0.2015		0.043		-0.104		-0.026		0.718		-0.016		0.35		0.44		0.032		-1.277		0.008		-0.557		0.105		0.619		0.222

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.768, p=.069, dummy * newbies is 1.175, p=.014, dummy * elders is .619, p=.222

		comb5: Sense of comm: neighbors, coworkers CHANGE Scale is 0-2		-0.0181				0.833		0.221		0.1105		0.091		-0.523		-0.2615		0.029		-0.141		-0.0705		0.411		-0.0134		0.212		0.211		0.079		-0.745		0.005		-0.352		0.101		0.38		0.202

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.534, p=.024, dummy * newbies is .746, p=.005, dummy * elders is .38, p=.202





Personality, Life Measures

		Personality, Aggression, Well-being																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders (Left blank if n.s., entered if others warrant it)		Sig

		Introversion/Extroversion		-0.137		-0.00137		0.748		-0.196		-0.00196		0.737		1.235		0.01235		0.373		1.014		0.01014		0.276		0.07234		0.177		-0.111		0.851		1.325		0.351		1.105		0.305

		Physical Aggression		-0.246		-0.0054666667		0.539		0.132		0.0029333333		0.828		0.271		0.0060222222		0.831		-1.16		-0.0257777778		0.144		-0.0525		0.291		0.07814		0.889		0.268		0.842		-1.18		0.243

		Verbal Aggression		-0.073		-0.00292		0.773		0.01179		0.0004716		0.976		-0.215		-0.0086		0.746		0.475		0.019		0.394		0.02296		0.466		0.02286		0.949		-0.203		0.812		0.432		0.499

		Loneliness (6 to 30)		0.172		0.0057333333		0.588		0.28		0.0093333333		0.565		-0.257		-0.0085666667		0.787		0.246		0.0082		0.715		0.009079		0.818		0.166		0.711		-0.413		0.702		0.128		0.873

		Self-esteem: Performance (7 to 35)		-0.59		-0.0168571429		0.055		0.172		0.0049142857		0.71		-0.919		-0.0262571429		0.348		-1.634		-0.0466857143		0.006		-0.0831		0.027		-0.0301		0.944		-0.913		0.362		-1.51		0.051		-0.519		0.644

		Self-esteem: Social (7 to 35)		0.08257		0.0023591429		0.83		0.09708		0.0027737143		0.867		-0.283		-0.0080857143		0.816		0.183		0.0052285714		0.814		0.01496		0.756		0.112		0.838		-0.453		0.718		0.04439		0.964

		Self-esteem: Total (14 to 70)		-0.388		-0.0055428571		0.499		0.507		0.0072428571		0.562		-1.129		-0.0161285714		0.514		-1.42		-0.0202857143		0.219		-0.0733		0.303		0.232		0.775		-1.434		0.427		-1.554		0.288

		NOBAGS		0.282		0.0088125		0.368		-0.196		-0.006125		0.691		1.173		0.03665625		0.226		0.527		0.01646875		0.367		0.02477		0.526		-0.201		0.648		1.352		0.195		0.71		0.37

		Chances of robbery w/weapon		6.554		0.06554		0.007		10.769		0.10769		0.001		-8.834		-0.08834		0.263		8.116		0.08116		0.139		0.01218		0.968		10.291		0.002		-19.069		0.02		-1.871		0.761		17.085		0.063

		Chances of physical assault		-0.952		-0.00952		0.701		-2.05		-0.0205		0.564		-2.272		-0.02272		0.766		6.323		0.06323		0.247		0.428		0.169		-2.15		0.53		-0.123		0.988		8.38		0.184

		Chances of rape		2.851		0.02851		0.111		4.067		0.04067		0.148		0.426		0.00426		0.94		1.438		0.01438		0.659		-0.0562		0.802		4.397		0.075		-3.692		0.539		-2.984		0.511

		Chances of murder		2.842		0.02842		0.12		3.521		0.03521		0.162		0.147		0.00147		0.982		1.159		0.01159		0.744		-0.0514		0.824		3.247		0.195		-3.019		0.618		-2.06		0.658

		Feel safe walking alone in suburbs		0.17		0.0242857143		0.198		-0.0453		-0.0064714286		0.829		0.387		0.0552857143		0.306		0.231		0.033		0.393		0.004806		0.771		-0.00681		0.97		0.385		0.391		0.199		0.553

		Feel safe walking alone on campus (higher is less safe)		0.29		0.0414285714		0.026		0.228		0.0325714286		0.191		0.467		0.0667142857		0.25		0.185		0.0264285714		0.555		-0.00403		0.804		0.232		0.202		0.249		0.575		-0.0539		0.871		-0.307		0.536

		Flow		0.03047		0.0076175		0.685		0.114		0.0285		0.362		0.01859		0.0046475		0.933		-0.0386		-0.00965		0.777		-0.006		0.522		0.08022		0.445		-0.0571		0.823		-0.0933		0.625

		Depression		0.08068		0.0015515385		0.882		0.681		0.0130961538		0.433		-0.1267		-0.0024365385		0.496		0.603		0.0115961538		0.552		0.02805		0.67		0.688		0.384		-1.872		0.338		-0.055		0.967

		Happiness		-0.0276		-0.00345		0.846		0.131		0.016375		0.512		-0.499		-0.062375		0.263		0.196		0.0245		0.549		0.005349		0.766		9.482		0.629		-0.593		0.225		0.123		0.733

		General Health		-0.0184		-0.00368		0.828		-0.0723		-0.01446		0.574		-0.149		-0.0298		0.558		0.04882		0.009764		0.785		0.004768		0.652		-0.0744		0.53		-0.0734		0.799		0.125		0.56





Personality, Life Appendix

		Dependent Variable: Performance-based self-esteem scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.884		0.429		0.040		0.219		0.087		0.012		0.025		0.016		0.117		-0.590		0.307		0.055				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.492		0.632		0.019		0.319		0.137		0.021		0.172		0.463		0.710

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Chances of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100 range)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.0924		0.000924

				-3.741		3.336		0.263		-0.051		0.683		0.940		0.061		0.127		0.633		6.554		2.426		0.007				Veterans		3.0566		0.030566

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.1856		0.031856

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-6.885		4.478		0.126		0.509		0.988		0.607		10.769		3.272		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.163		0.183		0.371		-0.028		0.037		0.458		-0.011		0.007		0.124		0.170		0.132		0.198				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.155		0.286		0.588		-0.022		0.063		0.730		-0.045		0.209		0.829

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014						-0.0357142857

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.033		0.180		0.853		0.013		0.037		0.725		-0.017		0.007		0.011		0.290		0.130		0.026				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.171		0.237		0.471		0.045		0.052		0.385		0.228		0.174		0.191

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025						-0.0342857143

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games (1 to 7, more is less violent)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: General health (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		0.118		0.808		-0.009		0.024		0.702		0.003		0.004		0.529		-0.018		0.085		0.828				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.164		0.175		0.350		-0.042		0.039		0.278		-0.072		0.128		0.574

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.344		0.768		0.654		0.080		0.151		0.593		-0.022		0.028		0.440		0.080		0.543		0.882				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.193		1.197		0.872		0.040		0.254		0.860		0.681		0.866		0.433

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.978		0.439		0.026		-0.157		0.089		0.078		-0.020		0.017		0.229		0.172		0.317		0.588				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.760		0.656		0.248		-0.108		0.143		0.451		0.280		0.485		0.565

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.273		0.202		0.176		0.070		0.040		0.098		-2.127		0.007		0.998		-0.028		0.142		0.846				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.359		0.284		0.208		0.090		0.061		0.147		0.131		0.199		0.512

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.501		0.557		0.369		-0.107		0.113		0.343		-0.014		0.021		0.518		-0.246		0.400		0.539				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.733		0.832		0.379		-0.186		0.181		0.305		0.132		0.607		0.828

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.090		0.349		0.805		-0.025		0.071		0.726		-0.010		0.013		0.449		-0.073		0.253		0.773				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.812		0.535		0.130		-0.182		0.118		0.123		0.010		0.396		0.976

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.279		0.434		0.521		-0.058		0.088		0.508		-0.005		0.016		0.764		0.282		0.313		0.368				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.847		0.677		0.212		-0.169		0.148		0.256		-0.196		0.493		0.691

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048						-0.0161875

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of physical assault

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.274		3.395		0.503		-0.415		0.696		0.551		-0.094		0.130		0.469		-0.952		2.475		0.701				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				5.889		4.852		0.226		-1.043		1.073		0.332		-2.050		3.552		0.564

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of rape

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		2.464		0.989		-0.074		0.507		0.885		-0.060		0.094		0.525		2.851		1.784		0.111				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.445		3.841		0.707		0.198		0.852		0.816		4.067		2.800		0.148

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of murder

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.552		2.518		0.311		-0.505		0.524		0.335		-0.087		0.096		0.367		2.842		1.824		0.120				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.702		3.479		0.840		0.200		0.782		0.799		3.521		2.510		0.162

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable:

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

																														Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.
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		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.167		0.764		0.127		0.059		0.154		0.701		0.037		0.029		0.193		-0.240		0.545		0.660				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.359		1.089		0.214		0.053		0.237		0.824		0.868		0.797		0.278

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.436		1.133		0.701		-0.075		0.225		0.739		-0.064		0.041		0.123		0.695		0.783		0.375				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.303		1.719		0.860		-0.113		0.360		0.754		0.906		1.212		0.456

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.747		0.760		0.326		-0.068		0.153		0.656		0.010		0.029		0.717		-0.403		0.542		0.458				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.542		1.031		0.600		-0.052		0.224		0.816		0.282		0.776		0.717

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.910		0.743		0.010		0.183		0.149		0.222		0.036		0.027		0.191		0.377		0.521		0.470				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.642		1.091		0.134		0.154		0.234		0.512		0.401		0.783		0.609

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Offline Social Support Scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Social Support		Esprit de Corps

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.60598		0.060598		0.00080112

				-0.272		0.203		0.181		2.652		0.041		0.522		0.006		0.008		0.407		-0.028		0.145		0.848				Veterans		0.60598		0.060598		-0.02339888

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.60598		0.160598		0.02100112

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.503		0.320		0.117		0.078		0.070		0.265		0.034		0.233		0.884

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.064		2.174		0.030

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.179		0.111		1.609		0.109

		Veterans		0.241		0.113		2.129		0.035

		Elders		0.000		0.100		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Offline espirit de corps

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.04364		0.104364

				-1.910		0.194		0.921		0.044		0.039		0.261		0.014		0.007		0.052		-0.286		0.138		0.039				Veterans		1.27004		0.127004

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.29504		0.129504

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.175		0.303		0.564		-0.006		0.066		0.932		-0.154		0.219		0.483

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.074		0.061		-1.208		0.228

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.104		-0.940		0.348

		Veterans		0.138		0.109		1.258		0.210

		Elders		-0.226		0.100		-2.270		0.025

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.691		0.069

		Vet. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.364		0.057

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.99

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Neighborhood		Co-workers & schoolmates		People online

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.25951		0.0260047		-0.0192834

				-0.093		0.066		0.163		0.019		0.013		0.155		-0.001		0.002		0.795		0.059		0.047		0.208				Veterans		2.29031		-0.0459953		-0.1572834

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.57731		0.0226047		-0.0443172

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.173		0.103		0.096		0.026		0.022		0.241		0.236		0.073		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers & Schoolmates sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.64541

				-0.059		0.073		0.420		0.030		0.015		0.047		0.001		0.003		0.696		-0.070		0.054		0.193				Veterans		1.68741

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.00641

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.145		0.109		0.186		0.044		0.024		0.068		0.001		0.082		0.992

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: Sense of community from people online

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.51958

				-0.071		0.074		0.342		-0.004		0.015		0.810		0.003		0.003		0.230		-0.027		0.053		0.619				Veterans		0.47858

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0.78464

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.060		0.112		0.595		-0.067		0.025		0.786		0.066		0.079		0.405

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.89

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.15		0.0136363636

				0.345		0.321		0.283		0.042		0.066		0.520		-0.023		0.012		0.055		-0.525		0.232		0.024				Veterans		-0.1793		-0.0163

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.0823		-0.0074818182

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.112		0.463		0.808		0.099		0.102		0.332		-0.487		0.339		0.152

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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		Dependent Variable: Played a PC game in the evening (treatment check)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.096		0.052		0.065		0.010		0.011		0.327		-0.001		0.002		0.493		0.084		0.037		0.025				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.119		0.083		0.151		0.013		0.018		0.473		0.136		0.061		0.026

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: "Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?"

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.96

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.724		3.622

				0.030		0.084		0.749		0.001		0.017		0.955		0.000		0.003		0.906		0.092		0.060		0.128				Veterans		0.734		3.672

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.784		3.920

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.135		0.133		0.313		-0.017		0.029		0.561		-0.202		0.098		0.041

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable: In the past month, worked for a political party

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Worked for a political party		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.2496

				0.003		0.019		0.883		0.005		0.004		0.172		0.000		0.001		0.461		0.020		0.014		0.275				Veterans		1.2435

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.8146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.007		0.027		0.799		-0.005		0.006		0.380		0.013		0.020		0.515

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable: Attended a club meeting

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Attended a club meeting		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.87

				-0.016		0.058		0.773		0.000		0.012		0.994		0.000		0.002		0.882		0.060		0.042		0.132				Veterans		3.9

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.177

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.025		0.092		0.786		0.004		0.020		0.831		0.022		0.068		0.745

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable: Played a team sport

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Played a team sport		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.6285

				-0.134		0.050		0.007		0.020		0.010		0.037		0.001		0.002		0.751		0.060		0.036		0.083				Veterans		1.6385

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.3345

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.053		0.067		0.424		0.008		0.015		0.601		0.011		0.049		0.822

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Sent a greeting card

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Sent a greeting card		Effects				Worked for a political party		Attended a club meeting		Played a team sport		Sent a greeting card

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.8423				Newbies		-0.0002887		0.01337407		-0.010576		-0.0800381

				-0.039		0.066		0.653		0.009		0.013		0.526		0.000		0.003		0.938		-0.050		0.048		0.259				Veterans		1.8023				Veterans		-0.0091787		0.04884407		0.003724		-0.0720381

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.1463				Elders		0.0139413		0.05384407		0.040414		-0.0130381

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.033		0.091		0.714		-0.006		0.020		0.751		-0.089		0.067		0.181

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.021		1.475		0.141

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.032		0.745		0.457

		Veterans		0.030		0.040		0.870		0.386

		Elders		0.040		0.039		0.948		0.344

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.042		0.959

		Dependent Variable: Evening use of other media: Newspapers, TV News, TV (non-news), Reading Books or Magazines

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Calculations for graphs

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Educ mean = 3.9

				0.046		0.132		0.730		-0.018		0.027		0.502		0.007		0.005		0.151		-0.037		0.096		0.700						Effect on other media use

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Newbies		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Veterans		0

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Elders		0

				0.232		0.178		0.193		-0.058		0.039		0.137		-0.024		0.130		0.851

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Talk with family members in evenings

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Talk w/family in evenings		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.003		0.068		0.963		-0.014		0.014		0.316		0.003		0.003		0.308		0.082		0.049		0.096				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.021		0.095		0.825		-0.014		0.021		0.502		0.032		0.070		0.646

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Household chores		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.021

				0.134		0.072		0.064		-0.023		0.015		0.114		0.002		0.003		0.406		-0.039		0.052		0.454				Veterans		3.071

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.221

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.097		0.102		0.341		-0.017		0.022		0.459		-0.061		0.074		0.413

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.4934

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		0.2834

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.3354

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable: Writing newspaper (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.018		-1.069		0.286

		Veterans		0.010		0.014		1.000		0.319

		Elders		0.010		0.019		0.631		0.529

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Signed a petition (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Discussed politics (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable: Had friends in for the evening (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable: Went to the home of friends (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable: Went out to see a movie (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Made a personal long-distance call (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.020		-0.953		0.341

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.029		-1.122		0.263

		Veterans		0.010		0.036		0.391		0.696

		Elders		-0.030		0.041		-0.744		0.458

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.516		0.597

		Dependent Variable: Wrote a personal letter (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.020		1.930		0.054

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.033		1.418		0.159

		Veterans		0.060		0.037		1.519		0.131

		Elders		0.010		0.033		0.364		0.716

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.413		0.662

		Dependent Variable: Visited relatives (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966
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		Table entries are unstandardized coefficients from linear regression models, plus standard errors and significance values.

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet to find information on national or international events (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.22961		0.246

				0.031		0.171		0.858		-0.002		0.035		0.954		0.006		0.006		0.341		-0.225		0.124		0.071				Veterans		1.15961		0.232

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.61461		0.323

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.079		0.263		0.765		-0.027		0.058		0.646		-0.208		0.193		0.283

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Killing time (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.45		0.090

				-0.217		0.138		0.116		-0.036		0.028		0.205		0.001		0.005		0.895		0.241		0.100		0.016				Veterans		0.28		0.056

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.303		0.061

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.417		0.194		0.033		0.005		0.042		0.904		0.316		0.142		0.027

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.044		4.331		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.280		0.068		4.159		0.000

		Veterans		0.070		0.087		0.816		0.416

		Elders		0.170		0.076		2.301		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.973		0.140

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet for social outreach (help for personal problem + to meet someone new + for chat rooms, 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.45732		0.230

				0.071		0.295		0.810		-0.008		0.060		0.893		-0.012		0.011		0.279		-0.218		0.213		0.308				Veterans		3.13632		0.209

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.15732		0.210

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.268		0.430		0.534		-0.082		0.094		0.385		0.055		0.316		0.861

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.201		0.093		2.158		0.031

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.150		0.264		0.792

		Veterans		0.295		0.200		1.477		0.142

		Elders		0.321		0.138		2.325		0.021

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.013		0.364

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to Friends 1, 2 and 3

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Friends 1-3		Friends 4-6

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.26374		0.008		-0.064

				-2.066		2.556		0.419		0.428		0.522		0.413		-0.005		0.097		0.963		1.442		1.846		0.435				Veterans		4.11564		0.014		-0.057

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.70464		0.016		-0.054

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-3.272		4.614		0.479		0.728		1.015		0.474		0.495		3.039		0.884										Newbies		0.128		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000		-16.563

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000		-16.816

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4, 5 and 6

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		87.0329		0.290

				-11.411		4.452		0.011		0.441		0.906		0.627		0.025		0.162		0.876		-7.775		3.079		0.012				Veterans		40.9452		0.136

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		40.9452		0.136

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												-17.437		-5.812

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-26.058		6.485		0.000		3.725		1.409		0.009		7.353		4.516		0.106										Newbies		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Minutes w/family member #1		Minutes w/family member #2

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		19.3495		-13.124

				21.808		18.526		0.240		-4.288		3.755		0.256		0.454		0.701		0.517		-24.479		13.382		0.068				Veterans		9.7395		-6.086

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		10.1515		-8.335

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Newbies		0.167		-0.243

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Veterans		0.084		-0.113

				22.901		18.439		0.215		-4.209		3.770		0.265		-21.344		12.470		0.088										Elders		0.088		-0.154

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		14.4288

				5.062		13.302		0.704		-0.322		2.714		0.906		0.321		0.504		0.524		-15.600		9.607		0.105				Veterans		6.691

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		7.06

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-8.553		18.462		0.644		1.927		4.056		0.635		-11.862		13.513		0.381

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.079		1.958		0.582		0.189		0.398		0.636		-0.039		0.074		0.596		-0.950		1.419		0.504				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-7.519		2.418		0.002		1.488		0.530		0.005		2.817		1.774		0.114

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use (Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																																Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.9869		0.996

				0.010		0.106		0.912		-0.003		0.022		0.891		0.004		0.004		0.336		-0.050		0.077		0.511				Veterans		3.0357		1.012

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.4367		1.146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.040		0.147		0.811		-0.009		0.032		0.791		0.020		0.107		0.824

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: Book reading (Yes or No, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.100		0.065		0.124		0.011		0.013		0.399		0.001		0.002		0.780		-0.036		0.047		0.438

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.087		0.078		0.021		0.019		0.262		-0.021		0.064		0.743

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.020		3.568		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.030		2.311		0.022

		Veterans		0.060		0.043		1.447		0.150

		Elders		0.090		0.035		2.437		0.016

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.097		0.908

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.185		0.146		0.204		0.026		0.030		0.374		0.005		0.005		0.325		-0.116		0.106		0.270				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.299		0.197		0.131		0.062		0.043		0.154		-0.082		0.144		0.569

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.215		0.176		0.222		0.032		0.036		0.375		-0.011		0.007		0.092		0.179		0.127		0.160				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.319		0.249		0.202		0.054		0.055		0.329		0.223		0.182		0.222

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Non-work Internet use (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-2.778		2.432		0.254		0.681		0.496		0.171		-0.037		0.092		0.689		0.114		1.757		0.948				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.573		3.291		0.862		-0.064		0.723		0.929		-0.153		2.409		0.949

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Buying or selling online (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.179		0.388		-0.0106		0.036		0.771		-0.00203		0.007		0.765		0.06533		0.13		0.615

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.008937		0.241		0.97		-0.0584		0.053		0.269		0.185		0.177		0.296

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Keeping in touch with friends in the local area (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.216		0.179		0.228		-0.00284		0.036		0.937		-0.00382		0.007		0.569		0.118		0.129		0.359

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.0722		0.263		0.784		-0.0504		0.057		0.38		0.116		0.191		0.543

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467
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		Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

		Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.125		0.061		-2.042		0.042

		Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

		Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

		Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Veterans		0.460		0.125		3.665		0.000

		Elders		0.470		0.109		4.301		0.000

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.101		0.144		0.700		0.485

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.207		0.181		-1.141		0.255

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-2.386		1.797		-1.328		0.186

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use

		(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.107		-0.182		0.856

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.754		0.713		-1.058		0.291

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.340		0.155		2.207		0.028

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.370		0.234		1.579		0.116

		Veterans		0.070		0.293		0.255		0.799

		Elders		0.540		0.290		1.867		0.064

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.173		0.841

		Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.082		0.072		1.163		0.246

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.270		0.022		12.091		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.240		0.034		7.003		0.000

		Veterans		0.260		0.040		6.371		0.000

		Elders		0.310		0.041		7.568		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.973		0.379

		Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.003		0.076		-0.027		0.979

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.056		0.074		0.754		0.452

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.061		0.128		0.478		0.633

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.095		0.198		-0.480		0.632

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.660		0.855		-0.772		0.441

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.315		0.483		-0.653		0.514

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.191		0.604		-0.316		0.752

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.060		0.396		-0.152		0.880

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression

		(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.153		0.492		0.312		0.756

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-10.631		3.256		-3.266		0.001

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				1.776		3.540		0.502		0.617

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-4.018		2.786		-1.442		0.151

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-3.483		2.499		-1.394		0.165

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.039		0.208		0.188		0.851

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.215		0.173		-1.241		0.216

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.199		0.172		-1.156		0.249

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.278		3.376		-0.082		0.934

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				8.737		4.578		1.909		0.058

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				21.249		17.416		1.220		0.224

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				12.548		13.379		0.938		0.349

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

		family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.205		0.202		-1.017		0.310

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.065		0.055		1.170		0.243

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.058		0.095		0.607		0.544

		Veterans		0.039		0.093		0.420		0.675

		Elders		0.096		0.094		1.016		0.311

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.083		0.921

		Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.133		2.393		0.055		0.956

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818										0.63		0.598

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538										0.554		0.52

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685										0.766		0.72

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)																		0.68		0.638

						F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Reading local news**		3.15		2.99		0.63		0.598

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Buying or selling**		2.77		2.6		0.554		0.52

				0.169		0.191		0.884		0.378						Downloading software***		3.83		3.6		0.766		0.72

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Listening to music***		3.4		3.19		0.68		0.638

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.160		0.058		2.743		0.006

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.092		1.731		0.085

		Veterans		0.090		0.109		0.783		0.435

		Elders		0.220		0.102		2.168		0.032

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.414		0.661

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.204		0.176		-1.162		0.247

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to dowload software (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.090		0.100		0.897		0.370

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.230		0.047		4.856		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.076		3.421		0.001

		Veterans		0.220		0.091		2.441		0.016

		Elders		0.190		0.079		2.435		0.016

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.191		0.826

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.229		0.174		1.314		0.190

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.210		0.051		4.128		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.220		0.084		2.613		0.010										Getting help for a personal problem**		0.352		0.324

		Veterans		0.280		0.102		2.733		0.007										Visiting chat rooms*		0.336		0.318

		Elders		0.150		0.084		1.762		0.080										Keeping in touch with local friends**		0.662		0.628

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.487		0.615

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Getting help for a personal problem**		1.76		1.62		0.352		0.324

				-0.049		0.152		-0.325		0.745						Visiting chat rooms*		1.68		1.59		0.336		0.318

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Keeping in touch with local friends**		3.31		3.14		0.662		0.628

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.140		0.046		3.020		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.130		0.073		1.738		0.084

		Veterans		0.140		0.100		1.358		0.177

		Elders		0.150		0.067		2.283		0.024

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.032		0.969

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.038		0.122		-0.313		0.755

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Control		8.62		8.046

				0.090		0.038		2.403		0.017						Treatment (game)		7.493		8.64

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.058		0.417		0.677

		Veterans		0.100		0.080		1.260		0.210

		Elders		0.170		0.061		2.712		0.007

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)														WRITING PUBLIC OFFICIAL

						F		Sig.

						1.268		0.282

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.134		0.190		-0.703		0.483

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.200		0.192		1.040		0.299

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.031		0.170		-0.183		0.855

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.050		1.416		0.158

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.081		0.418		0.676

		Veterans		0.060		0.096		0.668		0.505

		Elders		0.130		0.085		1.464		0.145

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.298		0.743

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.001		0.157		-0.008		0.993

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.040		0.048		-0.742		0.458

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.120		0.075		-1.610		0.109

		Veterans		0.050		0.090		0.557		0.578

		Elders		0.000		0.085		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable:

		Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.110		0.176		0.624		0.533

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.052		0.792		0.429

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.084		-0.349		0.727

		Veterans		0.040		0.090		0.479		0.633

		Elders		0.130		0.097		1.323		0.188

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.816		0.443

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0498		0.04343		-1.147		0.252

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0479		0.06391		-0.749		0.455

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.007		0.0184		0.397		0.692

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.05		0.0303		1.642		0.103

		Veterans		0.017		0.037		0.47		0.639

		Elders		-0.052		0.0287		-1.823		0.071

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.81		0.061

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0185		0.08192		0.226		0.822

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0684		0.07862		-0.871		0.385

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0761		0.19338		-0.393		0.694

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.093		0.0331		2.798		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.085		0.0542		1.578		0.116

		Veterans		-0.014		0.0613		-0.235		0.815

		Elders		0.196		0.0564		3.479		0.001

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.28		0.279

		Dependent Variable:

		Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0986		0.1926		0.512		0.609

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable:

		Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0145		0.01968		-0.736		0.462

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.004		0.006		0.632		0.528

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0762		0.05198		1.467		0.144

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.016		-0.246		0.806

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.025		-0.377		0.706

		Veterans		0.010		0.033		0.425		0.671

		Elders		-0.010		0.024		-0.499		0.619

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)				0.024

						F		Sig.

						0.249		0.780

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0206		0.06697		-0.307		0.759

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable:

		Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0374		0.07096		-0.527		0.599

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable:

		Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0084		0.0483		-0.174		0.862

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place

		of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0049		0.06315		0.078		0.938

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.022		0.534		0.593

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.030		0.780		0.436

		Veterans		-0.060		0.046		-1.345		0.181

		Elders		0.060		0.038		1.588		0.114

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.535		0.080

		Dependent Variable:

		Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0812		0.03511		-2.312		0.022

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.010		0.010		-0.557		0.578

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.017		-0.831		0.407

		Veterans		0.010		0.021		0.332		0.740

		Elders		-0.010		0.016		-0.377		0.707

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.340		0.712

		Dependent Variable:

		Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)														Civic activities		Time 1		Time 2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Signed a petition*		0.21		0.25

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Had friends in***		0.7		0.62

				-0.0655		0.06806		-0.963		0.337						Went to friends' house**		0.7		0.64

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Visited relatives**		0.51		0.44

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals,

		how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1974		0.09788		2.017		0.045

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable:

		Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0154		0.07503		-0.205		0.838

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable:

		Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1055		0.07514		1.404		0.162

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable:

		Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0058		0.07773		-0.075		0.941

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966

		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.8471		0.78904		-1.074		0.285

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2942		0.72959		-0.403		0.687

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2934		0.77242		-0.38		0.705

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.5592		0.48324		-1.157		0.248

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)																T1/5		T2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***		0.85704		0.828

				-0.0772		0.08564		-0.901		0.368						There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*		0.9039		0.884

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***		0.8875		0.828

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.141		0.040		3.477		0.001		4.285		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.190		0.069		2.764		0.006		4.251		4.060

		Veterans		0.150		0.074		2.015		0.046		4.329		4.180

		Elders		0.068		0.065		1.044		0.298		4.292		4.220

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.811		0.445

		Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0471		0.08278		0.569		0.57

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.096		0.039		2.453		0.015		4.520		4.420

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.095		0.064		1.479		0.141		4.438		4.340

		Veterans		0.157		0.073		2.144		0.034		4.564		4.410

		Elders		0.043		0.065		0.663		0.508		4.586		4.540

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.624		0.536

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0096		0.11766		0.082		0.935

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.293		0.055		5.285		0.000		4.438		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.284		0.083		3.431		0.001		4.409		4.130

		Veterans		0.383		0.105		3.633		0.000		4.482		4.100

		Elders		0.227		0.105		2.171		0.031		4.436		4.210

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.593		0.553

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0689		0.09916		-0.695		0.487

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)																T1		T2

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**		0.71882		0.7446

				-0.129		0.047		-2.752		0.006		3.594		3.723		Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*		0.62334		0.643

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)														Offline, people help each other out.*		0.79098		0.808

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.078		0.071		-1.089		0.277		3.660		3.738

		Veterans		-0.237		0.097		-2.457		0.015		3.576		3.813

		Elders		-0.100		0.079		-1.259		0.210		3.525		3.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.046		0.352

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0727		0.09799		0.742		0.459

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.099		0.050		-1.972		0.049		3.117		3.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.035		0.084		0.418		0.676		3.250		3.215

		Veterans		-0.095		0.089		-1.066		0.289		3.131		3.226

		Elders		-0.269		0.084		-3.182		0.002		2.938		3.206

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.517		0.597

		Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0257		0.08554		0.3		0.764

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.082		0.040		-2.041		0.042		3.955		4.040

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.086		0.066		-1.301		0.195		3.933		4.020

		Veterans		0.007		0.077		0.094		0.925		4.043		4.040

		Elders		-0.155		0.067		-2.303		0.023		3.907		4.060

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.189		0.305

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.5182		0.33733		1.536		0.126

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017

		Dependent Variable: Introversion/Extroversion (10 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.
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Visiting chat rooms*
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Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***

There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*

There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***



		



Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**

Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*

Offline, people help each other out.*
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		Time1/5		Time1/5		Time1/5		Time1/5

		Time 2/5		Time 2/5		Time 2/5		Time 2/5



Reading local news**

Buying or selling**

Downloading software***

Listening to music***

0.63

0.554

0.766

0.68

0.598

0.52

0.72

0.638



Sample Characteristics

		

				Some sample demographics

		41.3		% living with spouse

		28.8		w/parent

		20.7		w/child

		1.9		w/grandparent

		0.8		w/grandchildren

		19.2		w/other family (forgot to id siblings, which could be here)





Civic&Community Part.

		Putnam/Needham civic & community participation questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?		-0.0895		-0.0179		0.112		-0.202		-0.0404		0.041		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.773		0.12		0.024		0.349		0.01274		0.089		-0.192		0.023		0.144		0.468		0.295		0.057		0.153		0.495

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends in person?		0.019		0.019		0.677		0.03605		0.03605		0.617		-0.00925		-0.00925		0.951		0.01496		0.01496		0.886		-0.0000241		0.997		0.05862		0.385		-0.0651		0.693		-0.0493		0.692

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends online?		0.01487		0.01487		0.667		0.06674		0.06674		0.195		-0.0939		-0.0939		0.484		0.02492		0.02492		0.726		0.0005866		0.901		0.08216		0.105		-0.173		0.162		-0.0686		0.474

		Worked for a political party		0.01884		0.01884		0.146		0.01294		0.01294		0.515		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.887		0.0533		0.0533		0.071		0.002075		0.232		0.01323		0.493		-0.021		0.657		0.03954		0.262		0.05974		0.26

		Attended a public meeting on town or school affairs		-0.0612		-0.0612		0.066		-0.0719		-0.0719		0.172		-0.214		-0.214		0.082		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.626		0.00251		573		-0.0715		0.15		-0.145		0.233		0.04006		0.658		0.184		0.176

		Wrote congressman or senator		0.01517		0.01517		0.492		0.07906		0.07906		0.027		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.935		-0.0428		-0.0428		0.344		-0.00498		0.093		0.08181		0.013		-0.0828		0.303		-0.126		0.036		-0.0494		0.583

		Signed a petition		0.06179		0.06179		0.139		0.06308		0.06308		0.36		0.06457		0.06457		0.641		0.116		0.116		0.205		0.001667		0.766		0.05779		0.355		0.003218		0.983		0.05556		0.626

		Wrote a letter to the newspaper		-0.00147		-0.00147		0.946		0.01161		0.01161		0.756		-0.0139		-0.0139		0.792		0.0774		0.0774		0.152		0.004049		0.164		0.005543		0.864		-0.0183		0.817		0.07555		0.201

		Attended a club meeting		0.06058		0.06058		0.119		0.022		0.022		0.745		-0.0447		-0.0447		0.723		0.178		0.178		0.022		0.004703		0.367		0.03038		0.6		-0.0784		0.581		0.142		0.18		0.216		0.175

		Discussed politics		0.05113		0.05113		0.274		0.05074		0.05074		0.474		-0.111		-0.111		0.475		0.08717		0.08717		0.442		0.0001328		0.983		0.07176		0.305		-0.178		0.298		0.01184		0.926

		Had friends in for the evening		0.0494		0.0494		0.309		0.0002004		0.0002004		0.998		0.09785		0.09785		0.526		0.01008		0.01008		0.931		-0.00388		0.551		0.001226		0.986		0.106		0.55		0.01436		0.913

		Had a serious argument with a friend		-0.0035		-0.0035		0.932		0.4429		0.4429		0.462		0.06313		0.06313		0.671		-0.00799		-0.00799		0.933		-0.000851		0.877		0.04098		0.504		0.03208		0.831		-0.0433		0.699

		Went to the home of friends		-0.0769		-0.0769		0.124		-0.115		-0.115		0.131		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.801		-0.693		-0.693		0.579		0.0005789		0.931		-0.0911		0.221		0.05057		0.782		0.01082		0.937

		Went out to see a movie		-0.00181		-0.00181		0.97		0.01718		0.01718		0.82		-0.012		-0.012		0.942		0.01894		0.01894		0.863		-0.00159		0.805		0.02295		0.749		-0.027		0.878		-0.00558		0.966

		Made a personal long distance call		0.03543		0.03543		0.408		0.03143		0.03143		0.608		0.07939		0.07939		0.554		0.135		0.135		0.238		0.004731		0.411		0.06111		0.339		0.02454		0.875		0.05848		0.616

		Had a serious argument with a partner (e.g., spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend) 		0.07914		0.07914		0.057		0.09719		0.09719		0.146		-0.0325		-0.0325		0.771		0.167		0.167		0.117		0.002664		0.663		0.08367		0.178		-0.113		0.456		0.09883		0.383		0.214		0.209

		Read a book		-0.0315		-0.0315		0.469		-0.0209		-0.0209		0.743		0.02556		0.02556		0.876		-0.154		-0.154		0.116		-0.00744		0.202		-0.0654		0.313		0.0909		0.567		-0.0573		0.628

		Watched a sports event on TV		-0.146		-0.146		0.756		-0.0629		-0.0629		0.375		0.12		0.12		0.431		0.142		0.142		0.214		0.01259		0.045		-0.103		0.14		0.216		0.208		0.269		0.035		0.07487		0.696

		Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment		0.03478		0.03478		0.451		0.0004863		0.0004863		0.994		0.0644		0.0644		0.715		0.05949		0.05949		0.578		0.002432		0.694		-0.033		0.63		0.09907		0.556		0.118		0.346

		Wrote a personal letter		-0.00801		-0.00801		0.851		-0.0602		-0.0602		0.39		0.03535		0.03535		0.799		0.0314		0.0314		0.738		0.004504		0.43		-0.0416		0.513		0.07723		0.62		0.06517		0.574

		Played a team sport		0.06622		0.06622		0.048		0.01099		0.01099		0.822		0.08349		0.08349		0.433		0.208		0.208		0.017		0.007795		0.082		0.0225		0.655		0.06216		0.61		0.183		0.045		0.116		0.394

		Sent a greeting card		-0.0525		-0.0525		0.238		-0.0893		-0.0893		0.181		-0.334		-0.334		0.026		0.107		0.107		0.319		0.007451		0.212		-0.0957		0.148		-0.244		0.132		0.203		0.093		0.456		0.012

		Visited relatives		0.008343		0.008343		0.871		-0.00199		-0.00199		0.98		-0.084		-0.084		0.647		0.104		0.104		0.369		0.002904		0.674		0.07741		0.77		-0.105		0.579		0.06101		0.664

		Received a speeding ticket		-0.00175		-0.00175		0.917		-0.551		-0.551		0.782		-0.103		-0.103		0.861		0.0175		0.0175		0.717		0.00081		0.721		-0.0174		0.491		0.008376		0.892		0.04373		0.343

		Which of the following things do you do most week nights after dinner and before bed?

		Read the newspaper		0.031		0.031		0.293		0.02836		0.02836		0.534		-0.0772		-0.0772		0.417		0.08249		0.08249		0.143		0.001164		0.756		0.03503		0.393		-0.111		0.27		0.04484		0.549		0.153		0.175

		Watch news on TV		-0.0928		-0.0928		0.831		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.512		-0.319		-0.319		0.024		0.255		0.255		0.008		0.01597		0.003		-0.0294		0.625		-0.288		0.05		0.279		0.011		0.56		0.001

		Watch other programs on TV		0.01344		0.01344		0.765		-0.0484		-0.0484		0.436		-0.112		-0.112		0.394		0.211		0.211		0.049		0.0114		0.042		-0.0263		0.674		-0.0862		0.573		0.23		0.044		0.309		0.071

		Read a book or magazine		-0.072		-0.072		0.139		0.03536		0.03536		0.593		-0.293		-0.293		0.066		-0.101		-0.101		0.355		-0.00189		0.756		0.02285		0.735		-0.314		0.058		-0.108		0.382		0.205		0.269

		Listen to music		-0.0118		-0.0118		0.801		-0.0668		-0.0668		0.305		0.231		0.231		0.089		-0.0157		-0.0157		0.889		-0.0000921		0.987		-0.0579		0.372		0.293		0.066		0.03695		0.755		-0.255		0.152

		Talk with family members		0.08216		0.08216		0.096		0.03206		0.03206		0.646		0.0292		0.0292		0.84		0.253		0.253		0.031		0.01022		0.097		0.04502		0.512		-0.0189		0.91		0.205		0.102		0.217		0.25

		Do house cleaning chores		-0.0391		-0.0391		0.454		-0.0611		-0.0611		0.413		-0.334		-0.334		0.061		0.06292		0.06292		0.555		0.002987		0.648		-0.041		0.572		-0.301		0.091		0.08798		0.507		0.377		0.058

		Play a PC game		0.08414		0.08414		0.025		0.136		0.136		0.026		0.09376		0.09376		0.399		-0.0101		-0.0101		0.887		-0.00522		0.285		0.141		0.007		-0.0378		0.767		-0.148		0.12		-0.117		0.413

		Play a console-based game (e.g. PlayStation, GameCube, Xbox)		-0.0349		-0.0349		0.381		-0.00265		-0.00265		0.964		0.03883		0.03883		0.773		0.06488		0.06488		0.397		0.006738		0.176		-0.00908		0.869		0.04442		0.742		0.07829		0.437

		comb6: Use of other media: newspaper, tv news, other tv,  books/mags Scale is 0-4		-0.0368		-0.0092		0.7		-0.0244				0.851		-0.801		-0.20025		0.009		0.448		0.112		0.037		0.02663		0.026		0.002246		0.986		-0.8		0.013		0.446		0.064		1.226		0.001

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.789, p=.008, dummy * newbies is .778, p=.018, dummy * elders is 1.226, p=.001

		comb7: Outreach: pers long distance call+pers letter+sent card. Scale is 0-4		-0.0385		-0.009625		0.666		-0.118				0.377		-0.219				0.394		0.274				0.164		0.01669		0.135

		comb8: Sports: watched on tv + played on team. Scale is 0-2		0.06111				0.345		-0.0519				0.561		0.203				0.294		0.35		0.175		0.022		0.02038		0.012		-0.0809		0.366		0.278		0.205		0.452		0.006

		comb9: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+lettertoeditor+club meet+disc Pol. Scale is 0-7		0.142		0.0202857143		0.17		0.168				0.307		-0.332				0.304		0.435		0.0621428571		0.027		0.01016		0.433		0.189		0.189		-0.521		0.14		0.239		0.363		0.733		0.064

		comb10: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-6		0.133				0.184		0.156				0.323		-0.318				0.324		0.358		0.0596666667		0.055

		comb11: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-5		0.112		0.0224		0.236		0.07692				0.609		-0.312				0.293		0.401		0.0802		0.026

		comb12: Civic index: attend pub meet+petition+disc Pol  SCALE is 0-3		0.03452				0.652

		comb13: Civic index: attend pub meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-2

		comb18 is socially desirable media





Internet Use, Kraut Qs

		Kraut replications/extensions		First set of regressions: Is there an effect?						Is there an effect for the three groups independently?																		Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Question text: How often do you use the Internet for . . . (questions from Kraut et al, Internet Paradox Revisited)		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Finding information about local events		-0.0971		-0.01942		0.464		-0.203		-0.0406		0.288		-0.4		-0.08		0.325		-0.0445754119		-0.0089150824		0.878		-0.0012		0.942		-0.147		0.422		-0.239		0.593		0.06685		0.843

		Finding information about national or international events: 3 groups close to dif.		-0.225		-0.045		0.071		-0.208		-0.0416		0.283		-0.855		-0.171		0.019		-0.208		-0.0416		0.417		-0.00347		0.823		-0.189		0.271		-0.678		0.105		-0.0415		0.895		0.635		0.177

		Being entertained		0.0543		0.01086		0.553		0.125		0.025		0.358		0.158		0.0316		0.575		-0.349		-0.0698		0.073		-0.0218		0.057		0.06636		0.602		0.108		0.727		-0.374		0.109		-0.435		0.212

		Finding out about the news		-0.0343		-0.00686		0.721		-0.0364		-0.00728		0.806		0.06517		0.013034		0.826		0.03016		0.006032		0.876		0.003514		0.769		-0.03		0.823		0.08508		0.793		0.05061		0.836

		Killing time		0.241		0.0482		0.016		0.316		0.0632		0.027		0.02279		0.004558		0.944		0.105		0.021		0.617		-0.00878		0.482		0.275		0.048		-0.246		0.467		-0.131		0.607		0.135		0.722

		Releasing tension		0.11		0.022		0.393		0.03478		0.006956		0.852		0.351		0.0702		0.403		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.791		-0.00248		0.877		0.07666		0.666		0.295		0.496		-0.153		0.64

		Overcoming loneliness		0.05281		0.010562		0.647		0.04289		0.008578		0.802		-0.0652		-0.01304		0.856		0.187		0.0374		0.446		0.01156		0.428		0.06946		0.663		-0.127		0.744		0.116		0.696

		Buying or selling something		0.06533		0.013066		0.615		0.185		0.037		0.296		0.09046		0.018092		0.824		-0.226		-0.0452		0.461		-0.0248		0.136		0.142		0.427		-0.0308		0.944		-0.346		0.305

		Downloading software		-0.105		-0.021		0.33		0.004638		0.0009276		0.977		-0.356		-0.0712		0.293		-0.466		-0.0932		0.039		-0.0243		0.074		0.003296		0.982		-0.354		0.327		-0.461		0.096		-0.104		0.799

				-0.373		-0.0746		0.011		-0.336		-0.0672		0.118		-1.093		-0.2186		0.018		-0.422		-0.0844		0.172		-0.00469		0.797		-0.302		0.135		-0.786		0.111		-0.128		0.731		0.645		0.244

		Download music		-0.0872		-0.01744		0.461		-0.244		-0.0488		0.165		0.08608		0.017216		0.822		0.169		0.0338		0.478		0.02116		0.15		-0.171		0.298		0.254		0.524		0.303		0.314

		Getting help for a personal problem		-0.04077		-0.008154		0.697		0.02639		0.005278		0.862		-0.759		-0.1518		0.039		0.008678		0.0017356		0.964		-0.00126		0.923		0.04077		0.778		-0.775		0.028		-0.025		0.925		0.747		0.059

		Doing work for your job		0.179		0.0358		0.16		0.223		0.0446		0.222		0.005681		0.0011362		0.987		0.15		0.03		0.625		0.00157		0.942		0.184		0.299		-0.159		0.712		-0.000914		0.998

		Doing school work		-0.116		-0.0232		0.27		-0.082		-0.0164		0.569		-0.15		-0.03		0.678		0.04297		0.008594		0.852		0.01188		0.365		-0.143		0.327		-0.0095		0.979		0.237		0.375

		Finding information relevant to a hobby		-0.0843		-0.01686		0.462		-0.127		-0.0254		0.441		-0.44		-0.088		0.178		0.07151		0.014302		0.787		0.01371		0.338		-0.12		0.447		-0.307		0.426		0.213		0.464		0.511		0.24

		Meeting someone new		-0.145		-0.029		0.184		-0.00363		-0.000726		0.982		-0.461		-0.0922		0.168		-0.185		-0.037		0.441		-0.00552		0.685		-0.00443		0.977		-0.438		0.234		-0.178		0.523

		Visiting chat rooms		-0.02539		-0.005078		0.769		0.03655		0.00731		0.767		-0.398		-0.0796		0.181		-0.00352		-0.000704		0.984		-0.00368		0.732		0.009172		0.939		-0.402		0.168		-0.0021		0.992		0.406		0.215

		Keeping in touch with someone far away		-0.0999		-0.01998		0.407		-0.115		-0.023		0.518		-0.041		-0.0082		0.907		-0.162		-0.0324		0.56		-0.0042		0.779		-0.149		0.373		0.111		0.792		0.004672		0.988

		Communicating with friends in the local area		0.118		0.0236		0.359		0.116		0.0232		0.543		0.122		0.0244		0.715		-0.177		-0.0354		0.563		-0.0207		0.198		0.142		0.428		-0.00789		0.986		-0.336		0.307		-0.328		0.502

		How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work.*		0.114		0.0047919294		0.948		-0.153		-0.0064312736		0.949		3.346		0.1406473308		0.497		0.519		0.021815889		0.906		-0.0653		0.767		0.353		0.885		3.104		0.605		-0.227		0.959		-3.56		0.596

		*Divided by mean (value here)

		Closeness to first friend		1.861		0.01861		0.233		1.626		0.01626		0.514		-1.333		-0.01333		0.77		0.103		0.00103		0.973		-0.0862		0.658		1.647		0.448		-2.911		0.584		-1.278		0.747		1.709		0.774

		Closeness to second friend: inverse pattern here. Weird? 3rd regg shows sig among all 3		1.089		0.01089		0.641		-1.38		-0.0138		0.705		18.822		0.18822		0.003		-5.046		-0.05046		0.319		-0.262		0.37		-1.802		0.578		20.458		0.01		-2.902		0.623		-22.874		0.01

		Closeness to third friend		1.584		0.01584		0.68		1.3		0.013		0.862		14.037		0.14037		0.057		-2.957		-0.02957		0.616		-0.118		0.807		0.487		0.928		13.836		0.291		-2.631		0.788		-15.961		0.277

		Closeness to fourth friend		-3.451		-0.03451		0.227		-6.512		-0.06512		0.141		-0.214		-0.00214		0.979		-0.108		-0.00108		0.986		0.239		0.503		-7.79		0.049		7.18		0.475		8.578		0.235		2.252		0.841

		Closeness to fifth friend:		-10.522		-0.10522		0.016		-12.663		-0.12663		0.038		-21.386		-0.21386		0.16		-12.927		-0.12927		0.167		-0.34		0.519		-13.819		0.022		-8.701		0.599		1.123		0.915		10.398		0.562

		Closeness to sixth friend 3rd regess highly sig. Dif among 3 groups		-8.06		-0.0806		0.102		-1.019		-0.01019		0.883		-49.278		-0.49278		0.003		-8.444		-0.08444		0.391		-0.331		0.568		-3.234		0.634		-45.662		0.009		-3.799		0.743		41.865		0.026

		Total closeness of friendships		-20.483		-0.0341383333		0.091		-18.713		-0.0311883333		0.354		-56.679		-0.094465		0.058		-26.622		-0.04437		0.236		-0.67		0.638		-25.79		0.127		-31.374		0.464		3.998		0.889		37.987		0.414

		Mean closeness of friendships		-3.414		-0.03414		0.091		-3.119		-0.03119		0.354		-9.446		-0.09446		0.058		-4.437		-0.04437		0.236		-0.112		0.638		-4.298		0.127		-5.229		0.464		0.666		0.889		6.331		0.414

		Mean closeness Friends1-3		1.442		0.01442		0.435		0.495		0.00495		0.884		10.508		0.10508		0.012		-2.95		-0.0295		0.352		-0.168		0.466		0.06162		0.981		10.528		0.094		-2.536		0.588		-12.682		0.072

		Mean closeness Friends4-6		-7.775		-0.07775		0.012		-7.353		-0.07353		0.106		-21.445		-0.21445		0.022		-7.518		-0.07518		0.23		-0.115		0.752		-8.905		0.038		-12.789		0.241		2.341		0.749		15.601		0.188

		Looks like play makes people closer to their main friends or stay the same, and pull away from their less-close friends at the same time.

		Offline/Online Spectrum for 6 friendships		0.02113		0.004226		0.793		0.07842		0.0007842		0.512		0.09593		0.0009593		0.587		-0.0968		-0.000968		0.603		-0.00751		0.421		0.09735		0.402		-0.000717		0.998		-0.216		0.268		-0.22		0.396

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #1 friend More drawing closer evidence for closest		-0.0653		-0.01306		0.45		-0.0885		-0.000885		0.44		-0.572		-0.00572		0.046		-0.0472		-0.000472		0.807		-0.00308		0.774		-0.0405		0.736		-0.524		0.073		-0.0284		0.896		0.48		0.141

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #2 friend		-0.193		-0.0386		0.111		-0.21		-0.0021		0.204		-0.642		-0.00642		0.104		-0.000533		-0.00000533		0.998		0.01074		0.473		-0.195		0.248		-0.463		0.255		0.196		0.519		0.649		0.154

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #3 friend		-0.106		-0.0212		0.408		0.08853		0.0008853		0.663		-0.195		-0.00195		0.62		-0.528		-0.00528		0.039		-0.0335		0.035		0.103		0.567		-0.265		0.552		-0.645		0.045		-0.406		0.411

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #4 friend		0.05047		0.010094		0.717		-0.0524		-0.000524		0.796		0.247		0.00247		0.587		0.127		0.00127		0.68		0.006719		0.7		-0.0386		0.843		0.293		0.557		0.141		0.692

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #5 friend		-0.14		-0.028		0.412		0.194		0.00194		0.423		-0.585		-0.00585		0.307		-0.411		-0.00411		0.211		-0.0156		0.44		0.182		0.457		-0.756		0.174		-0.582		0.153

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #6 friend: distant friends move online or are replaced by online people		0.227		0.0454		0.303		0.425		0.00425		0.171		1.295		0.01295		0.035		-0.494		-0.00494		0.272		-0.332		0.189		0.331		0.296		0.968		0.132		-0.744		0.151		-1.667		0.019

		Negatives in on/off mean friendship moved more online. Pos means moved offline.

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/6 friends		0.0167		0.00334		0.83		0.118		0.00118		0.309		0.147		0.00147		0.465		-0.0747		-0.000747		0.63		-0.00953		0.285		0.169		0.133		-0.0162		0.943		-0.276		0.13

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#1 friend		-0.0213		-0.00426		0.856		0.128		0.00128		0.464		-0.259		-0.00259		0.473		-0.193		-0.00193		0.432		-0.0177		0.225		0.135		0.408		-0.385		0.332		-0.323		0.276

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#2 friend		-0.0854		-0.01708		0.493		0.04808		0.0004808		0.787		-0.224		-0.00224		0.555		-0.143		-0.00143		0.607		-0.00868		0.575		0.01745		0.92		-0.243		0.563		-0.132		0.674

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#4 friend		0.0497		0.00994		0.718		-0.0974		-0.000974		0.619		0.474		0.00474		0.318		0.217		0.00217		0.469		0.01223		0.476		-0.0866		0.654		0.552		0.264		0.307		0.378

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#6 friend		0.195		0.039		0.365		-0.0671		-0.000671		0.852		1.18		0.0118		0.035		0.193		0.00193		0.592		-0.000343		0.989		0.04019		0.897		1.11		0.08		0.09529		0.852		-1.07		0.125

		Freq of phone contact w/6 friends		0.09959		0.019918		0.289		0.02405		0.0002405		0.862		0.04851		0.0004851		0.839		0.09129		0.0009129		0.64		-0.00247		0.816		-0.00739		0.958		0.0433		0.872		0.129		0.565

		Freq of phone contact w/#1 friend		0.005341		0.0010682		0.962		0.04914		0.0004914		0.74		-0.541		-0.00541		0.143		-0.0134		-0.000134		0.957		-0.0135		0.33		0.03553		0.82		-0.572		0.129		-0.0266		0.925		0.561		0.182

		Freq of phone contact w/#3 friend		0.138		0.0276		0.348		0.363		0.00363		0.109		-0.0372		-0.000372		0.932		0.04236		0.0004236		0.894		-0.00671		0.715		0.29		0.161		-0.318		0.528		-0.226		0.546

		Freq of phone contact w/#5 friend		0.07752		0.015504		0.662		-0.12		-0.0012		0.653		0.187		0.00187		0.744		-0.0598		-0.000598		0.858		-0.0119		0.568		-0.124		0.635		0.287		0.622		0.06677		0.874

		Freq of online contact w/6 friends		0.129		0.0258		0.197		0.07232		0.0007232		0.627		-0.00367		-0.0000367		0.986		0.37		0.0037		0.104		0.01293		0.256		0.05315		0.713		-0.0611		0.831		0.343		0.15

		Freq of online contact w/#1 friend		0.189		0.0378		0.208		0.07583		0.0007583		0.7		0.532		0.00532		0.275		0.387		0.00387		0.272		0.01048		0.576		0.07325		0.727		0.459		0.368		0.318		0.403

		Freq of online contact w/#2 friend		0.416		0.0832		0.015		0.45		0.0045		0.068		0.882		0.00882		0.107		0.536		0.00536		0.149		0.0136		0.523		0.464		0.053		0.439		0.447		0.06669		0.877		-0.398		0.538

		Freq of online contact w/#3 friend		0.03716		0.007432		0.833		0.02477		0.0002477		0.93		-0.14		-0.0014		0.792		0.03801		0.0003801		0.914		0.003265		0.881		-0.0421		0.866		-0.0949		0.877		0.109		0.806

		Freq of online contact w/#4 friend		0.0388		0.00776		0.836		-0.0044		-0.000044		0.987		-0.298		-0.00298		0.631		0.149		0.00149		0.73		0.008108		0.728		-0.0224		0.933		-0.268		0.691		0.21		0.657

		Freq of online contact w/#5 friend		0.225		0.045		0.333		0.0658		0.000658		0.854		0.538		0.00538		0.417		0.503		0.00503		0.293		0.02336		0.392		0.007589		0.982		0.527		0.49		0.54		0.335

		Freq of online contact w/#6 friend		-0.0165		-0.0033		0.95		-0.247		-0.00247		0.531		-0.808		-0.00808		0.252		0.372		0.00372		0.464		0.01659		0.583		-0.174		0.647		-0.65		0.398		0.517		0.404

		"Our whole family usually eats dinner together"		0.05379		0.010758		0.669		0.223		0.0446		0.272		-0.238		-0.0476		0.477		-0.213		-0.0426		0.422		-0.0204		0.197		0.203		0.254		-0.435		0.293		-0.412		0.204

		Minutes/day communicating w/most interacted with family member		-4.304		-0.0371034483		0.905		-16.167		-0.1393706897		0.836		-90.257		-0.7780775862		0.029		-25.604		-0.2207241379		0.435		-1.511		0.738		-8.022		0.873		-85.583		0.488		-22.117		0.81		61.157		0.658

		Quality of communication w/that person		-0.0586		-0.01172		0.523		-0.00527		-0.001054		0.97		-0.367		-0.0734		0.219		-0.368		-0.0736		0.06		-0.0201		0.077		-0.0483		0.714		-0.326		0.333		-0.29		0.215		0.06182		0.867

		Minutes w/second most person		-15.6		-0.2862385321		0.105		-11.862		-0.2176513761		0.381		-64.392		-1.1815045872		0.012		-21.946		-0.4026788991		0.361		-0.0937		0.938		-15.717		0.239		-48.846		0.135		-3.257		0.894		48.389		0.187

		Quality of communication w/that person		0.08137		0.016274		0.486		9.121		1.8242		0.96		0.05299		0.010598		0.898		-0.102		-0.0204		0.668		-0.00851		0.553		0.00609		0.971		0.03924		0.929		-0.106		0.723		-0.133		0.783

		This looks very bad. Vetrans start talking w/family less, and long-termers actually have large quality decreases. Really large given it's 1 month and they've played for a year already

		comb14: Min w/1st & 2nd fam member		-19.904		-0.1167390029		0.61		-28.03				0.726		-154.649		-0.9070322581		0.011		-47.551				0.342		-1.604		0.742

		comb16: Net-based social outreach scale is 0-3		-0.218				0.308		0.05547				0.861		-1.624		-0.5413333333		0.028		-0.182				0.643		-0.0102		0.7		0.04065		0.891		-1.621		0.024		-0.201		0.709

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.605, p=.015, dummy * newbies is 1.687, p=.02, dummy * elders is 1.419, p=.077

		comb17: Net for info search->info on local events + info on national/int’l events + info on hobby Scale is 0-3		-0.357		-0.119		0.167		-0.447				0.249		-1.698		-0.566		0.031		-0.197				0.714		0.004677		0.884

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.649, p=.039, dummy * newbies is 1.228, p=.163, dummy * elders is 1.436, p=.14





Media Displacement

		Media Use																														Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

				Variable name		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

				tvhrs		How many hours per day do you spend watching television on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?		0.204		0.0085		0.537		0.401		0.0167083333		0.419		0.207		0.008625		0.853		-0.176		-0.0073333333		0.828		-0.0366		0.409		0.208		0.674		-0.00898		0.994		-0.318		0.725		-0.163		0.904

				paper		How many days in the past week did you read a newspaper?		0.273		0.039		0.175		0.463		0.0926		0.146		0.002165		0.000433		0.997		0.661		0.1322		0.158		0.0248		0.359		0.326		0.279		-0.313		0.671		0.438		0.425		0.802		0.33





VG uses&habits&prefs

		VG Use questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do you regularly play video games with a friend/friends?		-0.0364		-0.0364		0.356		-0.0114		-0.0114		0.842		0.06884		0.06884		0.599		-0.103		-0.103		0.202		-0.00377		0.444		-0.0289		0.597		0.0956		0.473		-0.066		0.512

		Do you regularly play video games with a romantic partner, e.g. spouse, fiancé, boyfriend/girlfriend?		-0.0187		-0.0187		0.552		0.02173		0.02173		0.606		0.04917		0.04917		0.629		-0.0987		-0.0987		0.17		-0.00681		0.082		0.008848		0.839		0.04007		0.705		-0.105		0.192		-0.14		0.241

		Do you regularly play video games with a relative?		0.01913		0.01913		0.632		0.05882		0.05882		0.31		-0.0385		-0.0385		0.764		-0.0522		-0.0522		0.533		-0.00506		0.309		0.05254		0.342		-0.0919		0.494		-0.0958		0.346

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games?		1.223		0.0700859599		0.324		3.374				0.064		-2.361				0.515		0.865				0.761		-0.101		0.523		2.116		0.228		-4.426		0.278		-0.598		0.852		4.408		0.339

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games online?		-0.161		-0.0106411104		0.894		0.778				0.656		-3.894				0.281		0.24				0.927		-0.028		0.846		1.027		0.568		-4.69		0.235		-0.814		0.784

		How fast do you like the action in video games to be?		0.157		0.0224285714		0.113		0.01288		0.00184		0.933		0.167		0.0238571429		0.569		0.397		0.0567142857		0.049		0.01855		0.133		0.01559		0.909		0.159		0.633		0.391		0.12		0.241		0.521

		How violent do you like your video games to be?		0.117		0.0167142857		0.353		0.2		0.0285714286		0.252		0.03853		0.0055042857		0.93		0.229		0.0327142857		0.387		0.01294		0.411		0.108		0.538		-0.0666		0.876		0.17		0.598		0.292		0.542

		When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?		0.304		0.0434285714		0.021		0.26		0.0371428571		0.163		0.03561		0.0050871429		0.935		0.265		0.0378571429		0.337		-0.000741		0.964		0.18		0.322		-0.152		0.732		0.126		0.706		0.338		0.498

		How much strategy do you prefer in your video games?		0.05114		0.0073057143		0.679		0.09822		0.0140314286		0.6		-0.321		-0.0458571429		0.313		0.337		0.0481428571		0.239		0.01683		0.275		0.07184		0.675		-0.383		0.358		0.304		0.334

		Generally speaking, do you prefer to play video games solo, or with a lot of people?		-0.0244		-0.0034857143		0.863		-0.091		-0.013		0.639		-0.825		-0.1178571429		0.075		0.104		0.0148571429		0.732		0.002123		0.904		0.004911		0.98		-0.859		0.071		0.01417		0.969		0.804		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		-0.32523

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		-0.06523

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.25623

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		1.629		0.533		0.003		-0.248		0.082		0.003		-0.825		0.460		0.075

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.378		0.401		0.347		0.021		0.069		0.765		0.104		0.303		0.732

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.893		0.443		0.044		-0.046		0.040		0.249		-0.780		0.438		0.075

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.928		0.436		0.034		-0.995		0.506		0.050		0.668		0.482		0.167		0.804		0.534		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		0.398		0.507		0.434		-0.060		0.078		0.448		0.036		0.438		0.935

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.075		0.365		0.837		-0.042		0.063		0.506		0.265		0.276		0.337

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.330		0.414		0.425		-0.041		0.037		0.270		-0.019		0.409		0.963

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.338		0.408		0.407		-0.410		0.473		0.386		0.275		0.450		0.542		0.338		0.499		0.498





Social Capital&Community

		Social Capital & Community Measures																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of community?		0.05905		0.05905		0.208		0.236		0.236		0.001		-0.2		-0.2		0.144		-0.0811		-0.0811		0.316		-0.013		0.026		0.236		0		-0.435		0.002		-0.321		0.006		0.104		0.517

		Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community?		-0.00655		-0.00655		0.877		0.04852		0.04852		0.451		-0.142		-0.142		0.307		-0.121		-0.121		0.142		-0.0105		0.046		0.08267		0.166		-0.224		0.113		0.22		0.042		-0.018		0.91

		Do the people you work with or go to school with give you a strong sense of community?		-0.0701		-0.0701		0.193		0.0008681		0.0008681		0.992		-0.267		-0.267		0.078		-0.12		-0.12		0.321		-0.00482		0.477		-0.00858		0.91		-0.269		0.139		-0.111		0.417		0.156		0.442

		Do people you have met online give you a strong sense of community?: newbies & elders dif than vets in 3rd regress		-2.66		-2.66		0.619		0.06623		0.06623		0.405		-0.275		-0.275		0.063		0.0587		0.0587		0.6		0.003076		0.626		0.07642		0.314		-0.351		0.046		-0.0215		0.867		0.315		0.102

		Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?		0.02684		0.02684		0.62		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.672		0.29		0.29		0.094		-0.0961		-0.0961		0.386		-0.0049		0.469		-0.0534		0.478		0.354		0.048		-0.0291		0.833		-0.361		0.075

		What about the people online?		0.03854		0.009635		0.61		-0.0656		-0.0164		0.567		0.315		0.07875		0.167		-0.0911		-0.022775		0.56		-0.00677		0.469		-0.0963		0.363		0.412		0.104		0.01946		0.918		-0.361		0.202

		What about the local police?		-0.102		-0.0255		0.135		-0.0647		-0.016175		0.54		-0.225		-0.05625		0.252		-0.0655		-0.016375		0.647		-0.00139		0.869		-0.0801		0.404		-0.15		0.512		0.02383		0.889

		Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?		0.02988		0.02988		0.412		-0.0203		-0.0203		0.686		0.03946		0.03946		0.651		0.05561		0.05561		0.545		0.001927		0.67		-0.0103		0.838		0.03785		0.755		0.0596		0.512

		Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live?		0.03178		0.007945		0.594		0.134		0.0335		0.132		-0.0672		-0.0168		0.712		-0.0194		-0.00485		0.878		-0.0231		0.755		0.122		0.14		-0.197		0.353		-0.141		0.349

		Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live?		0.07795		0.0194875		0.385		0.08042		0.020105		0.538		0.106		0.0265		0.689		0.393		0.09825		0.043		0.01871		0.091		0.08996		0.471		0.0027		0.993		0.281		0.212		0.271		0.42

		Online Bridging newbies sig dif than vets in 3rd regress, 3.198, p=.093		-0.24		-0.0048		0.66		0.868		0.01736		0.278		-2.525		-0.0505		0.208		-0.573		-0.01146		0.55		-0.0423		0.523		0.898		0.249		-0.3235		0.084		-1.393		0.302		1.736		0.398

		Online Bonding		0.695		0.0139		0.375		0.906		0.01812		0.456		0.593		0.01186		0.832		0.561		0.01122		0.687		-0.0282		0.762		1.105		0.332		-0.163		0.952		-0.619		0.745

		Offline Bridging		-0.403		-0.00806		0.458		0.282		0.00564		0.717		-1.132		-0.02264		0.495		-1.095		-0.0219		0.364		-0.0611		0.357		0.311		0.687		-1.403		0.434		-1.261		0.355

		Offline Bonding		0.377		0.00754		0.47		0.401		0.00802		0.609		-0.157		-0.00314		0.923		1.399		0.02798		0.18		0.05216		0.408		0.388		0.592		-0.621		0.725		1.113		0.387

		Racial Mistrust Online		0.129		0.0258		0.153		0.195		0.039		0.184		0.272		0.0544		0.167		0.06118		0.012236		0.773		-0.0067		0.553		0.173		0.172		0.105		0.725		-0.111		0.63

		Racial Mistrust Offline		0.194		0.0388		0.063		0.08899		0.017798		0.605		0.431		0.0862		0.11		0.147		0.0294		0.485		-0.00494		0.704		0.117		0.42		0.328		0.353		0.004176		0.987		-0.322		0.415

		Mistrust Foreigners Online		-0.0911		-0.01822		0.426		-0.0525		-0.0105		0.74		-0.584		-0.1168		0.077		0.281		0.0562		0.306		0.02708		0.056		-0.0285		0.858		-0.553		0.152		0.303		0.292		0.83		0.055

		Mistrust Foreigners Offline		0.05523		0.011046		0.629		0.101		0.0202		0.513		-0.107		-0.0214		0.781		0.172		0.0344		0.493		0.009301		0.518		0.128		0.422		-0.214		0.579		0.0435		0.881

		Mistrust other ages Online		0.131		0.0262		0.165		0.258		0.0516		0.112		-0.0248		-0.00496		0.922		0.08298		0.016596		0.632		-0.00399		0.733		0.275		0.039		-0.301		0.343		-0.206		0.387		0.07216		0.839

		Mistrust other ages Offline		0.1		0.02		0.448		0.231		0.0462		0.269		-0.0616		-0.01232		0.878		-0.02536		-0.005072		0.923		-0.0106		0.519		0.269		0.149		-0.315		0.481		-0.267		0.424

		Online learn about jobs		-0.112		-0.0224		0.372		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.704		-0.586		-0.1172		0.164		-0.089		-0.0178		0.711		-0.00268		0.862		-0.0615		0.729		-0.538		0.198		-0.0455		0.885

		Offline learn about jobs		0.07547		0.015094		0.463		-0.0615		-0.0123		0.667		0.408		0.0816		0.266		-0.13		-0.026		0.51		-0.00866		0.501		-0.0856		0.546		0.501		0.15		-0.0209		0.936

		Online learn about shopping		0.09859		0.019718		0.461		-0.0818		-0.01636		1		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.987		0.223		0.0446		0.352		-0.000511		0.975		0.06033		0.748		-0.0567		0.897		0.134		0.692

		Offline learn about shopping		-0.0904		-0.01808		0.394		0.106		0.0212		0.532		0.01782		0.003564		0.954		-0.538		-0.1076		0.009		-0.0334		0.012		0.119		0.42		-0.0703		0.841		-0.653		0.016		-0.603		0.128

		Online stay in touch w/what's popular		0.0704		0.01408		0.952		-0.0847		-0.01694		0.961		-0.467		-0.0934		0.244		0.121		0.0242		0.589		0.003562		0.807		-0.00828		0.96		-0.454		0.252		0.119		0.688

		Offline stay in touch w/what's popular		0.01882		0.003764		0.847		-0.0804		-0.01608		0.58		-0.332		-0.0664		0.251		-0.0871		-0.01742		0.678		-0.00574		0.637		-0.0749		0.558		-0.259		0.432		0.001495		0.995

		Online people give info for voting : new, eld dif than vet, curvilinear		-0.118		-0.0236		0.366		0.02285		0.00457		0.912		-0.695		-0.139		0.074		0.04429		0.008858		0.865		-0.000396		0.98		-0.00201		0.991		-0.687		0.12		0.05068		0.876		0.747		0.124

		Offline people give info for voting		-0.136		-0.0272		0.223		-0.238		-0.0476		0.178		0.113		0.0226		0.703		-0.44		-0.088		0.062		-0.0185		0.179		-0.183		0.24		0.308		0.408		-0.28		0.316		-0.595		0.152

		Online people interested in outside my town		0.05252		0.010504		0.644		-0.0249		-0.00498		0.877		-0.171		-0.0342		0.631		0.06503		0.013006		0.793		-0.00168		0.905		0.02567		0.872		-0.199		0.601		0.01474		0.959

		Offline people interested in outside my town		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.547		0.06609		0.013218		0.652		-0.478		-0.0956		0.174		-0.0334		-0.00668		0.884		-0.00579		0.665		0.07782		0.595		-0.515		0.148		-0.0983		0.718

		Online people makes me try new things		-0.13		-0.026		0.184		-0.0296		-0.00592		0.844		-0.267		-0.0534		0.397		-0.202		-0.0404		0.293		-0.00917		0.45		0.008184		0.953		-0.273		0.409		-0.224		0.365

		Offline people makes me try new things		0.03748		0.007496		0.683		0.08934		0.017868		0.533		-0.0661		-0.01322		0.795		-0.203		-0.0406		0.297		-0.0216		0.057		0.105		0.413		-0.168		0.585		-0.319		0.166		-0.164		0.634

		Online people make me curious about other parts of world		0.08435		0.01687		0.385		0.183		0.0366		0.225		-0.0123		-0.00246		0.97		0.05772		0.011544		0.74		-0.00724		0.548		0.179		0.19		-0.177		0.589		-0.112		0.647

		Offline people make me curious about other parts of world		0.01649		0.003298		0.87		-0.0546		-0.01092		0.69		0.279		0.0558		0.408		0.302		0.0604		0.17		0.01779		0.157		-0.021		0.881		0.314		0.355		0.316		0.218

		Online I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		-0.0669		-0.01338		0.466		-0.067		-0.0134		0.645		-0.13		-0.026		0.677		0.05819		0.011638		0.722		0.005427		0.627		-0.0711		0.586		-0.075		0.816		0.125		0.59

		Offline I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		0.196		0.0392		0.072		0.179		0.0358		0.245		0.03191		0.006382		0.927		0.159		0.0318		0.505		-0.0107		0.428		0.159		0.295		-0.139		0.706		0.009805		0.971		0.161		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff religions than me		-0.0187		-0.00374		0.836		0.04134		0.008268		0.772		-0.365		-0.073		0.348		-0.15		-0.03		0.314		-0.0113		0.302		0.03873		0.765		-0.389		0.293		-0.18		0.43

		Offline I hang w/diff religions than me		0.07234		0.014468		0.39		0.178		0.0356		0.161		-0.104		-0.0208		0.708		-0.224		-0.0448		0.164		-0.0175		0.094		0.179		0.13		-0.275		0.33		-0.402		0.061		-0.124		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff races than me		0.04385		0.00877		0.627		0.001166		0.0002332		0.994		-0.111		-0.0222		0.694		-0.0451		-0.00902		0.782		-0.00889		0.421		0.04422		0.729		-0.156		0.62		-0.107		0.635

		Offline I hang w/diff races than me NOTE: Months played positively predicts this, maybe explore further?		-0.087		-0.0174		0.383		-0.0886		-0.01772		0.518		-0.0264		-0.00528		0.943		-0.346		-0.0692		0.081		-0.0155		0.208		-0.0755		0.585		0.03831		0.912		-0.267		0.286		-0.308		0.426

		Int w/people online->feel part of larger comm		-0.0405		-0.0081		0.69		-0.0949		-0.01898		0.529		0.103		0.0206		0.749		-0.05		-0.01		0.822		-0.002		0.874		-0.0629		0.66		0.165		0.644		-0.00473		0.985

		Int w/people offline->feel part of larger comm		0.05894		0.011788		0.58		0.01721		0.003442		0.909		0.243		0.0486		0.499		-0.185		-0.037		0.399		-0.0104		0.432		0.001121		0.994		0.263		0.466		-0.159		0.553

		Int w/people online->feel connected to big picture		-0.00367		-0.000734		0.93		0.07589		0.015178		0.633		-0.274		-0.0548		0.421		-0.0683		-0.01366		0.783		-0.00649		0.641		0.03103		0.841		-0.301		0.414		-0.0747		0.792

		Int w/people offline->feel connected to big picture		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.689		-0.103		-0.0206		0.504		-0.0355		-0.0071		0.918		-0.0923		-0.01846		0.67		-0.00263		0.841		-0.103		0.487		0.07698		0.829		0.01997		0.94

		Int w/people online-> everyone's connected NOTE: Months played leads to more of feeling		-0.177		-0.0354		0.091		0.06941		0.013882		0.66		-0.406		-0.0812		0.234		-0.28		-0.056		0.158		-0.00886		0.496		0.09441		0.52		-0.488		0.167		-0.364		0.168		0.07975		0.84

		Int w/people offline-> everyone's connected : NOTE months played leads to more		-0.0357		-0.00714		0.754		0.02428		0.004856		0.892		-0.0968		-0.01936		0.77		-0.328		-0.0656		0.166		-0.021		0.139		0.05878		0.714		-0.163		0.67		-0.401		0.166

		Online people help each other out * CLOSE in 3rd Regression.		-0.0933		-0.01866		0.324		-0.0516		-0.01032		0.706		-0.546		-0.1092		0.102		-0.0333		-0.00666		0.857		0.002345		0.841		-0.053		0.69		-0.508		0.123		0.02105		0.929

		Offline people help each other out		-0.0387		-0.00774		0.673		-0.0359		-0.00718		0.796		-0.309		-0.0618		0.281		0.193		0.0386		0.301		0.0121		0.291		-0.0152		0.905		-0.304		0.33		0.195		0.4		0.52		0.152

		Online, I would help out stranger		-0.0978		-0.01956		0.324		-0.136		-0.0272		0.352		-0.169		-0.0338		0.572		-0.284		-0.0568		0.179		-0.00969		0.429		-0.169		0.224		0.01344		0.968		-0.0822		0.741

		Offline, I would help out stranger : NOTE : Newbs & Elders both sig dif than vets		-0.217		-0.0434		0.025		-0.0718		-0.01436		0.612		-0.846		-0.1692		0.002		-0.14		-0.028		0.529		0.002932		0.808		-0.0642		0.633		-0.778		0.018		-0.0735		0.763		0.7		0.056

		Online, willing to spend time on comm activities		-0.0373		-0.00746		0.728		-0.0391		-0.00782		0.977		-0.0385		-0.0077		0.928		-0.165		-0.033		0.455		-0.0102		0.439		0.06464		0.669		-0.111		0.765		-0.273		0.31

		Offline, willing to spend time on comm activities		0.04961		0.009922		0.613		0.01313		0.002626		0.925		0.495		0.099		0.155		0.155		0.031		0.436		0.007307		0.552		0.06127		0.652		0.442		0.195		0.06285		0.803

		Online, new people to talk to		-0.362		-0.0724		0.713		0.162		0.0324		0.293		-0.11		-0.022		0.725		-0.028		-0.0056		0.878		-0.0000887		0.994		0.137		0.32		-0.24		0.469		-0.143		0.565

		Offline, new people to talk to		-0.0382		-0.00764		0.71		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.662		-0.304		-0.0608		0.371		-0.0583		-0.01166		0.79		-0.00933		0.467		-0.00969		0.946		-0.285		0.414		-0.0769		0.768

		Online, come in contact w/new people		0.01362		0.002724		0.901		0.118		0.0236		0.511		-0.536		-0.1072		0.151		0.288		0.0576		0.076		0.01585		0.243		0.114		0.457		-0.644		0.081		0.185		0.501		0.816		0.047

		Offline, come in contact w/new people		-0.044		-0.0088		0.713		0.121		0.0242		0.481		-0.21		-0.042		0.583		-0.146		-0.0292		0.57		-0.00736		0.622		0.04855		0.771		-0.253		0.534		-0.152		0.615

		Online, there are people I trust to solve problems		-0.00538		-0.001076		0.964		-0.274		-0.0548		0.117		0.258		0.0516		0.495		0.378		0.0756		0.129		0.02396		0.105		-0.245		0.143		0.505		0.208		0.61		0.042		0.102		0.819

		Offline, there are people I trust to solve problems		0.06846		0.013692		0.457		0.07158		0.014316		0.618		-0.455		-0.091		0.101		0.297		0.0594		0.102		0.01		0.385		0.02747		0.829		-0.505		0.105		0.293		0.208		0.815		0.02

		Online, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		0.08342		0.016684		0.995		-0.19		-0.038		0.289		-0.137		-0.0274		0.712		0.459		0.0918		0.08		0.02003		0.186		-0.0952		0.574		-0.048		0.906		0.505		0.102		0.498		0.277

		Offline, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.474		-0.131		-0.0262		0.334		0.01089		0.002178		0.968		0.08658		0.017316		0.634		0.0129		0.245		-0.12		0.33		0.131		0.666		0.213		0.344

		Online, there are people to talk to when lonely		0.138		0.0276		0.233		0.234		0.0468		0.139		0.367		0.0734		0.345		0.365		0.073		0.124		0.01851		0.203		0.238		0.139		0.124		0.747		0.125		0.671

		Offline, there are people to talk to when lonely		-0.0341		-0.00682		0.735		0.07539		0.015078		0.63		0.251		0.0502		0.394		-0.11		-0.022		0.595		-0.0578		0.648		0.04403		0.752		0.196		0.565		-0.13		0.613

		Online, someone who'd lend me $500		0.06472		0.012944		0.607		-0.0139		-0.00278		0.944		0.207		0.0414		0.58		0.04314		0.008628		0.864		-0.00606		0.703		0.01433		0.935		0.229		0.589		0.02611		0.935

		Offline, someone who'd lend me $500		-0.0425		-0.0085		0.666		-0.118		-0.0236		0.43		-0.153		-0.0306		0.597		-0.209		-0.0418		0.299		-0.00913		0.456		-0.00837		0.951		-0.119		0.721		-0.239		0.336

		Online, people would put rep on line for me		-0.108		-0.0216		0.395		-0.156		-0.0312		0.364		0.03404		0.006808		0.938		-0.262		-0.0524		0.327		-0.00718		0.643		-0.124		0.487		0.177		0.674		-0.153		0.627

		Offline, people would put rep on line for me		0.09814		0.019628		0.306		0.16		0.032		0.279		-0.0805		-0.0161		0.795		0.151		0.0302		0.392		0.002035		0.864		0.168		0.208		-0.239		0.458		-0.0127		0.958

		Online, people would be good job refs for me		0.09428		0.018856		0.451		-0.0222		-0.00444		0.903		0.005759		0.0011518		0.99		0.142		0.0284		0.54		0.000007503		1		0.04554		0.797		-0.0698		0.876		0.03955		0.899

		Offline, people would be good job refs for me		-0.121		-0.0242		0.176		-0.0748		-0.01496		0.603		-0.302		-0.0604		0.232		-0.0859		-0.01718		0.616		0.002489		0.822		-0.0645		0.599		0.227		0.449		-0.00399		0.986

		Online, people would share last dollar w/me		0.05571		0.011142		0.617		0.04817		0.009634		0.771		-0.227		-0.0454		0.587		0.206		0.0412		0.314		0.005717		0.676		0.112		0.477		-0.33		0.403		0.03541		0.9

		Offline, people would share last dollar w/me		-0.089		-0.0178		0.459		0.08464		0.016928		0.597		-0.174		-0.0348		0.59		-0.052		-0.0104		0.827		-0.00108		0.936		0.07714		0.617		-0.243		0.508		-0.119		0.666

		Online, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.1		0.02		0.388		0.02311		0.004622		0.897		0.414		0.0828		0.279		-0.12		-0.024		0.587		-0.013		0.353		0.03131		0.851		0.382		0.327		-0.151		0.6

		Offline, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.06052		0.012104		0.554		0.08907		0.017814		0.561		0.105		0.021		0.763		-0.184		-0.0368		0.349		-0.0159		0.213		0.08802		0.537		0.03799		0.914		-0.261		0.313

		Diversity Index		-0.525		-0.0477272727		0.024		-0.487		-0.0442727273		0.152		-1.299		-0.1180909091		0.039		-0.172		-0.0156363636		0.756		0.01594		0.582		-0.526		0.104		-0.743		0.348		0.396		0.501		1.136		0.2

		comb1: off trust to solve + off job refs		-0.0279				0.848		0.03405				0.884		-0.769		-0.0769		0.061		0.22				0.43		0.011		0.543		-0.00415		0.983		-0.779		0.11		0.273		0.457

		Third interaction for this: Dummy (veterans) is -.797, p=.076, dummy*newbies is .815, p=.099, dummy*elders is 1.057, p=.057

		comb2: off people help each other, I would help stranger		-0.286		-0.0286		0.039		-0.154				0.483		-1.163		-0.1163		0.004		0.04997				0.856		0.01674		0.33		-0.12		0.53		-1.045		0.025		0.157		0.65		1.176		0.024

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.157, p=.007, dummy * newbies is 1.024, p=.03, dummy * elders is 1.176, p=.024

		comb3: general + online trust		0.05734				0.586		-0.132				0.405		0.609		0.3045		0.057		-0.139				0.518		-0.00788		0.545		-0.179		0.225		0.796		0.021		0.06633		0.802

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is .589, p=.061, dummy * newbies is -.72, p=.04, dummy * elders is -.677, p=.08		scale is 0-2. WTF?

		comb4: Sense of comm: neighbors, city, coworkers, online. Scale is 0-4		0.00018				0.999		0.408		0.102		0.069		-0.806		-0.2015		0.043		-0.104		-0.026		0.718		-0.016		0.35		0.44		0.032		-1.277		0.008		-0.557		0.105		0.619		0.222

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.768, p=.069, dummy * newbies is 1.175, p=.014, dummy * elders is .619, p=.222

		comb5: Sense of comm: neighbors, coworkers CHANGE Scale is 0-2		-0.0181				0.833		0.221		0.1105		0.091		-0.523		-0.2615		0.029		-0.141		-0.0705		0.411		-0.0134		0.212		0.211		0.079		-0.745		0.005		-0.352		0.101		0.38		0.202

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.534, p=.024, dummy * newbies is .746, p=.005, dummy * elders is .38, p=.202





Personality, Life Measures

		Personality, Aggression, Well-being																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders (Left blank if n.s., entered if others warrant it)		Sig

		Introversion/Extroversion		-0.137		-0.00137		0.748		-0.196		-0.00196		0.737		1.235		0.01235		0.373		1.014		0.01014		0.276		0.07234		0.177		-0.111		0.851		1.325		0.351		1.105		0.305

		Physical Aggression		-0.246		-0.0054666667		0.539		0.132		0.0029333333		0.828		0.271		0.0060222222		0.831		-1.16		-0.0257777778		0.144		-0.0525		0.291		0.07814		0.889		0.268		0.842		-1.18		0.243

		Verbal Aggression		-0.073		-0.00292		0.773		0.01179		0.0004716		0.976		-0.215		-0.0086		0.746		0.475		0.019		0.394		0.02296		0.466		0.02286		0.949		-0.203		0.812		0.432		0.499

		Loneliness (6 to 30)		0.172		0.0057333333		0.588		0.28		0.0093333333		0.565		-0.257		-0.0085666667		0.787		0.246		0.0082		0.715		0.009079		0.818		0.166		0.711		-0.413		0.702		0.128		0.873

		Self-esteem: Performance (7 to 35)		-0.59		-0.0168571429		0.055		0.172		0.0049142857		0.71		-0.919		-0.0262571429		0.348		-1.634		-0.0466857143		0.006		-0.0831		0.027		-0.0301		0.944		-0.913		0.362		-1.51		0.051		-0.519		0.644

		Self-esteem: Social (7 to 35)		0.08257		0.0023591429		0.83		0.09708		0.0027737143		0.867		-0.283		-0.0080857143		0.816		0.183		0.0052285714		0.814		0.01496		0.756		0.112		0.838		-0.453		0.718		0.04439		0.964

		Self-esteem: Total (14 to 70)		-0.388		-0.0055428571		0.499		0.507		0.0072428571		0.562		-1.129		-0.0161285714		0.514		-1.42		-0.0202857143		0.219		-0.0733		0.303		0.232		0.775		-1.434		0.427		-1.554		0.288

		NOBAGS		0.282		0.0088125		0.368		-0.196		-0.006125		0.691		1.173		0.03665625		0.226		0.527		0.01646875		0.367		0.02477		0.526		-0.201		0.648		1.352		0.195		0.71		0.37

		Chances of robbery w/weapon		6.554		0.06554		0.007		10.769		0.10769		0.001		-8.834		-0.08834		0.263		8.116		0.08116		0.139		0.01218		0.968		10.291		0.002		-19.069		0.02		-1.871		0.761		17.085		0.063

		Chances of physical assault		-0.952		-0.00952		0.701		-2.05		-0.0205		0.564		-2.272		-0.02272		0.766		6.323		0.06323		0.247		0.428		0.169		-2.15		0.53		-0.123		0.988		8.38		0.184

		Chances of rape		2.851		0.02851		0.111		4.067		0.04067		0.148		0.426		0.00426		0.94		1.438		0.01438		0.659		-0.0562		0.802		4.397		0.075		-3.692		0.539		-2.984		0.511

		Chances of murder		2.842		0.02842		0.12		3.521		0.03521		0.162		0.147		0.00147		0.982		1.159		0.01159		0.744		-0.0514		0.824		3.247		0.195		-3.019		0.618		-2.06		0.658

		Feel safe walking alone in suburbs		0.17		0.0242857143		0.198		-0.0453		-0.0064714286		0.829		0.387		0.0552857143		0.306		0.231		0.033		0.393		0.004806		0.771		-0.00681		0.97		0.385		0.391		0.199		0.553

		Feel safe walking alone on campus (higher is less safe)		0.29		0.0414285714		0.026		0.228		0.0325714286		0.191		0.467		0.0667142857		0.25		0.185		0.0264285714		0.555		-0.00403		0.804		0.232		0.202		0.249		0.575		-0.0539		0.871		-0.307		0.536

		Flow		0.03047		0.0076175		0.685		0.114		0.0285		0.362		0.01859		0.0046475		0.933		-0.0386		-0.00965		0.777		-0.006		0.522		0.08022		0.445		-0.0571		0.823		-0.0933		0.625

		Depression		0.08068		0.0015515385		0.882		0.681		0.0130961538		0.433		-0.1267		-0.0024365385		0.496		0.603		0.0115961538		0.552		0.02805		0.67		0.688		0.384		-1.872		0.338		-0.055		0.967

		Happiness		-0.0276		-0.00345		0.846		0.131		0.016375		0.512		-0.499		-0.062375		0.263		0.196		0.0245		0.549		0.005349		0.766		9.482		0.629		-0.593		0.225		0.123		0.733

		General Health		-0.0184		-0.00368		0.828		-0.0723		-0.01446		0.574		-0.149		-0.0298		0.558		0.04882		0.009764		0.785		0.004768		0.652		-0.0744		0.53		-0.0734		0.799		0.125		0.56





Personality, Life Appendix

		Dependent Variable: Performance-based self-esteem scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.884		0.429		0.040		0.219		0.087		0.012		0.025		0.016		0.117		-0.590		0.307		0.055				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.492		0.632		0.019		0.319		0.137		0.021		0.172		0.463		0.710

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Chances of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100 range)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.0924		0.000924

				-3.741		3.336		0.263		-0.051		0.683		0.940		0.061		0.127		0.633		6.554		2.426		0.007				Veterans		3.0566		0.030566

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.1856		0.031856

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-6.885		4.478		0.126		0.509		0.988		0.607		10.769		3.272		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.163		0.183		0.371		-0.028		0.037		0.458		-0.011		0.007		0.124		0.170		0.132		0.198				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.155		0.286		0.588		-0.022		0.063		0.730		-0.045		0.209		0.829

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014						-0.0357142857

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.033		0.180		0.853		0.013		0.037		0.725		-0.017		0.007		0.011		0.290		0.130		0.026				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.171		0.237		0.471		0.045		0.052		0.385		0.228		0.174		0.191

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025						-0.0342857143

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games (1 to 7, more is less violent)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: General health (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		0.118		0.808		-0.009		0.024		0.702		0.003		0.004		0.529		-0.018		0.085		0.828				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.164		0.175		0.350		-0.042		0.039		0.278		-0.072		0.128		0.574

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.344		0.768		0.654		0.080		0.151		0.593		-0.022		0.028		0.440		0.080		0.543		0.882				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.193		1.197		0.872		0.040		0.254		0.860		0.681		0.866		0.433

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.978		0.439		0.026		-0.157		0.089		0.078		-0.020		0.017		0.229		0.172		0.317		0.588				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.760		0.656		0.248		-0.108		0.143		0.451		0.280		0.485		0.565

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.273		0.202		0.176		0.070		0.040		0.098		-2.127		0.007		0.998		-0.028		0.142		0.846				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.359		0.284		0.208		0.090		0.061		0.147		0.131		0.199		0.512

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.501		0.557		0.369		-0.107		0.113		0.343		-0.014		0.021		0.518		-0.246		0.400		0.539				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.733		0.832		0.379		-0.186		0.181		0.305		0.132		0.607		0.828

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.090		0.349		0.805		-0.025		0.071		0.726		-0.010		0.013		0.449		-0.073		0.253		0.773				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.812		0.535		0.130		-0.182		0.118		0.123		0.010		0.396		0.976

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.279		0.434		0.521		-0.058		0.088		0.508		-0.005		0.016		0.764		0.282		0.313		0.368				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.847		0.677		0.212		-0.169		0.148		0.256		-0.196		0.493		0.691

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048						-0.0161875

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of physical assault

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.274		3.395		0.503		-0.415		0.696		0.551		-0.094		0.130		0.469		-0.952		2.475		0.701				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				5.889		4.852		0.226		-1.043		1.073		0.332		-2.050		3.552		0.564

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of rape

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		2.464		0.989		-0.074		0.507		0.885		-0.060		0.094		0.525		2.851		1.784		0.111				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.445		3.841		0.707		0.198		0.852		0.816		4.067		2.800		0.148

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of murder

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.552		2.518		0.311		-0.505		0.524		0.335		-0.087		0.096		0.367		2.842		1.824		0.120				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.702		3.479		0.840		0.200		0.782		0.799		3.521		2.510		0.162

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable:

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

																														Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.
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		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.167		0.764		0.127		0.059		0.154		0.701		0.037		0.029		0.193		-0.240		0.545		0.660				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.359		1.089		0.214		0.053		0.237		0.824		0.868		0.797		0.278

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.436		1.133		0.701		-0.075		0.225		0.739		-0.064		0.041		0.123		0.695		0.783		0.375				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.303		1.719		0.860		-0.113		0.360		0.754		0.906		1.212		0.456

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.747		0.760		0.326		-0.068		0.153		0.656		0.010		0.029		0.717		-0.403		0.542		0.458				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.542		1.031		0.600		-0.052		0.224		0.816		0.282		0.776		0.717

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.910		0.743		0.010		0.183		0.149		0.222		0.036		0.027		0.191		0.377		0.521		0.470				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.642		1.091		0.134		0.154		0.234		0.512		0.401		0.783		0.609

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Offline Social Support Scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Social Support		Esprit de Corps

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.60598		0.060598		0.00080112

				-0.272		0.203		0.181		2.652		0.041		0.522		0.006		0.008		0.407		-0.028		0.145		0.848				Veterans		0.60598		0.060598		-0.02339888

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.60598		0.160598		0.02100112

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.503		0.320		0.117		0.078		0.070		0.265		0.034		0.233		0.884

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.064		2.174		0.030

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.179		0.111		1.609		0.109

		Veterans		0.241		0.113		2.129		0.035

		Elders		0.000		0.100		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Offline espirit de corps

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.04364		0.104364

				-1.910		0.194		0.921		0.044		0.039		0.261		0.014		0.007		0.052		-0.286		0.138		0.039				Veterans		1.27004		0.127004

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.29504		0.129504

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.175		0.303		0.564		-0.006		0.066		0.932		-0.154		0.219		0.483

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.074		0.061		-1.208		0.228

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.104		-0.940		0.348

		Veterans		0.138		0.109		1.258		0.210

		Elders		-0.226		0.100		-2.270		0.025

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.691		0.069

		Vet. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.364		0.057

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.99

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Neighborhood		Co-workers & schoolmates		People online

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.25951		0.0260047		-0.0192834

				-0.093		0.066		0.163		0.019		0.013		0.155		-0.001		0.002		0.795		0.059		0.047		0.208				Veterans		2.29031		-0.0459953		-0.1572834

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.57731		0.0226047		-0.0443172

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.173		0.103		0.096		0.026		0.022		0.241		0.236		0.073		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers & Schoolmates sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.64541

				-0.059		0.073		0.420		0.030		0.015		0.047		0.001		0.003		0.696		-0.070		0.054		0.193				Veterans		1.68741

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.00641

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.145		0.109		0.186		0.044		0.024		0.068		0.001		0.082		0.992

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: Sense of community from people online

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.51958

				-0.071		0.074		0.342		-0.004		0.015		0.810		0.003		0.003		0.230		-0.027		0.053		0.619				Veterans		0.47858

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0.78464

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.060		0.112		0.595		-0.067		0.025		0.786		0.066		0.079		0.405

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.89

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.15		0.0136363636

				0.345		0.321		0.283		0.042		0.066		0.520		-0.023		0.012		0.055		-0.525		0.232		0.024				Veterans		-0.1793		-0.0163

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.0823		-0.0074818182

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.112		0.463		0.808		0.099		0.102		0.332		-0.487		0.339		0.152

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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Master Appendix File

		Dependent Variable: Played a PC game in the evening (treatment check)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.096		0.052		0.065		0.010		0.011		0.327		-0.001		0.002		0.493		0.084		0.037		0.025				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.119		0.083		0.151		0.013		0.018		0.473		0.136		0.061		0.026

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: "Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?"

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.96

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.724		3.622

				0.030		0.084		0.749		0.001		0.017		0.955		0.000		0.003		0.906		0.092		0.060		0.128				Veterans		0.734		3.672

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.784		3.920

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.135		0.133		0.313		-0.017		0.029		0.561		-0.202		0.098		0.041

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable: In the past month, worked for a political party

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Worked for a political party		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.2496

				0.003		0.019		0.883		0.005		0.004		0.172		0.000		0.001		0.461		0.020		0.014		0.275				Veterans		1.2435

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.8146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.007		0.027		0.799		-0.005		0.006		0.380		0.013		0.020		0.515

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable: Attended a club meeting

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Attended a club meeting		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.87

				-0.016		0.058		0.773		0.000		0.012		0.994		0.000		0.002		0.882		0.060		0.042		0.132				Veterans		3.9

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.177

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.025		0.092		0.786		0.004		0.020		0.831		0.022		0.068		0.745

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable: Played a team sport

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Played a team sport		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.6285

				-0.134		0.050		0.007		0.020		0.010		0.037		0.001		0.002		0.751		0.060		0.036		0.083				Veterans		1.6385

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.3345

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.053		0.067		0.424		0.008		0.015		0.601		0.011		0.049		0.822

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Sent a greeting card

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Sent a greeting card		Effects				Worked for a political party		Attended a club meeting		Played a team sport		Sent a greeting card

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.8423				Newbies		-0.0002887		0.01337407		-0.010576		-0.0800381

				-0.039		0.066		0.653		0.009		0.013		0.526		0.000		0.003		0.938		-0.050		0.048		0.259				Veterans		1.8023				Veterans		-0.0091787		0.04884407		0.003724		-0.0720381

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.1463				Elders		0.0139413		0.05384407		0.040414		-0.0130381

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.033		0.091		0.714		-0.006		0.020		0.751		-0.089		0.067		0.181

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.021		1.475		0.141

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.032		0.745		0.457

		Veterans		0.030		0.040		0.870		0.386

		Elders		0.040		0.039		0.948		0.344

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.042		0.959

		Dependent Variable: Evening use of other media: Newspapers, TV News, TV (non-news), Reading Books or Magazines

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Calculations for graphs

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Educ mean = 3.9

				0.046		0.132		0.730		-0.018		0.027		0.502		0.007		0.005		0.151		-0.037		0.096		0.700						Effect on other media use

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Newbies		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Veterans		0

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Elders		0

				0.232		0.178		0.193		-0.058		0.039		0.137		-0.024		0.130		0.851

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Talk with family members in evenings

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Talk w/family in evenings		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.003		0.068		0.963		-0.014		0.014		0.316		0.003		0.003		0.308		0.082		0.049		0.096				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.021		0.095		0.825		-0.014		0.021		0.502		0.032		0.070		0.646

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Household chores		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.021

				0.134		0.072		0.064		-0.023		0.015		0.114		0.002		0.003		0.406		-0.039		0.052		0.454				Veterans		3.071

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.221

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.097		0.102		0.341		-0.017		0.022		0.459		-0.061		0.074		0.413

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.4934

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		0.2834

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.3354

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable: Writing newspaper (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.018		-1.069		0.286

		Veterans		0.010		0.014		1.000		0.319

		Elders		0.010		0.019		0.631		0.529

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Signed a petition (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Discussed politics (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable: Had friends in for the evening (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable: Went to the home of friends (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable: Went out to see a movie (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Made a personal long-distance call (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.020		-0.953		0.341

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.029		-1.122		0.263

		Veterans		0.010		0.036		0.391		0.696

		Elders		-0.030		0.041		-0.744		0.458

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.516		0.597

		Dependent Variable: Wrote a personal letter (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.020		1.930		0.054

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.033		1.418		0.159

		Veterans		0.060		0.037		1.519		0.131

		Elders		0.010		0.033		0.364		0.716

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.413		0.662

		Dependent Variable: Visited relatives (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966





Master Appendix File

		0

		0

		0



Religious attendance



		0

		0

		0





		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



Worked for a political party

Attended a club meeting

Played a team sport

Sent a greeting card



		0

		0

		0



Effect on other media use



		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders



0

0

0



		0

		0

		0





		MOVING TO WORD: COPY/PASTE, CHANGE FONT TO 7, the in Table Properties, set row height to .1" Row heights must be done one table at a time

		Table entries are unstandardized coefficients from linear regression models, plus standard errors and significance values.

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet to find information on national or international events (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.22961		0.246

				0.031		0.171		0.858		-0.002		0.035		0.954		0.006		0.006		0.341		-0.225		0.124		0.071				Veterans		1.15961		0.232

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.61461		0.323

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.079		0.263		0.765		-0.027		0.058		0.646		-0.208		0.193		0.283

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Killing time (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.45		0.090

				-0.217		0.138		0.116		-0.036		0.028		0.205		0.001		0.005		0.895		0.241		0.100		0.016				Veterans		0.28		0.056

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.303		0.061

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.417		0.194		0.033		0.005		0.042		0.904		0.316		0.142		0.027

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.044		4.331		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.280		0.068		4.159		0.000

		Veterans		0.070		0.087		0.816		0.416

		Elders		0.170		0.076		2.301		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.973		0.140

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet for social outreach (help for personal problem + to meet someone new + for chat rooms, 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.45732		0.230

				0.071		0.295		0.810		-0.008		0.060		0.893		-0.012		0.011		0.279		-0.218		0.213		0.308				Veterans		3.13632		0.209

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.15732		0.210

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.268		0.430		0.534		-0.082		0.094		0.385		0.055		0.316		0.861

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.201		0.093		2.158		0.031

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.150		0.264		0.792

		Veterans		0.295		0.200		1.477		0.142

		Elders		0.321		0.138		2.325		0.021

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.013		0.364

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to Friends 1, 2 and 3

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Friends 1-3		Friends 4-6

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.26374		0.008		-0.064

				-2.066		2.556		0.419		0.428		0.522		0.413		-0.005		0.097		0.963		1.442		1.846		0.435				Veterans		4.11564		0.014		-0.057

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.70464		0.016		-0.054

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-3.272		4.614		0.479		0.728		1.015		0.474		0.495		3.039		0.884										Newbies		0.128		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000		-16.563

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000		-16.816

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4, 5 and 6

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		87.0329		0.290

				-11.411		4.452		0.011		0.441		0.906		0.627		0.025		0.162		0.876		-7.775		3.079		0.012				Veterans		40.9452		0.136

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		40.9452		0.136

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												-17.437		-5.812

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-26.058		6.485		0.000		3.725		1.409		0.009		7.353		4.516		0.106										Newbies		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Minutes w/family member #1		Minutes w/family member #2

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		19.3495		-13.124

				21.808		18.526		0.240		-4.288		3.755		0.256		0.454		0.701		0.517		-24.479		13.382		0.068				Veterans		9.7395		-6.086

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		10.1515		-8.335

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Newbies		0.167		-0.243

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Veterans		0.084		-0.113

				22.901		18.439		0.215		-4.209		3.770		0.265		-21.344		12.470		0.088										Elders		0.088		-0.154

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		14.4288

				5.062		13.302		0.704		-0.322		2.714		0.906		0.321		0.504		0.524		-15.600		9.607		0.105				Veterans		6.691

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		7.06

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-8.553		18.462		0.644		1.927		4.056		0.635		-11.862		13.513		0.381

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.079		1.958		0.582		0.189		0.398		0.636		-0.039		0.074		0.596		-0.950		1.419		0.504				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-7.519		2.418		0.002		1.488		0.530		0.005		2.817		1.774		0.114

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use (Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																																Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.9869		0.996

				0.010		0.106		0.912		-0.003		0.022		0.891		0.004		0.004		0.336		-0.050		0.077		0.511				Veterans		3.0357		1.012

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.4367		1.146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.040		0.147		0.811		-0.009		0.032		0.791		0.020		0.107		0.824

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: Book reading (Yes or No, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.100		0.065		0.124		0.011		0.013		0.399		0.001		0.002		0.780		-0.036		0.047		0.438

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.087		0.078		0.021		0.019		0.262		-0.021		0.064		0.743

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.020		3.568		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.030		2.311		0.022

		Veterans		0.060		0.043		1.447		0.150

		Elders		0.090		0.035		2.437		0.016

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.097		0.908

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.185		0.146		0.204		0.026		0.030		0.374		0.005		0.005		0.325		-0.116		0.106		0.270				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.299		0.197		0.131		0.062		0.043		0.154		-0.082		0.144		0.569

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.215		0.176		0.222		0.032		0.036		0.375		-0.011		0.007		0.092		0.179		0.127		0.160				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.319		0.249		0.202		0.054		0.055		0.329		0.223		0.182		0.222

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Non-work Internet use (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-2.778		2.432		0.254		0.681		0.496		0.171		-0.037		0.092		0.689		0.114		1.757		0.948				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.573		3.291		0.862		-0.064		0.723		0.929		-0.153		2.409		0.949

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Buying or selling online (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.179		0.388		-0.0106		0.036		0.771		-0.00203		0.007		0.765		0.06533		0.13		0.615

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.008937		0.241		0.97		-0.0584		0.053		0.269		0.185		0.177		0.296

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Keeping in touch with friends in the local area (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.216		0.179		0.228		-0.00284		0.036		0.937		-0.00382		0.007		0.569		0.118		0.129		0.359

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.0722		0.263		0.784		-0.0504		0.057		0.38		0.116		0.191		0.543

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467
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		Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

		Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.125		0.061		-2.042		0.042

		Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

		Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

		Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Veterans		0.460		0.125		3.665		0.000

		Elders		0.470		0.109		4.301		0.000

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.101		0.144		0.700		0.485

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.207		0.181		-1.141		0.255

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-2.386		1.797		-1.328		0.186

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use

		(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.107		-0.182		0.856

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.754		0.713		-1.058		0.291

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.340		0.155		2.207		0.028

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.370		0.234		1.579		0.116

		Veterans		0.070		0.293		0.255		0.799

		Elders		0.540		0.290		1.867		0.064

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.173		0.841

		Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.082		0.072		1.163		0.246

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.270		0.022		12.091		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.240		0.034		7.003		0.000

		Veterans		0.260		0.040		6.371		0.000

		Elders		0.310		0.041		7.568		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.973		0.379

		Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.003		0.076		-0.027		0.979

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.056		0.074		0.754		0.452

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.061		0.128		0.478		0.633

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.095		0.198		-0.480		0.632

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.660		0.855		-0.772		0.441

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.315		0.483		-0.653		0.514

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.191		0.604		-0.316		0.752

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.060		0.396		-0.152		0.880

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression

		(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.153		0.492		0.312		0.756

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-10.631		3.256		-3.266		0.001

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				1.776		3.540		0.502		0.617

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-4.018		2.786		-1.442		0.151

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-3.483		2.499		-1.394		0.165

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.039		0.208		0.188		0.851

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.215		0.173		-1.241		0.216

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.199		0.172		-1.156		0.249

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.278		3.376		-0.082		0.934

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				8.737		4.578		1.909		0.058

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				21.249		17.416		1.220		0.224

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				12.548		13.379		0.938		0.349

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

		family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.205		0.202		-1.017		0.310

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.065		0.055		1.170		0.243

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.058		0.095		0.607		0.544

		Veterans		0.039		0.093		0.420		0.675

		Elders		0.096		0.094		1.016		0.311

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.083		0.921

		Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.133		2.393		0.055		0.956

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Reading local news**		3.15		2.99		0.63		0.598

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Buying or selling**		2.77		2.6		0.554		0.52

				0.169		0.191		0.884		0.378						Downloading software***		3.83		3.6		0.766		0.72

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Listening to music***		3.4		3.19		0.68		0.638

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.160		0.058		2.743		0.006

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.092		1.731		0.085

		Veterans		0.090		0.109		0.783		0.435

		Elders		0.220		0.102		2.168		0.032

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.414		0.661

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.204		0.176		-1.162		0.247

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to dowload software (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.090		0.100		0.897		0.370

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.230		0.047		4.856		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.076		3.421		0.001

		Veterans		0.220		0.091		2.441		0.016

		Elders		0.190		0.079		2.435		0.016

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.191		0.826

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.229		0.174		1.314		0.190

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.210		0.051		4.128		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.220		0.084		2.613		0.010

		Veterans		0.280		0.102		2.733		0.007

		Elders		0.150		0.084		1.762		0.080

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.487		0.615

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						To get help for a personal problem**		1.76		1.62		0.352		0.324

				-0.049		0.152		-0.325		0.745						To visit chat rooms*		1.68		1.59		0.336		0.318

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														To keep in touch with local friends**		3.31		3.14		0.662		0.628

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.140		0.046		3.020		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.130		0.073		1.738		0.084

		Veterans		0.140		0.100		1.358		0.177

		Elders		0.150		0.067		2.283		0.024

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.032		0.969

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.038		0.122		-0.313		0.755

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Control		8.62		8.046

				0.090		0.038		2.403		0.017						Treatment (game)		7.493		8.64

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.058		0.417		0.677

		Veterans		0.100		0.080		1.260		0.210

		Elders		0.170		0.061		2.712		0.007
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						F		Sig.

						1.268		0.282

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.134		0.190		-0.703		0.483

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.200		0.192		1.040		0.299

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.031		0.170		-0.183		0.855

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.050		1.416		0.158

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.081		0.418		0.676

		Veterans		0.060		0.096		0.668		0.505

		Elders		0.130		0.085		1.464		0.145

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.298		0.743

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.001		0.157		-0.008		0.993

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.040		0.048		-0.742		0.458

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.120		0.075		-1.610		0.109

		Veterans		0.050		0.090		0.557		0.578

		Elders		0.000		0.085		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable:

		Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.110		0.176		0.624		0.533

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.052		0.792		0.429

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.084		-0.349		0.727

		Veterans		0.040		0.090		0.479		0.633

		Elders		0.130		0.097		1.323		0.188

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.816		0.443

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0498		0.04343		-1.147		0.252

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0479		0.06391		-0.749		0.455

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.007		0.0184		0.397		0.692

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.05		0.0303		1.642		0.103

		Veterans		0.017		0.037		0.47		0.639

		Elders		-0.052		0.0287		-1.823		0.071

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.81		0.061

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0185		0.08192		0.226		0.822

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0684		0.07862		-0.871		0.385

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0761		0.19338		-0.393		0.694

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.093		0.0331		2.798		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.085		0.0542		1.578		0.116

		Veterans		-0.014		0.0613		-0.235		0.815

		Elders		0.196		0.0564		3.479		0.001

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.28		0.279

		Dependent Variable:

		Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0986		0.1926		0.512		0.609

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable:

		Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0145		0.01968		-0.736		0.462

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.004		0.006		0.632		0.528

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0762		0.05198		1.467		0.144

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.016		-0.246		0.806

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.025		-0.377		0.706

		Veterans		0.010		0.033		0.425		0.671

		Elders		-0.010		0.024		-0.499		0.619

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)				0.024

						F		Sig.

						0.249		0.780

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0206		0.06697		-0.307		0.759

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable:

		Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0374		0.07096		-0.527		0.599

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable:

		Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0084		0.0483		-0.174		0.862

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place

		of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0049		0.06315		0.078		0.938

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.022		0.534		0.593

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.030		0.780		0.436

		Veterans		-0.060		0.046		-1.345		0.181

		Elders		0.060		0.038		1.588		0.114

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.535		0.080

		Dependent Variable:

		Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0812		0.03511		-2.312		0.022

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.010		0.010		-0.557		0.578

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.017		-0.831		0.407

		Veterans		0.010		0.021		0.332		0.740

		Elders		-0.010		0.016		-0.377		0.707

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.340		0.712

		Dependent Variable:

		Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)														Civic activities		Time 1		Time 2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Signed a petition*		0.21		0.25

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Had friends in***		0.7		0.62

				-0.0655		0.06806		-0.963		0.337						Went to friends' house**		0.7		0.64

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Visited relatives**		0.51		0.44

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals,

		how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1974		0.09788		2.017		0.045

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable:

		Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0154		0.07503		-0.205		0.838

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable:

		Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1055		0.07514		1.404		0.162

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable:

		Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0058		0.07773		-0.075		0.941

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966

		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.8471		0.78904		-1.074		0.285

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2942		0.72959		-0.403		0.687

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2934		0.77242		-0.38		0.705

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.5592		0.48324		-1.157		0.248

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)																T1/5		T2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***		0.85704		0.828

				-0.0772		0.08564		-0.901		0.368						There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*		0.9039		0.884

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***		0.8875		0.828

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.141		0.040		3.477		0.001		4.285		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.190		0.069		2.764		0.006		4.251		4.060

		Veterans		0.150		0.074		2.015		0.046		4.329		4.180

		Elders		0.068		0.065		1.044		0.298		4.292		4.220

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.811		0.445

		Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0471		0.08278		0.569		0.57

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.096		0.039		2.453		0.015		4.520		4.420

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.095		0.064		1.479		0.141		4.438		4.340

		Veterans		0.157		0.073		2.144		0.034		4.564		4.410

		Elders		0.043		0.065		0.663		0.508		4.586		4.540

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.624		0.536

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0096		0.11766		0.082		0.935

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.293		0.055		5.285		0.000		4.438		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.284		0.083		3.431		0.001		4.409		4.130

		Veterans		0.383		0.105		3.633		0.000		4.482		4.100

		Elders		0.227		0.105		2.171		0.031		4.436		4.210

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.593		0.553

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0689		0.09916		-0.695		0.487

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)																T1		T2

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**		0.71882		0.7446

				-0.129		0.047		-2.752		0.006		3.594		3.723		Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*		0.62334		0.643

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)														Offline, people help each other out.*		0.79098		0.808

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.078		0.071		-1.089		0.277		3.660		3.738

		Veterans		-0.237		0.097		-2.457		0.015		3.576		3.813

		Elders		-0.100		0.079		-1.259		0.210		3.525		3.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.046		0.352

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0727		0.09799		0.742		0.459

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.099		0.050		-1.972		0.049		3.117		3.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.035		0.084		0.418		0.676		3.250		3.215

		Veterans		-0.095		0.089		-1.066		0.289		3.131		3.226

		Elders		-0.269		0.084		-3.182		0.002		2.938		3.206

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.517		0.597

		Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0257		0.08554		0.3		0.764

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.082		0.040		-2.041		0.042		3.955		4.040

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.086		0.066		-1.301		0.195		3.933		4.020

		Veterans		0.007		0.077		0.094		0.925		4.043		4.040

		Elders		-0.155		0.067		-2.303		0.023		3.907		4.060

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.189		0.305

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.5182		0.33733		1.536		0.126

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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		Time1/5		Time1/5		Time1/5

		Time 2/5		Time 2/5		Time 2/5



Getting help for a personal problem**

Visiting chat rooms*

Keeping in touch with local friends**

0.352

0.336

0.662

0.324

0.318

0.628



Sample Characteristics

		

				Some sample demographics

		41.3		% living with spouse

		28.8		w/parent

		20.7		w/child

		1.9		w/grandparent

		0.8		w/grandchildren

		19.2		w/other family (forgot to id siblings, which could be here)





Civic&Community Part.

		Putnam/Needham civic & community participation questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?		-0.0895		-0.0179		0.112		-0.202		-0.0404		0.041		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.773		0.12		0.024		0.349		0.01274		0.089		-0.192		0.023		0.144		0.468		0.295		0.057		0.153		0.495

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends in person?		0.019		0.019		0.677		0.03605		0.03605		0.617		-0.00925		-0.00925		0.951		0.01496		0.01496		0.886		-0.0000241		0.997		0.05862		0.385		-0.0651		0.693		-0.0493		0.692

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends online?		0.01487		0.01487		0.667		0.06674		0.06674		0.195		-0.0939		-0.0939		0.484		0.02492		0.02492		0.726		0.0005866		0.901		0.08216		0.105		-0.173		0.162		-0.0686		0.474

		Worked for a political party		0.01884		0.01884		0.146		0.01294		0.01294		0.515		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.887		0.0533		0.0533		0.071		0.002075		0.232		0.01323		0.493		-0.021		0.657		0.03954		0.262		0.05974		0.26

		Attended a public meeting on town or school affairs		-0.0612		-0.0612		0.066		-0.0719		-0.0719		0.172		-0.214		-0.214		0.082		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.626		0.00251		573		-0.0715		0.15		-0.145		0.233		0.04006		0.658		0.184		0.176

		Wrote congressman or senator		0.01517		0.01517		0.492		0.07906		0.07906		0.027		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.935		-0.0428		-0.0428		0.344		-0.00498		0.093		0.08181		0.013		-0.0828		0.303		-0.126		0.036		-0.0494		0.583

		Signed a petition		0.06179		0.06179		0.139		0.06308		0.06308		0.36		0.06457		0.06457		0.641		0.116		0.116		0.205		0.001667		0.766		0.05779		0.355		0.003218		0.983		0.05556		0.626

		Wrote a letter to the newspaper		-0.00147		-0.00147		0.946		0.01161		0.01161		0.756		-0.0139		-0.0139		0.792		0.0774		0.0774		0.152		0.004049		0.164		0.005543		0.864		-0.0183		0.817		0.07555		0.201

		Attended a club meeting		0.06058		0.06058		0.119		0.022		0.022		0.745		-0.0447		-0.0447		0.723		0.178		0.178		0.022		0.004703		0.367		0.03038		0.6		-0.0784		0.581		0.142		0.18		0.216		0.175

		Discussed politics		0.05113		0.05113		0.274		0.05074		0.05074		0.474		-0.111		-0.111		0.475		0.08717		0.08717		0.442		0.0001328		0.983		0.07176		0.305		-0.178		0.298		0.01184		0.926

		Had friends in for the evening		0.0494		0.0494		0.309		0.0002004		0.0002004		0.998		0.09785		0.09785		0.526		0.01008		0.01008		0.931		-0.00388		0.551		0.001226		0.986		0.106		0.55		0.01436		0.913

		Had a serious argument with a friend		-0.0035		-0.0035		0.932		0.4429		0.4429		0.462		0.06313		0.06313		0.671		-0.00799		-0.00799		0.933		-0.000851		0.877		0.04098		0.504		0.03208		0.831		-0.0433		0.699

		Went to the home of friends		-0.0769		-0.0769		0.124		-0.115		-0.115		0.131		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.801		-0.693		-0.693		0.579		0.0005789		0.931		-0.0911		0.221		0.05057		0.782		0.01082		0.937

		Went out to see a movie		-0.00181		-0.00181		0.97		0.01718		0.01718		0.82		-0.012		-0.012		0.942		0.01894		0.01894		0.863		-0.00159		0.805		0.02295		0.749		-0.027		0.878		-0.00558		0.966

		Made a personal long distance call		0.03543		0.03543		0.408		0.03143		0.03143		0.608		0.07939		0.07939		0.554		0.135		0.135		0.238		0.004731		0.411		0.06111		0.339		0.02454		0.875		0.05848		0.616

		Had a serious argument with a partner (e.g., spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend) 		0.07914		0.07914		0.057		0.09719		0.09719		0.146		-0.0325		-0.0325		0.771		0.167		0.167		0.117		0.002664		0.663		0.08367		0.178		-0.113		0.456		0.09883		0.383		0.214		0.209

		Read a book		-0.0315		-0.0315		0.469		-0.0209		-0.0209		0.743		0.02556		0.02556		0.876		-0.154		-0.154		0.116		-0.00744		0.202		-0.0654		0.313		0.0909		0.567		-0.0573		0.628

		Watched a sports event on TV		-0.146		-0.146		0.756		-0.0629		-0.0629		0.375		0.12		0.12		0.431		0.142		0.142		0.214		0.01259		0.045		-0.103		0.14		0.216		0.208		0.269		0.035		0.07487		0.696

		Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment		0.03478		0.03478		0.451		0.0004863		0.0004863		0.994		0.0644		0.0644		0.715		0.05949		0.05949		0.578		0.002432		0.694		-0.033		0.63		0.09907		0.556		0.118		0.346

		Wrote a personal letter		-0.00801		-0.00801		0.851		-0.0602		-0.0602		0.39		0.03535		0.03535		0.799		0.0314		0.0314		0.738		0.004504		0.43		-0.0416		0.513		0.07723		0.62		0.06517		0.574

		Played a team sport		0.06622		0.06622		0.048		0.01099		0.01099		0.822		0.08349		0.08349		0.433		0.208		0.208		0.017		0.007795		0.082		0.0225		0.655		0.06216		0.61		0.183		0.045		0.116		0.394

		Sent a greeting card		-0.0525		-0.0525		0.238		-0.0893		-0.0893		0.181		-0.334		-0.334		0.026		0.107		0.107		0.319		0.007451		0.212		-0.0957		0.148		-0.244		0.132		0.203		0.093		0.456		0.012

		Visited relatives		0.008343		0.008343		0.871		-0.00199		-0.00199		0.98		-0.084		-0.084		0.647		0.104		0.104		0.369		0.002904		0.674		0.07741		0.77		-0.105		0.579		0.06101		0.664

		Received a speeding ticket		-0.00175		-0.00175		0.917		-0.551		-0.551		0.782		-0.103		-0.103		0.861		0.0175		0.0175		0.717		0.00081		0.721		-0.0174		0.491		0.008376		0.892		0.04373		0.343

		Which of the following things do you do most week nights after dinner and before bed?

		Read the newspaper		0.031		0.031		0.293		0.02836		0.02836		0.534		-0.0772		-0.0772		0.417		0.08249		0.08249		0.143		0.001164		0.756		0.03503		0.393		-0.111		0.27		0.04484		0.549		0.153		0.175

		Watch news on TV		-0.0928		-0.0928		0.831		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.512		-0.319		-0.319		0.024		0.255		0.255		0.008		0.01597		0.003		-0.0294		0.625		-0.288		0.05		0.279		0.011		0.56		0.001

		Watch other programs on TV		0.01344		0.01344		0.765		-0.0484		-0.0484		0.436		-0.112		-0.112		0.394		0.211		0.211		0.049		0.0114		0.042		-0.0263		0.674		-0.0862		0.573		0.23		0.044		0.309		0.071

		Read a book or magazine		-0.072		-0.072		0.139		0.03536		0.03536		0.593		-0.293		-0.293		0.066		-0.101		-0.101		0.355		-0.00189		0.756		0.02285		0.735		-0.314		0.058		-0.108		0.382		0.205		0.269

		Listen to music		-0.0118		-0.0118		0.801		-0.0668		-0.0668		0.305		0.231		0.231		0.089		-0.0157		-0.0157		0.889		-0.0000921		0.987		-0.0579		0.372		0.293		0.066		0.03695		0.755		-0.255		0.152

		Talk with family members		0.08216		0.08216		0.096		0.03206		0.03206		0.646		0.0292		0.0292		0.84		0.253		0.253		0.031		0.01022		0.097		0.04502		0.512		-0.0189		0.91		0.205		0.102		0.217		0.25

		Do house cleaning chores		-0.0391		-0.0391		0.454		-0.0611		-0.0611		0.413		-0.334		-0.334		0.061		0.06292		0.06292		0.555		0.002987		0.648		-0.041		0.572		-0.301		0.091		0.08798		0.507		0.377		0.058

		Play a PC game		0.08414		0.08414		0.025		0.136		0.136		0.026		0.09376		0.09376		0.399		-0.0101		-0.0101		0.887		-0.00522		0.285		0.141		0.007		-0.0378		0.767		-0.148		0.12		-0.117		0.413

		Play a console-based game (e.g. PlayStation, GameCube, Xbox)		-0.0349		-0.0349		0.381		-0.00265		-0.00265		0.964		0.03883		0.03883		0.773		0.06488		0.06488		0.397		0.006738		0.176		-0.00908		0.869		0.04442		0.742		0.07829		0.437

		comb6: Use of other media: newspaper, tv news, other tv,  books/mags Scale is 0-4		-0.0368		-0.0092		0.7		-0.0244				0.851		-0.801		-0.20025		0.009		0.448		0.112		0.037		0.02663		0.026		0.002246		0.986		-0.8		0.013		0.446		0.064		1.226		0.001

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.789, p=.008, dummy * newbies is .778, p=.018, dummy * elders is 1.226, p=.001

		comb7: Outreach: pers long distance call+pers letter+sent card. Scale is 0-4		-0.0385		-0.009625		0.666		-0.118				0.377		-0.219				0.394		0.274				0.164		0.01669		0.135

		comb8: Sports: watched on tv + played on team. Scale is 0-2		0.06111				0.345		-0.0519				0.561		0.203				0.294		0.35		0.175		0.022		0.02038		0.012		-0.0809		0.366		0.278		0.205		0.452		0.006

		comb9: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+lettertoeditor+club meet+disc Pol. Scale is 0-7		0.142		0.0202857143		0.17		0.168				0.307		-0.332				0.304		0.435		0.0621428571		0.027		0.01016		0.433		0.189		0.189		-0.521		0.14		0.239		0.363		0.733		0.064

		comb10: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-6		0.133				0.184		0.156				0.323		-0.318				0.324		0.358		0.0596666667		0.055

		comb11: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-5		0.112		0.0224		0.236		0.07692				0.609		-0.312				0.293		0.401		0.0802		0.026

		comb12: Civic index: attend pub meet+petition+disc Pol  SCALE is 0-3		0.03452				0.652

		comb13: Civic index: attend pub meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-2

		comb18 is socially desirable media





Internet Use, Kraut Qs

		Kraut replications/extensions		First set of regressions: Is there an effect?						Is there an effect for the three groups independently?																		Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Question text: How often do you use the Internet for . . . (questions from Kraut et al, Internet Paradox Revisited)		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Finding information about local events		-0.0971		-0.01942		0.464		-0.203		-0.0406		0.288		-0.4		-0.08		0.325		-0.0445754119		-0.0089150824		0.878		-0.0012		0.942		-0.147		0.422		-0.239		0.593		0.06685		0.843

		Finding information about national or international events: 3 groups close to dif.		-0.225		-0.045		0.071		-0.208		-0.0416		0.283		-0.855		-0.171		0.019		-0.208		-0.0416		0.417		-0.00347		0.823		-0.189		0.271		-0.678		0.105		-0.0415		0.895		0.635		0.177

		Being entertained		0.0543		0.01086		0.553		0.125		0.025		0.358		0.158		0.0316		0.575		-0.349		-0.0698		0.073		-0.0218		0.057		0.06636		0.602		0.108		0.727		-0.374		0.109		-0.435		0.212

		Finding out about the news		-0.0343		-0.00686		0.721		-0.0364		-0.00728		0.806		0.06517		0.013034		0.826		0.03016		0.006032		0.876		0.003514		0.769		-0.03		0.823		0.08508		0.793		0.05061		0.836

		Killing time		0.241		0.0482		0.016		0.316		0.0632		0.027		0.02279		0.004558		0.944		0.105		0.021		0.617		-0.00878		0.482		0.275		0.048		-0.246		0.467		-0.131		0.607		0.135		0.722

		Releasing tension		0.11		0.022		0.393		0.03478		0.006956		0.852		0.351		0.0702		0.403		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.791		-0.00248		0.877		0.07666		0.666		0.295		0.496		-0.153		0.64

		Overcoming loneliness		0.05281		0.010562		0.647		0.04289		0.008578		0.802		-0.0652		-0.01304		0.856		0.187		0.0374		0.446		0.01156		0.428		0.06946		0.663		-0.127		0.744		0.116		0.696

		Buying or selling something		0.06533		0.013066		0.615		0.185		0.037		0.296		0.09046		0.018092		0.824		-0.226		-0.0452		0.461		-0.0248		0.136		0.142		0.427		-0.0308		0.944		-0.346		0.305

		Downloading software		-0.105		-0.021		0.33		0.004638		0.0009276		0.977		-0.356		-0.0712		0.293		-0.466		-0.0932		0.039		-0.0243		0.074		0.003296		0.982		-0.354		0.327		-0.461		0.096		-0.104		0.799

				-0.373		-0.0746		0.011		-0.336		-0.0672		0.118		-1.093		-0.2186		0.018		-0.422		-0.0844		0.172		-0.00469		0.797		-0.302		0.135		-0.786		0.111		-0.128		0.731		0.645		0.244

		Download music		-0.0872		-0.01744		0.461		-0.244		-0.0488		0.165		0.08608		0.017216		0.822		0.169		0.0338		0.478		0.02116		0.15		-0.171		0.298		0.254		0.524		0.303		0.314

		Getting help for a personal problem		-0.04077		-0.008154		0.697		0.02639		0.005278		0.862		-0.759		-0.1518		0.039		0.008678		0.0017356		0.964		-0.00126		0.923		0.04077		0.778		-0.775		0.028		-0.025		0.925		0.747		0.059

		Doing work for your job		0.179		0.0358		0.16		0.223		0.0446		0.222		0.005681		0.0011362		0.987		0.15		0.03		0.625		0.00157		0.942		0.184		0.299		-0.159		0.712		-0.000914		0.998

		Doing school work		-0.116		-0.0232		0.27		-0.082		-0.0164		0.569		-0.15		-0.03		0.678		0.04297		0.008594		0.852		0.01188		0.365		-0.143		0.327		-0.0095		0.979		0.237		0.375

		Finding information relevant to a hobby		-0.0843		-0.01686		0.462		-0.127		-0.0254		0.441		-0.44		-0.088		0.178		0.07151		0.014302		0.787		0.01371		0.338		-0.12		0.447		-0.307		0.426		0.213		0.464		0.511		0.24

		Meeting someone new		-0.145		-0.029		0.184		-0.00363		-0.000726		0.982		-0.461		-0.0922		0.168		-0.185		-0.037		0.441		-0.00552		0.685		-0.00443		0.977		-0.438		0.234		-0.178		0.523

		Visiting chat rooms		-0.02539		-0.005078		0.769		0.03655		0.00731		0.767		-0.398		-0.0796		0.181		-0.00352		-0.000704		0.984		-0.00368		0.732		0.009172		0.939		-0.402		0.168		-0.0021		0.992		0.406		0.215

		Keeping in touch with someone far away		-0.0999		-0.01998		0.407		-0.115		-0.023		0.518		-0.041		-0.0082		0.907		-0.162		-0.0324		0.56		-0.0042		0.779		-0.149		0.373		0.111		0.792		0.004672		0.988

		Communicating with friends in the local area		0.118		0.0236		0.359		0.116		0.0232		0.543		0.122		0.0244		0.715		-0.177		-0.0354		0.563		-0.0207		0.198		0.142		0.428		-0.00789		0.986		-0.336		0.307		-0.328		0.502

		How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work.*		0.114		0.0047919294		0.948		-0.153		-0.0064312736		0.949		3.346		0.1406473308		0.497		0.519		0.021815889		0.906		-0.0653		0.767		0.353		0.885		3.104		0.605		-0.227		0.959		-3.56		0.596

		*Divided by mean (value here)

		Closeness to first friend		1.861		0.01861		0.233		1.626		0.01626		0.514		-1.333		-0.01333		0.77		0.103		0.00103		0.973		-0.0862		0.658		1.647		0.448		-2.911		0.584		-1.278		0.747		1.709		0.774

		Closeness to second friend: inverse pattern here. Weird? 3rd regg shows sig among all 3		1.089		0.01089		0.641		-1.38		-0.0138		0.705		18.822		0.18822		0.003		-5.046		-0.05046		0.319		-0.262		0.37		-1.802		0.578		20.458		0.01		-2.902		0.623		-22.874		0.01

		Closeness to third friend		1.584		0.01584		0.68		1.3		0.013		0.862		14.037		0.14037		0.057		-2.957		-0.02957		0.616		-0.118		0.807		0.487		0.928		13.836		0.291		-2.631		0.788		-15.961		0.277

		Closeness to fourth friend		-3.451		-0.03451		0.227		-6.512		-0.06512		0.141		-0.214		-0.00214		0.979		-0.108		-0.00108		0.986		0.239		0.503		-7.79		0.049		7.18		0.475		8.578		0.235		2.252		0.841

		Closeness to fifth friend:		-10.522		-0.10522		0.016		-12.663		-0.12663		0.038		-21.386		-0.21386		0.16		-12.927		-0.12927		0.167		-0.34		0.519		-13.819		0.022		-8.701		0.599		1.123		0.915		10.398		0.562

		Closeness to sixth friend 3rd regess highly sig. Dif among 3 groups		-8.06		-0.0806		0.102		-1.019		-0.01019		0.883		-49.278		-0.49278		0.003		-8.444		-0.08444		0.391		-0.331		0.568		-3.234		0.634		-45.662		0.009		-3.799		0.743		41.865		0.026

		Total closeness of friendships		-20.483		-0.0341383333		0.091		-18.713		-0.0311883333		0.354		-56.679		-0.094465		0.058		-26.622		-0.04437		0.236		-0.67		0.638		-25.79		0.127		-31.374		0.464		3.998		0.889		37.987		0.414

		Mean closeness of friendships		-3.414		-0.03414		0.091		-3.119		-0.03119		0.354		-9.446		-0.09446		0.058		-4.437		-0.04437		0.236		-0.112		0.638		-4.298		0.127		-5.229		0.464		0.666		0.889		6.331		0.414

		Mean closeness Friends1-3		1.442		0.01442		0.435		0.495		0.00495		0.884		10.508		0.10508		0.012		-2.95		-0.0295		0.352		-0.168		0.466		0.06162		0.981		10.528		0.094		-2.536		0.588		-12.682		0.072

		Mean closeness Friends4-6		-7.775		-0.07775		0.012		-7.353		-0.07353		0.106		-21.445		-0.21445		0.022		-7.518		-0.07518		0.23		-0.115		0.752		-8.905		0.038		-12.789		0.241		2.341		0.749		15.601		0.188

		Looks like play makes people closer to their main friends or stay the same, and pull away from their less-close friends at the same time.

		Offline/Online Spectrum for 6 friendships		0.02113		0.004226		0.793		0.07842		0.0007842		0.512		0.09593		0.0009593		0.587		-0.0968		-0.000968		0.603		-0.00751		0.421		0.09735		0.402		-0.000717		0.998		-0.216		0.268		-0.22		0.396

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #1 friend More drawing closer evidence for closest		-0.0653		-0.01306		0.45		-0.0885		-0.000885		0.44		-0.572		-0.00572		0.046		-0.0472		-0.000472		0.807		-0.00308		0.774		-0.0405		0.736		-0.524		0.073		-0.0284		0.896		0.48		0.141

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #2 friend		-0.193		-0.0386		0.111		-0.21		-0.0021		0.204		-0.642		-0.00642		0.104		-0.000533		-0.00000533		0.998		0.01074		0.473		-0.195		0.248		-0.463		0.255		0.196		0.519		0.649		0.154

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #3 friend		-0.106		-0.0212		0.408		0.08853		0.0008853		0.663		-0.195		-0.00195		0.62		-0.528		-0.00528		0.039		-0.0335		0.035		0.103		0.567		-0.265		0.552		-0.645		0.045		-0.406		0.411

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #4 friend		0.05047		0.010094		0.717		-0.0524		-0.000524		0.796		0.247		0.00247		0.587		0.127		0.00127		0.68		0.006719		0.7		-0.0386		0.843		0.293		0.557		0.141		0.692

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #5 friend		-0.14		-0.028		0.412		0.194		0.00194		0.423		-0.585		-0.00585		0.307		-0.411		-0.00411		0.211		-0.0156		0.44		0.182		0.457		-0.756		0.174		-0.582		0.153

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #6 friend: distant friends move online or are replaced by online people		0.227		0.0454		0.303		0.425		0.00425		0.171		1.295		0.01295		0.035		-0.494		-0.00494		0.272		-0.332		0.189		0.331		0.296		0.968		0.132		-0.744		0.151		-1.667		0.019

		Negatives in on/off mean friendship moved more online. Pos means moved offline.

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/6 friends		0.0167		0.00334		0.83		0.118		0.00118		0.309		0.147		0.00147		0.465		-0.0747		-0.000747		0.63		-0.00953		0.285		0.169		0.133		-0.0162		0.943		-0.276		0.13

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#1 friend		-0.0213		-0.00426		0.856		0.128		0.00128		0.464		-0.259		-0.00259		0.473		-0.193		-0.00193		0.432		-0.0177		0.225		0.135		0.408		-0.385		0.332		-0.323		0.276

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#2 friend		-0.0854		-0.01708		0.493		0.04808		0.0004808		0.787		-0.224		-0.00224		0.555		-0.143		-0.00143		0.607		-0.00868		0.575		0.01745		0.92		-0.243		0.563		-0.132		0.674

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#4 friend		0.0497		0.00994		0.718		-0.0974		-0.000974		0.619		0.474		0.00474		0.318		0.217		0.00217		0.469		0.01223		0.476		-0.0866		0.654		0.552		0.264		0.307		0.378

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#6 friend		0.195		0.039		0.365		-0.0671		-0.000671		0.852		1.18		0.0118		0.035		0.193		0.00193		0.592		-0.000343		0.989		0.04019		0.897		1.11		0.08		0.09529		0.852		-1.07		0.125

		Freq of phone contact w/6 friends		0.09959		0.019918		0.289		0.02405		0.0002405		0.862		0.04851		0.0004851		0.839		0.09129		0.0009129		0.64		-0.00247		0.816		-0.00739		0.958		0.0433		0.872		0.129		0.565

		Freq of phone contact w/#1 friend		0.005341		0.0010682		0.962		0.04914		0.0004914		0.74		-0.541		-0.00541		0.143		-0.0134		-0.000134		0.957		-0.0135		0.33		0.03553		0.82		-0.572		0.129		-0.0266		0.925		0.561		0.182

		Freq of phone contact w/#3 friend		0.138		0.0276		0.348		0.363		0.00363		0.109		-0.0372		-0.000372		0.932		0.04236		0.0004236		0.894		-0.00671		0.715		0.29		0.161		-0.318		0.528		-0.226		0.546

		Freq of phone contact w/#5 friend		0.07752		0.015504		0.662		-0.12		-0.0012		0.653		0.187		0.00187		0.744		-0.0598		-0.000598		0.858		-0.0119		0.568		-0.124		0.635		0.287		0.622		0.06677		0.874

		Freq of online contact w/6 friends		0.129		0.0258		0.197		0.07232		0.0007232		0.627		-0.00367		-0.0000367		0.986		0.37		0.0037		0.104		0.01293		0.256		0.05315		0.713		-0.0611		0.831		0.343		0.15

		Freq of online contact w/#1 friend		0.189		0.0378		0.208		0.07583		0.0007583		0.7		0.532		0.00532		0.275		0.387		0.00387		0.272		0.01048		0.576		0.07325		0.727		0.459		0.368		0.318		0.403

		Freq of online contact w/#2 friend		0.416		0.0832		0.015		0.45		0.0045		0.068		0.882		0.00882		0.107		0.536		0.00536		0.149		0.0136		0.523		0.464		0.053		0.439		0.447		0.06669		0.877		-0.398		0.538

		Freq of online contact w/#3 friend		0.03716		0.007432		0.833		0.02477		0.0002477		0.93		-0.14		-0.0014		0.792		0.03801		0.0003801		0.914		0.003265		0.881		-0.0421		0.866		-0.0949		0.877		0.109		0.806

		Freq of online contact w/#4 friend		0.0388		0.00776		0.836		-0.0044		-0.000044		0.987		-0.298		-0.00298		0.631		0.149		0.00149		0.73		0.008108		0.728		-0.0224		0.933		-0.268		0.691		0.21		0.657

		Freq of online contact w/#5 friend		0.225		0.045		0.333		0.0658		0.000658		0.854		0.538		0.00538		0.417		0.503		0.00503		0.293		0.02336		0.392		0.007589		0.982		0.527		0.49		0.54		0.335

		Freq of online contact w/#6 friend		-0.0165		-0.0033		0.95		-0.247		-0.00247		0.531		-0.808		-0.00808		0.252		0.372		0.00372		0.464		0.01659		0.583		-0.174		0.647		-0.65		0.398		0.517		0.404

		"Our whole family usually eats dinner together"		0.05379		0.010758		0.669		0.223		0.0446		0.272		-0.238		-0.0476		0.477		-0.213		-0.0426		0.422		-0.0204		0.197		0.203		0.254		-0.435		0.293		-0.412		0.204

		Minutes/day communicating w/most interacted with family member		-4.304		-0.0371034483		0.905		-16.167		-0.1393706897		0.836		-90.257		-0.7780775862		0.029		-25.604		-0.2207241379		0.435		-1.511		0.738		-8.022		0.873		-85.583		0.488		-22.117		0.81		61.157		0.658

		Quality of communication w/that person		-0.0586		-0.01172		0.523		-0.00527		-0.001054		0.97		-0.367		-0.0734		0.219		-0.368		-0.0736		0.06		-0.0201		0.077		-0.0483		0.714		-0.326		0.333		-0.29		0.215		0.06182		0.867

		Minutes w/second most person		-15.6		-0.2862385321		0.105		-11.862		-0.2176513761		0.381		-64.392		-1.1815045872		0.012		-21.946		-0.4026788991		0.361		-0.0937		0.938		-15.717		0.239		-48.846		0.135		-3.257		0.894		48.389		0.187

		Quality of communication w/that person		0.08137		0.016274		0.486		9.121		1.8242		0.96		0.05299		0.010598		0.898		-0.102		-0.0204		0.668		-0.00851		0.553		0.00609		0.971		0.03924		0.929		-0.106		0.723		-0.133		0.783

		This looks very bad. Vetrans start talking w/family less, and long-termers actually have large quality decreases. Really large given it's 1 month and they've played for a year already

		comb14: Min w/1st & 2nd fam member		-19.904		-0.1167390029		0.61		-28.03				0.726		-154.649		-0.9070322581		0.011		-47.551				0.342		-1.604		0.742

		comb16: Net-based social outreach scale is 0-3		-0.218				0.308		0.05547				0.861		-1.624		-0.5413333333		0.028		-0.182				0.643		-0.0102		0.7		0.04065		0.891		-1.621		0.024		-0.201		0.709

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.605, p=.015, dummy * newbies is 1.687, p=.02, dummy * elders is 1.419, p=.077

		comb17: Net for info search->info on local events + info on national/int’l events + info on hobby Scale is 0-3		-0.357		-0.119		0.167		-0.447				0.249		-1.698		-0.566		0.031		-0.197				0.714		0.004677		0.884

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.649, p=.039, dummy * newbies is 1.228, p=.163, dummy * elders is 1.436, p=.14





Media Displacement

		Media Use																														Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

				Variable name		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

				tvhrs		How many hours per day do you spend watching television on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?		0.204		0.0085		0.537		0.401		0.0167083333		0.419		0.207		0.008625		0.853		-0.176		-0.0073333333		0.828		-0.0366		0.409		0.208		0.674		-0.00898		0.994		-0.318		0.725		-0.163		0.904

				paper		How many days in the past week did you read a newspaper?		0.273		0.039		0.175		0.463		0.0926		0.146		0.002165		0.000433		0.997		0.661		0.1322		0.158		0.0248		0.359		0.326		0.279		-0.313		0.671		0.438		0.425		0.802		0.33





VG uses&habits&prefs

		VG Use questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do you regularly play video games with a friend/friends?		-0.0364		-0.0364		0.356		-0.0114		-0.0114		0.842		0.06884		0.06884		0.599		-0.103		-0.103		0.202		-0.00377		0.444		-0.0289		0.597		0.0956		0.473		-0.066		0.512

		Do you regularly play video games with a romantic partner, e.g. spouse, fiancé, boyfriend/girlfriend?		-0.0187		-0.0187		0.552		0.02173		0.02173		0.606		0.04917		0.04917		0.629		-0.0987		-0.0987		0.17		-0.00681		0.082		0.008848		0.839		0.04007		0.705		-0.105		0.192		-0.14		0.241

		Do you regularly play video games with a relative?		0.01913		0.01913		0.632		0.05882		0.05882		0.31		-0.0385		-0.0385		0.764		-0.0522		-0.0522		0.533		-0.00506		0.309		0.05254		0.342		-0.0919		0.494		-0.0958		0.346

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games?		1.223		0.0700859599		0.324		3.374				0.064		-2.361				0.515		0.865				0.761		-0.101		0.523		2.116		0.228		-4.426		0.278		-0.598		0.852		4.408		0.339

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games online?		-0.161		-0.0106411104		0.894		0.778				0.656		-3.894				0.281		0.24				0.927		-0.028		0.846		1.027		0.568		-4.69		0.235		-0.814		0.784

		How fast do you like the action in video games to be?		0.157		0.0224285714		0.113		0.01288		0.00184		0.933		0.167		0.0238571429		0.569		0.397		0.0567142857		0.049		0.01855		0.133		0.01559		0.909		0.159		0.633		0.391		0.12		0.241		0.521

		How violent do you like your video games to be?		0.117		0.0167142857		0.353		0.2		0.0285714286		0.252		0.03853		0.0055042857		0.93		0.229		0.0327142857		0.387		0.01294		0.411		0.108		0.538		-0.0666		0.876		0.17		0.598		0.292		0.542

		When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?		0.304		0.0434285714		0.021		0.26		0.0371428571		0.163		0.03561		0.0050871429		0.935		0.265		0.0378571429		0.337		-0.000741		0.964		0.18		0.322		-0.152		0.732		0.126		0.706		0.338		0.498

		How much strategy do you prefer in your video games?		0.05114		0.0073057143		0.679		0.09822		0.0140314286		0.6		-0.321		-0.0458571429		0.313		0.337		0.0481428571		0.239		0.01683		0.275		0.07184		0.675		-0.383		0.358		0.304		0.334

		Generally speaking, do you prefer to play video games solo, or with a lot of people?		-0.0244		-0.0034857143		0.863		-0.091		-0.013		0.639		-0.825		-0.1178571429		0.075		0.104		0.0148571429		0.732		0.002123		0.904		0.004911		0.98		-0.859		0.071		0.01417		0.969		0.804		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		-0.32523

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		-0.06523

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.25623

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		1.629		0.533		0.003		-0.248		0.082		0.003		-0.825		0.460		0.075

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.378		0.401		0.347		0.021		0.069		0.765		0.104		0.303		0.732

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.893		0.443		0.044		-0.046		0.040		0.249		-0.780		0.438		0.075

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.928		0.436		0.034		-0.995		0.506		0.050		0.668		0.482		0.167		0.804		0.534		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		0.398		0.507		0.434		-0.060		0.078		0.448		0.036		0.438		0.935

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.075		0.365		0.837		-0.042		0.063		0.506		0.265		0.276		0.337

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.330		0.414		0.425		-0.041		0.037		0.270		-0.019		0.409		0.963

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.338		0.408		0.407		-0.410		0.473		0.386		0.275		0.450		0.542		0.338		0.499		0.498





Social Capital&Community

		Social Capital & Community Measures																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of community?		0.05905		0.05905		0.208		0.236		0.236		0.001		-0.2		-0.2		0.144		-0.0811		-0.0811		0.316		-0.013		0.026		0.236		0		-0.435		0.002		-0.321		0.006		0.104		0.517

		Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community?		-0.00655		-0.00655		0.877		0.04852		0.04852		0.451		-0.142		-0.142		0.307		-0.121		-0.121		0.142		-0.0105		0.046		0.08267		0.166		-0.224		0.113		0.22		0.042		-0.018		0.91

		Do the people you work with or go to school with give you a strong sense of community?		-0.0701		-0.0701		0.193		0.0008681		0.0008681		0.992		-0.267		-0.267		0.078		-0.12		-0.12		0.321		-0.00482		0.477		-0.00858		0.91		-0.269		0.139		-0.111		0.417		0.156		0.442

		Do people you have met online give you a strong sense of community?: newbies & elders dif than vets in 3rd regress		-2.66		-2.66		0.619		0.06623		0.06623		0.405		-0.275		-0.275		0.063		0.0587		0.0587		0.6		0.003076		0.626		0.07642		0.314		-0.351		0.046		-0.0215		0.867		0.315		0.102

		Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?		0.02684		0.02684		0.62		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.672		0.29		0.29		0.094		-0.0961		-0.0961		0.386		-0.0049		0.469		-0.0534		0.478		0.354		0.048		-0.0291		0.833		-0.361		0.075

		What about the people online?		0.03854		0.009635		0.61		-0.0656		-0.0164		0.567		0.315		0.07875		0.167		-0.0911		-0.022775		0.56		-0.00677		0.469		-0.0963		0.363		0.412		0.104		0.01946		0.918		-0.361		0.202

		What about the local police?		-0.102		-0.0255		0.135		-0.0647		-0.016175		0.54		-0.225		-0.05625		0.252		-0.0655		-0.016375		0.647		-0.00139		0.869		-0.0801		0.404		-0.15		0.512		0.02383		0.889

		Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?		0.02988		0.02988		0.412		-0.0203		-0.0203		0.686		0.03946		0.03946		0.651		0.05561		0.05561		0.545		0.001927		0.67		-0.0103		0.838		0.03785		0.755		0.0596		0.512

		Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live?		0.03178		0.007945		0.594		0.134		0.0335		0.132		-0.0672		-0.0168		0.712		-0.0194		-0.00485		0.878		-0.0231		0.755		0.122		0.14		-0.197		0.353		-0.141		0.349

		Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live?		0.07795		0.0194875		0.385		0.08042		0.020105		0.538		0.106		0.0265		0.689		0.393		0.09825		0.043		0.01871		0.091		0.08996		0.471		0.0027		0.993		0.281		0.212		0.271		0.42

		Online Bridging newbies sig dif than vets in 3rd regress, 3.198, p=.093		-0.24		-0.0048		0.66		0.868		0.01736		0.278		-2.525		-0.0505		0.208		-0.573		-0.01146		0.55		-0.0423		0.523		0.898		0.249		-0.3235		0.084		-1.393		0.302		1.736		0.398

		Online Bonding		0.695		0.0139		0.375		0.906		0.01812		0.456		0.593		0.01186		0.832		0.561		0.01122		0.687		-0.0282		0.762		1.105		0.332		-0.163		0.952		-0.619		0.745

		Offline Bridging		-0.403		-0.00806		0.458		0.282		0.00564		0.717		-1.132		-0.02264		0.495		-1.095		-0.0219		0.364		-0.0611		0.357		0.311		0.687		-1.403		0.434		-1.261		0.355

		Offline Bonding		0.377		0.00754		0.47		0.401		0.00802		0.609		-0.157		-0.00314		0.923		1.399		0.02798		0.18		0.05216		0.408		0.388		0.592		-0.621		0.725		1.113		0.387

		Racial Mistrust Online		0.129		0.0258		0.153		0.195		0.039		0.184		0.272		0.0544		0.167		0.06118		0.012236		0.773		-0.0067		0.553		0.173		0.172		0.105		0.725		-0.111		0.63

		Racial Mistrust Offline		0.194		0.0388		0.063		0.08899		0.017798		0.605		0.431		0.0862		0.11		0.147		0.0294		0.485		-0.00494		0.704		0.117		0.42		0.328		0.353		0.004176		0.987		-0.322		0.415

		Mistrust Foreigners Online		-0.0911		-0.01822		0.426		-0.0525		-0.0105		0.74		-0.584		-0.1168		0.077		0.281		0.0562		0.306		0.02708		0.056		-0.0285		0.858		-0.553		0.152		0.303		0.292		0.83		0.055

		Mistrust Foreigners Offline		0.05523		0.011046		0.629		0.101		0.0202		0.513		-0.107		-0.0214		0.781		0.172		0.0344		0.493		0.009301		0.518		0.128		0.422		-0.214		0.579		0.0435		0.881

		Mistrust other ages Online		0.131		0.0262		0.165		0.258		0.0516		0.112		-0.0248		-0.00496		0.922		0.08298		0.016596		0.632		-0.00399		0.733		0.275		0.039		-0.301		0.343		-0.206		0.387		0.07216		0.839

		Mistrust other ages Offline		0.1		0.02		0.448		0.231		0.0462		0.269		-0.0616		-0.01232		0.878		-0.02536		-0.005072		0.923		-0.0106		0.519		0.269		0.149		-0.315		0.481		-0.267		0.424

		Online learn about jobs		-0.112		-0.0224		0.372		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.704		-0.586		-0.1172		0.164		-0.089		-0.0178		0.711		-0.00268		0.862		-0.0615		0.729		-0.538		0.198		-0.0455		0.885

		Offline learn about jobs		0.07547		0.015094		0.463		-0.0615		-0.0123		0.667		0.408		0.0816		0.266		-0.13		-0.026		0.51		-0.00866		0.501		-0.0856		0.546		0.501		0.15		-0.0209		0.936

		Online learn about shopping		0.09859		0.019718		0.461		-0.0818		-0.01636		1		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.987		0.223		0.0446		0.352		-0.000511		0.975		0.06033		0.748		-0.0567		0.897		0.134		0.692

		Offline learn about shopping		-0.0904		-0.01808		0.394		0.106		0.0212		0.532		0.01782		0.003564		0.954		-0.538		-0.1076		0.009		-0.0334		0.012		0.119		0.42		-0.0703		0.841		-0.653		0.016		-0.603		0.128

		Online stay in touch w/what's popular		0.0704		0.01408		0.952		-0.0847		-0.01694		0.961		-0.467		-0.0934		0.244		0.121		0.0242		0.589		0.003562		0.807		-0.00828		0.96		-0.454		0.252		0.119		0.688

		Offline stay in touch w/what's popular		0.01882		0.003764		0.847		-0.0804		-0.01608		0.58		-0.332		-0.0664		0.251		-0.0871		-0.01742		0.678		-0.00574		0.637		-0.0749		0.558		-0.259		0.432		0.001495		0.995

		Online people give info for voting : new, eld dif than vet, curvilinear		-0.118		-0.0236		0.366		0.02285		0.00457		0.912		-0.695		-0.139		0.074		0.04429		0.008858		0.865		-0.000396		0.98		-0.00201		0.991		-0.687		0.12		0.05068		0.876		0.747		0.124

		Offline people give info for voting		-0.136		-0.0272		0.223		-0.238		-0.0476		0.178		0.113		0.0226		0.703		-0.44		-0.088		0.062		-0.0185		0.179		-0.183		0.24		0.308		0.408		-0.28		0.316		-0.595		0.152

		Online people interested in outside my town		0.05252		0.010504		0.644		-0.0249		-0.00498		0.877		-0.171		-0.0342		0.631		0.06503		0.013006		0.793		-0.00168		0.905		0.02567		0.872		-0.199		0.601		0.01474		0.959

		Offline people interested in outside my town		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.547		0.06609		0.013218		0.652		-0.478		-0.0956		0.174		-0.0334		-0.00668		0.884		-0.00579		0.665		0.07782		0.595		-0.515		0.148		-0.0983		0.718

		Online people makes me try new things		-0.13		-0.026		0.184		-0.0296		-0.00592		0.844		-0.267		-0.0534		0.397		-0.202		-0.0404		0.293		-0.00917		0.45		0.008184		0.953		-0.273		0.409		-0.224		0.365

		Offline people makes me try new things		0.03748		0.007496		0.683		0.08934		0.017868		0.533		-0.0661		-0.01322		0.795		-0.203		-0.0406		0.297		-0.0216		0.057		0.105		0.413		-0.168		0.585		-0.319		0.166		-0.164		0.634

		Online people make me curious about other parts of world		0.08435		0.01687		0.385		0.183		0.0366		0.225		-0.0123		-0.00246		0.97		0.05772		0.011544		0.74		-0.00724		0.548		0.179		0.19		-0.177		0.589		-0.112		0.647

		Offline people make me curious about other parts of world		0.01649		0.003298		0.87		-0.0546		-0.01092		0.69		0.279		0.0558		0.408		0.302		0.0604		0.17		0.01779		0.157		-0.021		0.881		0.314		0.355		0.316		0.218

		Online I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		-0.0669		-0.01338		0.466		-0.067		-0.0134		0.645		-0.13		-0.026		0.677		0.05819		0.011638		0.722		0.005427		0.627		-0.0711		0.586		-0.075		0.816		0.125		0.59

		Offline I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		0.196		0.0392		0.072		0.179		0.0358		0.245		0.03191		0.006382		0.927		0.159		0.0318		0.505		-0.0107		0.428		0.159		0.295		-0.139		0.706		0.009805		0.971		0.161		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff religions than me		-0.0187		-0.00374		0.836		0.04134		0.008268		0.772		-0.365		-0.073		0.348		-0.15		-0.03		0.314		-0.0113		0.302		0.03873		0.765		-0.389		0.293		-0.18		0.43

		Offline I hang w/diff religions than me		0.07234		0.014468		0.39		0.178		0.0356		0.161		-0.104		-0.0208		0.708		-0.224		-0.0448		0.164		-0.0175		0.094		0.179		0.13		-0.275		0.33		-0.402		0.061		-0.124		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff races than me		0.04385		0.00877		0.627		0.001166		0.0002332		0.994		-0.111		-0.0222		0.694		-0.0451		-0.00902		0.782		-0.00889		0.421		0.04422		0.729		-0.156		0.62		-0.107		0.635

		Offline I hang w/diff races than me NOTE: Months played positively predicts this, maybe explore further?		-0.087		-0.0174		0.383		-0.0886		-0.01772		0.518		-0.0264		-0.00528		0.943		-0.346		-0.0692		0.081		-0.0155		0.208		-0.0755		0.585		0.03831		0.912		-0.267		0.286		-0.308		0.426

		Int w/people online->feel part of larger comm		-0.0405		-0.0081		0.69		-0.0949		-0.01898		0.529		0.103		0.0206		0.749		-0.05		-0.01		0.822		-0.002		0.874		-0.0629		0.66		0.165		0.644		-0.00473		0.985

		Int w/people offline->feel part of larger comm		0.05894		0.011788		0.58		0.01721		0.003442		0.909		0.243		0.0486		0.499		-0.185		-0.037		0.399		-0.0104		0.432		0.001121		0.994		0.263		0.466		-0.159		0.553

		Int w/people online->feel connected to big picture		-0.00367		-0.000734		0.93		0.07589		0.015178		0.633		-0.274		-0.0548		0.421		-0.0683		-0.01366		0.783		-0.00649		0.641		0.03103		0.841		-0.301		0.414		-0.0747		0.792

		Int w/people offline->feel connected to big picture		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.689		-0.103		-0.0206		0.504		-0.0355		-0.0071		0.918		-0.0923		-0.01846		0.67		-0.00263		0.841		-0.103		0.487		0.07698		0.829		0.01997		0.94

		Int w/people online-> everyone's connected NOTE: Months played leads to more of feeling		-0.177		-0.0354		0.091		0.06941		0.013882		0.66		-0.406		-0.0812		0.234		-0.28		-0.056		0.158		-0.00886		0.496		0.09441		0.52		-0.488		0.167		-0.364		0.168		0.07975		0.84

		Int w/people offline-> everyone's connected : NOTE months played leads to more		-0.0357		-0.00714		0.754		0.02428		0.004856		0.892		-0.0968		-0.01936		0.77		-0.328		-0.0656		0.166		-0.021		0.139		0.05878		0.714		-0.163		0.67		-0.401		0.166

		Online people help each other out * CLOSE in 3rd Regression.		-0.0933		-0.01866		0.324		-0.0516		-0.01032		0.706		-0.546		-0.1092		0.102		-0.0333		-0.00666		0.857		0.002345		0.841		-0.053		0.69		-0.508		0.123		0.02105		0.929

		Offline people help each other out		-0.0387		-0.00774		0.673		-0.0359		-0.00718		0.796		-0.309		-0.0618		0.281		0.193		0.0386		0.301		0.0121		0.291		-0.0152		0.905		-0.304		0.33		0.195		0.4		0.52		0.152

		Online, I would help out stranger		-0.0978		-0.01956		0.324		-0.136		-0.0272		0.352		-0.169		-0.0338		0.572		-0.284		-0.0568		0.179		-0.00969		0.429		-0.169		0.224		0.01344		0.968		-0.0822		0.741

		Offline, I would help out stranger : NOTE : Newbs & Elders both sig dif than vets		-0.217		-0.0434		0.025		-0.0718		-0.01436		0.612		-0.846		-0.1692		0.002		-0.14		-0.028		0.529		0.002932		0.808		-0.0642		0.633		-0.778		0.018		-0.0735		0.763		0.7		0.056

		Online, willing to spend time on comm activities		-0.0373		-0.00746		0.728		-0.0391		-0.00782		0.977		-0.0385		-0.0077		0.928		-0.165		-0.033		0.455		-0.0102		0.439		0.06464		0.669		-0.111		0.765		-0.273		0.31

		Offline, willing to spend time on comm activities		0.04961		0.009922		0.613		0.01313		0.002626		0.925		0.495		0.099		0.155		0.155		0.031		0.436		0.007307		0.552		0.06127		0.652		0.442		0.195		0.06285		0.803

		Online, new people to talk to		-0.362		-0.0724		0.713		0.162		0.0324		0.293		-0.11		-0.022		0.725		-0.028		-0.0056		0.878		-0.0000887		0.994		0.137		0.32		-0.24		0.469		-0.143		0.565

		Offline, new people to talk to		-0.0382		-0.00764		0.71		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.662		-0.304		-0.0608		0.371		-0.0583		-0.01166		0.79		-0.00933		0.467		-0.00969		0.946		-0.285		0.414		-0.0769		0.768

		Online, come in contact w/new people		0.01362		0.002724		0.901		0.118		0.0236		0.511		-0.536		-0.1072		0.151		0.288		0.0576		0.076		0.01585		0.243		0.114		0.457		-0.644		0.081		0.185		0.501		0.816		0.047

		Offline, come in contact w/new people		-0.044		-0.0088		0.713		0.121		0.0242		0.481		-0.21		-0.042		0.583		-0.146		-0.0292		0.57		-0.00736		0.622		0.04855		0.771		-0.253		0.534		-0.152		0.615

		Online, there are people I trust to solve problems		-0.00538		-0.001076		0.964		-0.274		-0.0548		0.117		0.258		0.0516		0.495		0.378		0.0756		0.129		0.02396		0.105		-0.245		0.143		0.505		0.208		0.61		0.042		0.102		0.819

		Offline, there are people I trust to solve problems		0.06846		0.013692		0.457		0.07158		0.014316		0.618		-0.455		-0.091		0.101		0.297		0.0594		0.102		0.01		0.385		0.02747		0.829		-0.505		0.105		0.293		0.208		0.815		0.02

		Online, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		0.08342		0.016684		0.995		-0.19		-0.038		0.289		-0.137		-0.0274		0.712		0.459		0.0918		0.08		0.02003		0.186		-0.0952		0.574		-0.048		0.906		0.505		0.102		0.498		0.277

		Offline, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.474		-0.131		-0.0262		0.334		0.01089		0.002178		0.968		0.08658		0.017316		0.634		0.0129		0.245		-0.12		0.33		0.131		0.666		0.213		0.344

		Online, there are people to talk to when lonely		0.138		0.0276		0.233		0.234		0.0468		0.139		0.367		0.0734		0.345		0.365		0.073		0.124		0.01851		0.203		0.238		0.139		0.124		0.747		0.125		0.671

		Offline, there are people to talk to when lonely		-0.0341		-0.00682		0.735		0.07539		0.015078		0.63		0.251		0.0502		0.394		-0.11		-0.022		0.595		-0.0578		0.648		0.04403		0.752		0.196		0.565		-0.13		0.613

		Online, someone who'd lend me $500		0.06472		0.012944		0.607		-0.0139		-0.00278		0.944		0.207		0.0414		0.58		0.04314		0.008628		0.864		-0.00606		0.703		0.01433		0.935		0.229		0.589		0.02611		0.935

		Offline, someone who'd lend me $500		-0.0425		-0.0085		0.666		-0.118		-0.0236		0.43		-0.153		-0.0306		0.597		-0.209		-0.0418		0.299		-0.00913		0.456		-0.00837		0.951		-0.119		0.721		-0.239		0.336

		Online, people would put rep on line for me		-0.108		-0.0216		0.395		-0.156		-0.0312		0.364		0.03404		0.006808		0.938		-0.262		-0.0524		0.327		-0.00718		0.643		-0.124		0.487		0.177		0.674		-0.153		0.627

		Offline, people would put rep on line for me		0.09814		0.019628		0.306		0.16		0.032		0.279		-0.0805		-0.0161		0.795		0.151		0.0302		0.392		0.002035		0.864		0.168		0.208		-0.239		0.458		-0.0127		0.958

		Online, people would be good job refs for me		0.09428		0.018856		0.451		-0.0222		-0.00444		0.903		0.005759		0.0011518		0.99		0.142		0.0284		0.54		0.000007503		1		0.04554		0.797		-0.0698		0.876		0.03955		0.899

		Offline, people would be good job refs for me		-0.121		-0.0242		0.176		-0.0748		-0.01496		0.603		-0.302		-0.0604		0.232		-0.0859		-0.01718		0.616		0.002489		0.822		-0.0645		0.599		0.227		0.449		-0.00399		0.986

		Online, people would share last dollar w/me		0.05571		0.011142		0.617		0.04817		0.009634		0.771		-0.227		-0.0454		0.587		0.206		0.0412		0.314		0.005717		0.676		0.112		0.477		-0.33		0.403		0.03541		0.9

		Offline, people would share last dollar w/me		-0.089		-0.0178		0.459		0.08464		0.016928		0.597		-0.174		-0.0348		0.59		-0.052		-0.0104		0.827		-0.00108		0.936		0.07714		0.617		-0.243		0.508		-0.119		0.666

		Online, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.1		0.02		0.388		0.02311		0.004622		0.897		0.414		0.0828		0.279		-0.12		-0.024		0.587		-0.013		0.353		0.03131		0.851		0.382		0.327		-0.151		0.6

		Offline, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.06052		0.012104		0.554		0.08907		0.017814		0.561		0.105		0.021		0.763		-0.184		-0.0368		0.349		-0.0159		0.213		0.08802		0.537		0.03799		0.914		-0.261		0.313

		Diversity Index		-0.525		-0.0477272727		0.024		-0.487		-0.0442727273		0.152		-1.299		-0.1180909091		0.039		-0.172		-0.0156363636		0.756		0.01594		0.582		-0.526		0.104		-0.743		0.348		0.396		0.501		1.136		0.2

		comb1: off trust to solve + off job refs		-0.0279				0.848		0.03405				0.884		-0.769		-0.0769		0.061		0.22				0.43		0.011		0.543		-0.00415		0.983		-0.779		0.11		0.273		0.457

		Third interaction for this: Dummy (veterans) is -.797, p=.076, dummy*newbies is .815, p=.099, dummy*elders is 1.057, p=.057

		comb2: off people help each other, I would help stranger		-0.286		-0.0286		0.039		-0.154				0.483		-1.163		-0.1163		0.004		0.04997				0.856		0.01674		0.33		-0.12		0.53		-1.045		0.025		0.157		0.65		1.176		0.024

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.157, p=.007, dummy * newbies is 1.024, p=.03, dummy * elders is 1.176, p=.024

		comb3: general + online trust		0.05734				0.586		-0.132				0.405		0.609		0.3045		0.057		-0.139				0.518		-0.00788		0.545		-0.179		0.225		0.796		0.021		0.06633		0.802

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is .589, p=.061, dummy * newbies is -.72, p=.04, dummy * elders is -.677, p=.08		scale is 0-2. WTF?

		comb4: Sense of comm: neighbors, city, coworkers, online. Scale is 0-4		0.00018				0.999		0.408		0.102		0.069		-0.806		-0.2015		0.043		-0.104		-0.026		0.718		-0.016		0.35		0.44		0.032		-1.277		0.008		-0.557		0.105		0.619		0.222

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.768, p=.069, dummy * newbies is 1.175, p=.014, dummy * elders is .619, p=.222

		comb5: Sense of comm: neighbors, coworkers CHANGE Scale is 0-2		-0.0181				0.833		0.221		0.1105		0.091		-0.523		-0.2615		0.029		-0.141		-0.0705		0.411		-0.0134		0.212		0.211		0.079		-0.745		0.005		-0.352		0.101		0.38		0.202

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.534, p=.024, dummy * newbies is .746, p=.005, dummy * elders is .38, p=.202





Personality, Life Measures

		Personality, Aggression, Well-being																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders (Left blank if n.s., entered if others warrant it)		Sig

		Introversion/Extroversion		-0.137		-0.00137		0.748		-0.196		-0.00196		0.737		1.235		0.01235		0.373		1.014		0.01014		0.276		0.07234		0.177		-0.111		0.851		1.325		0.351		1.105		0.305

		Physical Aggression		-0.246		-0.0054666667		0.539		0.132		0.0029333333		0.828		0.271		0.0060222222		0.831		-1.16		-0.0257777778		0.144		-0.0525		0.291		0.07814		0.889		0.268		0.842		-1.18		0.243

		Verbal Aggression		-0.073		-0.00292		0.773		0.01179		0.0004716		0.976		-0.215		-0.0086		0.746		0.475		0.019		0.394		0.02296		0.466		0.02286		0.949		-0.203		0.812		0.432		0.499

		Loneliness (6 to 30)		0.172		0.0057333333		0.588		0.28		0.0093333333		0.565		-0.257		-0.0085666667		0.787		0.246		0.0082		0.715		0.009079		0.818		0.166		0.711		-0.413		0.702		0.128		0.873

		Self-esteem: Performance (7 to 35)		-0.59		-0.0168571429		0.055		0.172		0.0049142857		0.71		-0.919		-0.0262571429		0.348		-1.634		-0.0466857143		0.006		-0.0831		0.027		-0.0301		0.944		-0.913		0.362		-1.51		0.051		-0.519		0.644

		Self-esteem: Social (7 to 35)		0.08257		0.0023591429		0.83		0.09708		0.0027737143		0.867		-0.283		-0.0080857143		0.816		0.183		0.0052285714		0.814		0.01496		0.756		0.112		0.838		-0.453		0.718		0.04439		0.964

		Self-esteem: Total (14 to 70)		-0.388		-0.0055428571		0.499		0.507		0.0072428571		0.562		-1.129		-0.0161285714		0.514		-1.42		-0.0202857143		0.219		-0.0733		0.303		0.232		0.775		-1.434		0.427		-1.554		0.288

		NOBAGS		0.282		0.0088125		0.368		-0.196		-0.006125		0.691		1.173		0.03665625		0.226		0.527		0.01646875		0.367		0.02477		0.526		-0.201		0.648		1.352		0.195		0.71		0.37

		Chances of robbery w/weapon		6.554		0.06554		0.007		10.769		0.10769		0.001		-8.834		-0.08834		0.263		8.116		0.08116		0.139		0.01218		0.968		10.291		0.002		-19.069		0.02		-1.871		0.761		17.085		0.063

		Chances of physical assault		-0.952		-0.00952		0.701		-2.05		-0.0205		0.564		-2.272		-0.02272		0.766		6.323		0.06323		0.247		0.428		0.169		-2.15		0.53		-0.123		0.988		8.38		0.184

		Chances of rape		2.851		0.02851		0.111		4.067		0.04067		0.148		0.426		0.00426		0.94		1.438		0.01438		0.659		-0.0562		0.802		4.397		0.075		-3.692		0.539		-2.984		0.511

		Chances of murder		2.842		0.02842		0.12		3.521		0.03521		0.162		0.147		0.00147		0.982		1.159		0.01159		0.744		-0.0514		0.824		3.247		0.195		-3.019		0.618		-2.06		0.658

		Feel safe walking alone in suburbs		0.17		0.0242857143		0.198		-0.0453		-0.0064714286		0.829		0.387		0.0552857143		0.306		0.231		0.033		0.393		0.004806		0.771		-0.00681		0.97		0.385		0.391		0.199		0.553

		Feel safe walking alone on campus (higher is less safe)		0.29		0.0414285714		0.026		0.228		0.0325714286		0.191		0.467		0.0667142857		0.25		0.185		0.0264285714		0.555		-0.00403		0.804		0.232		0.202		0.249		0.575		-0.0539		0.871		-0.307		0.536

		Flow		0.03047		0.0076175		0.685		0.114		0.0285		0.362		0.01859		0.0046475		0.933		-0.0386		-0.00965		0.777		-0.006		0.522		0.08022		0.445		-0.0571		0.823		-0.0933		0.625

		Depression		0.08068		0.0015515385		0.882		0.681		0.0130961538		0.433		-0.1267		-0.0024365385		0.496		0.603		0.0115961538		0.552		0.02805		0.67		0.688		0.384		-1.872		0.338		-0.055		0.967

		Happiness		-0.0276		-0.00345		0.846		0.131		0.016375		0.512		-0.499		-0.062375		0.263		0.196		0.0245		0.549		0.005349		0.766		9.482		0.629		-0.593		0.225		0.123		0.733

		General Health		-0.0184		-0.00368		0.828		-0.0723		-0.01446		0.574		-0.149		-0.0298		0.558		0.04882		0.009764		0.785		0.004768		0.652		-0.0744		0.53		-0.0734		0.799		0.125		0.56





Personality, Life Appendix

		Dependent Variable: Performance-based self-esteem scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.884		0.429		0.040		0.219		0.087		0.012		0.025		0.016		0.117		-0.590		0.307		0.055				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.492		0.632		0.019		0.319		0.137		0.021		0.172		0.463		0.710

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Chances of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100 range)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.0924		0.000924

				-3.741		3.336		0.263		-0.051		0.683		0.940		0.061		0.127		0.633		6.554		2.426		0.007				Veterans		3.0566		0.030566

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.1856		0.031856

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-6.885		4.478		0.126		0.509		0.988		0.607		10.769		3.272		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.163		0.183		0.371		-0.028		0.037		0.458		-0.011		0.007		0.124		0.170		0.132		0.198				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.155		0.286		0.588		-0.022		0.063		0.730		-0.045		0.209		0.829

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014						-0.0357142857

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.033		0.180		0.853		0.013		0.037		0.725		-0.017		0.007		0.011		0.290		0.130		0.026				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.171		0.237		0.471		0.045		0.052		0.385		0.228		0.174		0.191

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025						-0.0342857143

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games (1 to 7, more is less violent)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: General health (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		0.118		0.808		-0.009		0.024		0.702		0.003		0.004		0.529		-0.018		0.085		0.828				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.164		0.175		0.350		-0.042		0.039		0.278		-0.072		0.128		0.574

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.344		0.768		0.654		0.080		0.151		0.593		-0.022		0.028		0.440		0.080		0.543		0.882				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.193		1.197		0.872		0.040		0.254		0.860		0.681		0.866		0.433

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.978		0.439		0.026		-0.157		0.089		0.078		-0.020		0.017		0.229		0.172		0.317		0.588				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.760		0.656		0.248		-0.108		0.143		0.451		0.280		0.485		0.565

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.273		0.202		0.176		0.070		0.040		0.098		-2.127		0.007		0.998		-0.028		0.142		0.846				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.359		0.284		0.208		0.090		0.061		0.147		0.131		0.199		0.512

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.501		0.557		0.369		-0.107		0.113		0.343		-0.014		0.021		0.518		-0.246		0.400		0.539				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.733		0.832		0.379		-0.186		0.181		0.305		0.132		0.607		0.828

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.090		0.349		0.805		-0.025		0.071		0.726		-0.010		0.013		0.449		-0.073		0.253		0.773				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.812		0.535		0.130		-0.182		0.118		0.123		0.010		0.396		0.976

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.279		0.434		0.521		-0.058		0.088		0.508		-0.005		0.016		0.764		0.282		0.313		0.368				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.847		0.677		0.212		-0.169		0.148		0.256		-0.196		0.493		0.691

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048						-0.0161875

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of physical assault

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.274		3.395		0.503		-0.415		0.696		0.551		-0.094		0.130		0.469		-0.952		2.475		0.701				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				5.889		4.852		0.226		-1.043		1.073		0.332		-2.050		3.552		0.564

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of rape

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		2.464		0.989		-0.074		0.507		0.885		-0.060		0.094		0.525		2.851		1.784		0.111				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.445		3.841		0.707		0.198		0.852		0.816		4.067		2.800		0.148

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of murder

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.552		2.518		0.311		-0.505		0.524		0.335		-0.087		0.096		0.367		2.842		1.824		0.120				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.702		3.479		0.840		0.200		0.782		0.799		3.521		2.510		0.162

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable:

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

																														Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.
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		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.167		0.764		0.127		0.059		0.154		0.701		0.037		0.029		0.193		-0.240		0.545		0.660				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.359		1.089		0.214		0.053		0.237		0.824		0.868		0.797		0.278

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.436		1.133		0.701		-0.075		0.225		0.739		-0.064		0.041		0.123		0.695		0.783		0.375				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.303		1.719		0.860		-0.113		0.360		0.754		0.906		1.212		0.456

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.747		0.760		0.326		-0.068		0.153		0.656		0.010		0.029		0.717		-0.403		0.542		0.458				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.542		1.031		0.600		-0.052		0.224		0.816		0.282		0.776		0.717

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.910		0.743		0.010		0.183		0.149		0.222		0.036		0.027		0.191		0.377		0.521		0.470				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.642		1.091		0.134		0.154		0.234		0.512		0.401		0.783		0.609

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Offline Social Support Scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Social Support		Esprit de Corps

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.60598		0.060598		0.00080112

				-0.272		0.203		0.181		2.652		0.041		0.522		0.006		0.008		0.407		-0.028		0.145		0.848				Veterans		0.60598		0.060598		-0.02339888

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.60598		0.160598		0.02100112

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.503		0.320		0.117		0.078		0.070		0.265		0.034		0.233		0.884

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.064		2.174		0.030

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.179		0.111		1.609		0.109

		Veterans		0.241		0.113		2.129		0.035

		Elders		0.000		0.100		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Offline espirit de corps

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.04364		0.104364

				-1.910		0.194		0.921		0.044		0.039		0.261		0.014		0.007		0.052		-0.286		0.138		0.039				Veterans		1.27004		0.127004

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.29504		0.129504

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.175		0.303		0.564		-0.006		0.066		0.932		-0.154		0.219		0.483

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.074		0.061		-1.208		0.228

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.104		-0.940		0.348

		Veterans		0.138		0.109		1.258		0.210

		Elders		-0.226		0.100		-2.270		0.025

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.691		0.069

		Vet. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.364		0.057

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.99

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Neighborhood		Co-workers & schoolmates		People online

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.25951		0.0260047		-0.0192834

				-0.093		0.066		0.163		0.019		0.013		0.155		-0.001		0.002		0.795		0.059		0.047		0.208				Veterans		2.29031		-0.0459953		-0.1572834

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.57731		0.0226047		-0.0443172

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.173		0.103		0.096		0.026		0.022		0.241		0.236		0.073		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers & Schoolmates sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.64541

				-0.059		0.073		0.420		0.030		0.015		0.047		0.001		0.003		0.696		-0.070		0.054		0.193				Veterans		1.68741

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.00641

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.145		0.109		0.186		0.044		0.024		0.068		0.001		0.082		0.992

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: Sense of community from people online

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.51958

				-0.071		0.074		0.342		-0.004		0.015		0.810		0.003		0.003		0.230		-0.027		0.053		0.619				Veterans		0.47858

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0.78464

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.060		0.112		0.595		-0.067		0.025		0.786		0.066		0.079		0.405

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.89

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.15		0.0136363636

				0.345		0.321		0.283		0.042		0.066		0.520		-0.023		0.012		0.055		-0.525		0.232		0.024				Veterans		-0.1793		-0.0163

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.0823		-0.0074818182

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.112		0.463		0.808		0.099		0.102		0.332		-0.487		0.339		0.152

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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		Dependent Variable: Played a PC game in the evening (treatment check)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.096		0.052		0.065		0.010		0.011		0.327		-0.001		0.002		0.493		0.084		0.037		0.025				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.119		0.083		0.151		0.013		0.018		0.473		0.136		0.061		0.026

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: "Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?"

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.96

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.724		3.622

				0.030		0.084		0.749		0.001		0.017		0.955		0.000		0.003		0.906		0.092		0.060		0.128				Veterans		0.734		3.672

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.784		3.920

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.135		0.133		0.313		-0.017		0.029		0.561		-0.202		0.098		0.041

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable: In the past month, worked for a political party

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Worked for a political party		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.2496

				0.003		0.019		0.883		0.005		0.004		0.172		0.000		0.001		0.461		0.020		0.014		0.275				Veterans		1.2435

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.8146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.007		0.027		0.799		-0.005		0.006		0.380		0.013		0.020		0.515

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable: Attended a club meeting

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Attended a club meeting		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.87

				-0.016		0.058		0.773		0.000		0.012		0.994		0.000		0.002		0.882		0.060		0.042		0.132				Veterans		3.9

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.177

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.025		0.092		0.786		0.004		0.020		0.831		0.022		0.068		0.745

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable: Played a team sport

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Played a team sport		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.6285

				-0.134		0.050		0.007		0.020		0.010		0.037		0.001		0.002		0.751		0.060		0.036		0.083				Veterans		1.6385

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.3345

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.053		0.067		0.424		0.008		0.015		0.601		0.011		0.049		0.822

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Sent a greeting card

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Sent a greeting card		Effects				Worked for a political party		Attended a club meeting		Played a team sport		Sent a greeting card

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.8423				Newbies		-0.0002887		0.01337407		-0.010576		-0.0800381

				-0.039		0.066		0.653		0.009		0.013		0.526		0.000		0.003		0.938		-0.050		0.048		0.259				Veterans		1.8023				Veterans		-0.0091787		0.04884407		0.003724		-0.0720381

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.1463				Elders		0.0139413		0.05384407		0.040414		-0.0130381

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.033		0.091		0.714		-0.006		0.020		0.751		-0.089		0.067		0.181

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.021		1.475		0.141

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.032		0.745		0.457

		Veterans		0.030		0.040		0.870		0.386

		Elders		0.040		0.039		0.948		0.344

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.042		0.959

		Dependent Variable: Evening use of other media: Newspapers, TV News, TV (non-news), Reading Books or Magazines

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Calculations for graphs

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Educ mean = 3.9

				0.046		0.132		0.730		-0.018		0.027		0.502		0.007		0.005		0.151		-0.037		0.096		0.700						Effect on other media use

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Newbies		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Veterans		0

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Elders		0

				0.232		0.178		0.193		-0.058		0.039		0.137		-0.024		0.130		0.851

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Talk with family members in evenings

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Talk w/family in evenings		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.003		0.068		0.963		-0.014		0.014		0.316		0.003		0.003		0.308		0.082		0.049		0.096				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.021		0.095		0.825		-0.014		0.021		0.502		0.032		0.070		0.646

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Household chores		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.021

				0.134		0.072		0.064		-0.023		0.015		0.114		0.002		0.003		0.406		-0.039		0.052		0.454				Veterans		3.071

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.221

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.097		0.102		0.341		-0.017		0.022		0.459		-0.061		0.074		0.413

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.4934

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		0.2834

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.3354

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable: Writing newspaper (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.018		-1.069		0.286

		Veterans		0.010		0.014		1.000		0.319

		Elders		0.010		0.019		0.631		0.529

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Signed a petition (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Discussed politics (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable: Had friends in for the evening (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable: Went to the home of friends (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable: Went out to see a movie (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Made a personal long-distance call (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.020		-0.953		0.341

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.029		-1.122		0.263

		Veterans		0.010		0.036		0.391		0.696

		Elders		-0.030		0.041		-0.744		0.458

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.516		0.597

		Dependent Variable: Wrote a personal letter (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.020		1.930		0.054

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.033		1.418		0.159

		Veterans		0.060		0.037		1.519		0.131

		Elders		0.010		0.033		0.364		0.716

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.413		0.662

		Dependent Variable: Visited relatives (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966
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		Table entries are unstandardized coefficients from linear regression models, plus standard errors and significance values.

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet to find information on national or international events (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.22961		0.246

				0.031		0.171		0.858		-0.002		0.035		0.954		0.006		0.006		0.341		-0.225		0.124		0.071				Veterans		1.15961		0.232

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.61461		0.323

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.079		0.263		0.765		-0.027		0.058		0.646		-0.208		0.193		0.283

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Killing time (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.45		0.090

				-0.217		0.138		0.116		-0.036		0.028		0.205		0.001		0.005		0.895		0.241		0.100		0.016				Veterans		0.28		0.056

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.303		0.061

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.417		0.194		0.033		0.005		0.042		0.904		0.316		0.142		0.027

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.044		4.331		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.280		0.068		4.159		0.000

		Veterans		0.070		0.087		0.816		0.416

		Elders		0.170		0.076		2.301		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.973		0.140

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet for social outreach (help for personal problem + to meet someone new + for chat rooms, 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.45732		0.230

				0.071		0.295		0.810		-0.008		0.060		0.893		-0.012		0.011		0.279		-0.218		0.213		0.308				Veterans		3.13632		0.209

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.15732		0.210

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.268		0.430		0.534		-0.082		0.094		0.385		0.055		0.316		0.861

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.201		0.093		2.158		0.031

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.150		0.264		0.792

		Veterans		0.295		0.200		1.477		0.142

		Elders		0.321		0.138		2.325		0.021

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.013		0.364

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to Friends 1, 2 and 3

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Friends 1-3		Friends 4-6

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.26374		0.008		-0.064

				-2.066		2.556		0.419		0.428		0.522		0.413		-0.005		0.097		0.963		1.442		1.846		0.435				Veterans		4.11564		0.014		-0.057

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.70464		0.016		-0.054

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-3.272		4.614		0.479		0.728		1.015		0.474		0.495		3.039		0.884										Newbies		0.128		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000		-16.563

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000		-16.816

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4, 5 and 6

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		87.0329		0.290

				-11.411		4.452		0.011		0.441		0.906		0.627		0.025		0.162		0.876		-7.775		3.079		0.012				Veterans		40.9452		0.136

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		40.9452		0.136

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												-17.437		-5.812

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-26.058		6.485		0.000		3.725		1.409		0.009		7.353		4.516		0.106										Newbies		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Minutes w/family member #1		Minutes w/family member #2

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		19.3495		-13.124

				21.808		18.526		0.240		-4.288		3.755		0.256		0.454		0.701		0.517		-24.479		13.382		0.068				Veterans		9.7395		-6.086

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		10.1515		-8.335

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Newbies		0.167		-0.243

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Veterans		0.084		-0.113

				22.901		18.439		0.215		-4.209		3.770		0.265		-21.344		12.470		0.088										Elders		0.088		-0.154

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		14.4288

				5.062		13.302		0.704		-0.322		2.714		0.906		0.321		0.504		0.524		-15.600		9.607		0.105				Veterans		6.691

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		7.06

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-8.553		18.462		0.644		1.927		4.056		0.635		-11.862		13.513		0.381

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.079		1.958		0.582		0.189		0.398		0.636		-0.039		0.074		0.596		-0.950		1.419		0.504				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-7.519		2.418		0.002		1.488		0.530		0.005		2.817		1.774		0.114

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use (Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																																Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.9869		0.996

				0.010		0.106		0.912		-0.003		0.022		0.891		0.004		0.004		0.336		-0.050		0.077		0.511				Veterans		3.0357		1.012

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.4367		1.146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.040		0.147		0.811		-0.009		0.032		0.791		0.020		0.107		0.824

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: Book reading (Yes or No, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.100		0.065		0.124		0.011		0.013		0.399		0.001		0.002		0.780		-0.036		0.047		0.438

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.087		0.078		0.021		0.019		0.262		-0.021		0.064		0.743

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.020		3.568		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.030		2.311		0.022

		Veterans		0.060		0.043		1.447		0.150

		Elders		0.090		0.035		2.437		0.016

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.097		0.908

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.185		0.146		0.204		0.026		0.030		0.374		0.005		0.005		0.325		-0.116		0.106		0.270				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.299		0.197		0.131		0.062		0.043		0.154		-0.082		0.144		0.569

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.215		0.176		0.222		0.032		0.036		0.375		-0.011		0.007		0.092		0.179		0.127		0.160				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.319		0.249		0.202		0.054		0.055		0.329		0.223		0.182		0.222

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Non-work Internet use (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-2.778		2.432		0.254		0.681		0.496		0.171		-0.037		0.092		0.689		0.114		1.757		0.948				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.573		3.291		0.862		-0.064		0.723		0.929		-0.153		2.409		0.949

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Buying or selling online (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.179		0.388		-0.0106		0.036		0.771		-0.00203		0.007		0.765		0.06533		0.13		0.615

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.008937		0.241		0.97		-0.0584		0.053		0.269		0.185		0.177		0.296

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Keeping in touch with friends in the local area (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.216		0.179		0.228		-0.00284		0.036		0.937		-0.00382		0.007		0.569		0.118		0.129		0.359

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.0722		0.263		0.784		-0.0504		0.057		0.38		0.116		0.191		0.543

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467
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		Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

		Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.125		0.061		-2.042		0.042

		Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

		Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

		Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Veterans		0.460		0.125		3.665		0.000

		Elders		0.470		0.109		4.301		0.000

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.101		0.144		0.700		0.485

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.207		0.181		-1.141		0.255

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-2.386		1.797		-1.328		0.186

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use

		(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.107		-0.182		0.856

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.754		0.713		-1.058		0.291

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.340		0.155		2.207		0.028

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.370		0.234		1.579		0.116

		Veterans		0.070		0.293		0.255		0.799

		Elders		0.540		0.290		1.867		0.064

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.173		0.841

		Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.082		0.072		1.163		0.246

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.270		0.022		12.091		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.240		0.034		7.003		0.000

		Veterans		0.260		0.040		6.371		0.000

		Elders		0.310		0.041		7.568		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.973		0.379

		Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.003		0.076		-0.027		0.979

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.056		0.074		0.754		0.452

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.061		0.128		0.478		0.633

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.095		0.198		-0.480		0.632

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.660		0.855		-0.772		0.441

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.315		0.483		-0.653		0.514

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.191		0.604		-0.316		0.752

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.060		0.396		-0.152		0.880

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression

		(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.153		0.492		0.312		0.756

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-10.631		3.256		-3.266		0.001

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				1.776		3.540		0.502		0.617

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-4.018		2.786		-1.442		0.151

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-3.483		2.499		-1.394		0.165

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.039		0.208		0.188		0.851

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.215		0.173		-1.241		0.216

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.199		0.172		-1.156		0.249

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.278		3.376		-0.082		0.934

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				8.737		4.578		1.909		0.058

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				21.249		17.416		1.220		0.224

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				12.548		13.379		0.938		0.349

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

		family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.205		0.202		-1.017		0.310

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.065		0.055		1.170		0.243

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.058		0.095		0.607		0.544

		Veterans		0.039		0.093		0.420		0.675

		Elders		0.096		0.094		1.016		0.311

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.083		0.921

		Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.133		2.393		0.055		0.956

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Reading local news**		3.15		2.99		0.63		0.598

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Buying or selling**		2.77		2.6		0.554		0.52

				0.169		0.191		0.884		0.378						Downloading software***		3.83		3.6		0.766		0.72

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Listening to music***		3.4		3.19		0.68		0.638

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.160		0.058		2.743		0.006

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.092		1.731		0.085

		Veterans		0.090		0.109		0.783		0.435

		Elders		0.220		0.102		2.168		0.032

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.414		0.661

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.204		0.176		-1.162		0.247

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to dowload software (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.090		0.100		0.897		0.370

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.230		0.047		4.856		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.076		3.421		0.001

		Veterans		0.220		0.091		2.441		0.016

		Elders		0.190		0.079		2.435		0.016

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.191		0.826

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.229		0.174		1.314		0.190

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.210		0.051		4.128		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.220		0.084		2.613		0.010

		Veterans		0.280		0.102		2.733		0.007

		Elders		0.150		0.084		1.762		0.080

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.487		0.615

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Getting help for a personal problem**		1.76		1.62		0.352		0.324

				-0.049		0.152		-0.325		0.745						Visiting chat rooms*		1.68		1.59		0.336		0.318

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Keeping in touch with local friends**		3.31		3.14		0.662		0.628

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.140		0.046		3.020		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.130		0.073		1.738		0.084

		Veterans		0.140		0.100		1.358		0.177

		Elders		0.150		0.067		2.283		0.024

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.032		0.969

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.038		0.122		-0.313		0.755

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Control		8.62		8.046

				0.090		0.038		2.403		0.017						Treatment (game)		7.493		8.64

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.058		0.417		0.677

		Veterans		0.100		0.080		1.260		0.210

		Elders		0.170		0.061		2.712		0.007
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						F		Sig.

						1.268		0.282

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.134		0.190		-0.703		0.483

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.200		0.192		1.040		0.299

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.031		0.170		-0.183		0.855

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.050		1.416		0.158

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.081		0.418		0.676

		Veterans		0.060		0.096		0.668		0.505

		Elders		0.130		0.085		1.464		0.145

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.298		0.743

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.001		0.157		-0.008		0.993

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.040		0.048		-0.742		0.458

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.120		0.075		-1.610		0.109

		Veterans		0.050		0.090		0.557		0.578

		Elders		0.000		0.085		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable:

		Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.110		0.176		0.624		0.533

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.052		0.792		0.429

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.084		-0.349		0.727

		Veterans		0.040		0.090		0.479		0.633

		Elders		0.130		0.097		1.323		0.188

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.816		0.443

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0498		0.04343		-1.147		0.252

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0479		0.06391		-0.749		0.455

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.007		0.0184		0.397		0.692

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.05		0.0303		1.642		0.103

		Veterans		0.017		0.037		0.47		0.639

		Elders		-0.052		0.0287		-1.823		0.071

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.81		0.061

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0185		0.08192		0.226		0.822

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0684		0.07862		-0.871		0.385

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0761		0.19338		-0.393		0.694

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.093		0.0331		2.798		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.085		0.0542		1.578		0.116

		Veterans		-0.014		0.0613		-0.235		0.815

		Elders		0.196		0.0564		3.479		0.001

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.28		0.279

		Dependent Variable:

		Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0986		0.1926		0.512		0.609

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable:

		Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0145		0.01968		-0.736		0.462

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.004		0.006		0.632		0.528

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0762		0.05198		1.467		0.144

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.016		-0.246		0.806

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.025		-0.377		0.706

		Veterans		0.010		0.033		0.425		0.671

		Elders		-0.010		0.024		-0.499		0.619

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)				0.024

						F		Sig.

						0.249		0.780

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0206		0.06697		-0.307		0.759

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable:

		Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0374		0.07096		-0.527		0.599

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable:

		Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0084		0.0483		-0.174		0.862

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place

		of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0049		0.06315		0.078		0.938

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.022		0.534		0.593

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.030		0.780		0.436

		Veterans		-0.060		0.046		-1.345		0.181

		Elders		0.060		0.038		1.588		0.114

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.535		0.080

		Dependent Variable:

		Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0812		0.03511		-2.312		0.022

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.010		0.010		-0.557		0.578

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.017		-0.831		0.407

		Veterans		0.010		0.021		0.332		0.740

		Elders		-0.010		0.016		-0.377		0.707

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.340		0.712

		Dependent Variable:

		Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)														Civic activities		Time 1		Time 2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Signed a petition*		0.21		0.25

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Had friends in***		0.7		0.62

				-0.0655		0.06806		-0.963		0.337						Went to friends' house**		0.7		0.64

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Visited relatives**		0.51		0.44

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals,

		how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1974		0.09788		2.017		0.045

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable:

		Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0154		0.07503		-0.205		0.838

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable:

		Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1055		0.07514		1.404		0.162

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable:

		Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0058		0.07773		-0.075		0.941

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966

		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.8471		0.78904		-1.074		0.285

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2942		0.72959		-0.403		0.687

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2934		0.77242		-0.38		0.705

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.5592		0.48324		-1.157		0.248

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)																T1/5		T2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***		0.85704		0.828

				-0.0772		0.08564		-0.901		0.368						There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*		0.9039		0.884

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***		0.8875		0.828

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.141		0.040		3.477		0.001		4.285		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.190		0.069		2.764		0.006		4.251		4.060

		Veterans		0.150		0.074		2.015		0.046		4.329		4.180

		Elders		0.068		0.065		1.044		0.298		4.292		4.220

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.811		0.445

		Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0471		0.08278		0.569		0.57

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.096		0.039		2.453		0.015		4.520		4.420

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.095		0.064		1.479		0.141		4.438		4.340

		Veterans		0.157		0.073		2.144		0.034		4.564		4.410

		Elders		0.043		0.065		0.663		0.508		4.586		4.540

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.624		0.536

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0096		0.11766		0.082		0.935

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.293		0.055		5.285		0.000		4.438		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.284		0.083		3.431		0.001		4.409		4.130

		Veterans		0.383		0.105		3.633		0.000		4.482		4.100

		Elders		0.227		0.105		2.171		0.031		4.436		4.210

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.593		0.553

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0689		0.09916		-0.695		0.487

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)																T1		T2

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**		0.71882		0.7446

				-0.129		0.047		-2.752		0.006		3.594		3.723		Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*		0.62334		0.643

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)														Offline, people help each other out.*		0.79098		0.808

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.078		0.071		-1.089		0.277		3.660		3.738

		Veterans		-0.237		0.097		-2.457		0.015		3.576		3.813

		Elders		-0.100		0.079		-1.259		0.210		3.525		3.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.046		0.352

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0727		0.09799		0.742		0.459

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.099		0.050		-1.972		0.049		3.117		3.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.035		0.084		0.418		0.676		3.250		3.215

		Veterans		-0.095		0.089		-1.066		0.289		3.131		3.226

		Elders		-0.269		0.084		-3.182		0.002		2.938		3.206

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.517		0.597

		Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0257		0.08554		0.3		0.764

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.082		0.040		-2.041		0.042		3.955		4.040

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.086		0.066		-1.301		0.195		3.933		4.020

		Veterans		0.007		0.077		0.094		0.925		4.043		4.040

		Elders		-0.155		0.067		-2.303		0.023		3.907		4.060

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.189		0.305

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.5182		0.33733		1.536		0.126

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**

Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*

Offline, people help each other out.*

0.71882

0.62334

0.79098

0.7446

0.643

0.808



Sample Characteristics

		

				Some sample demographics

		41.3		% living with spouse

		28.8		w/parent

		20.7		w/child

		1.9		w/grandparent

		0.8		w/grandchildren

		19.2		w/other family (forgot to id siblings, which could be here)





Civic&Community Part.

		Putnam/Needham civic & community participation questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?		-0.0895		-0.0179		0.112		-0.202		-0.0404		0.041		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.773		0.12		0.024		0.349		0.01274		0.089		-0.192		0.023		0.144		0.468		0.295		0.057		0.153		0.495

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends in person?		0.019		0.019		0.677		0.03605		0.03605		0.617		-0.00925		-0.00925		0.951		0.01496		0.01496		0.886		-0.0000241		0.997		0.05862		0.385		-0.0651		0.693		-0.0493		0.692

		In the past month, have you played cards with friends online?		0.01487		0.01487		0.667		0.06674		0.06674		0.195		-0.0939		-0.0939		0.484		0.02492		0.02492		0.726		0.0005866		0.901		0.08216		0.105		-0.173		0.162		-0.0686		0.474

		Worked for a political party		0.01884		0.01884		0.146		0.01294		0.01294		0.515		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.887		0.0533		0.0533		0.071		0.002075		0.232		0.01323		0.493		-0.021		0.657		0.03954		0.262		0.05974		0.26

		Attended a public meeting on town or school affairs		-0.0612		-0.0612		0.066		-0.0719		-0.0719		0.172		-0.214		-0.214		0.082		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.626		0.00251		573		-0.0715		0.15		-0.145		0.233		0.04006		0.658		0.184		0.176

		Wrote congressman or senator		0.01517		0.01517		0.492		0.07906		0.07906		0.027		-0.00647		-0.00647		0.935		-0.0428		-0.0428		0.344		-0.00498		0.093		0.08181		0.013		-0.0828		0.303		-0.126		0.036		-0.0494		0.583

		Signed a petition		0.06179		0.06179		0.139		0.06308		0.06308		0.36		0.06457		0.06457		0.641		0.116		0.116		0.205		0.001667		0.766		0.05779		0.355		0.003218		0.983		0.05556		0.626

		Wrote a letter to the newspaper		-0.00147		-0.00147		0.946		0.01161		0.01161		0.756		-0.0139		-0.0139		0.792		0.0774		0.0774		0.152		0.004049		0.164		0.005543		0.864		-0.0183		0.817		0.07555		0.201

		Attended a club meeting		0.06058		0.06058		0.119		0.022		0.022		0.745		-0.0447		-0.0447		0.723		0.178		0.178		0.022		0.004703		0.367		0.03038		0.6		-0.0784		0.581		0.142		0.18		0.216		0.175

		Discussed politics		0.05113		0.05113		0.274		0.05074		0.05074		0.474		-0.111		-0.111		0.475		0.08717		0.08717		0.442		0.0001328		0.983		0.07176		0.305		-0.178		0.298		0.01184		0.926

		Had friends in for the evening		0.0494		0.0494		0.309		0.0002004		0.0002004		0.998		0.09785		0.09785		0.526		0.01008		0.01008		0.931		-0.00388		0.551		0.001226		0.986		0.106		0.55		0.01436		0.913

		Had a serious argument with a friend		-0.0035		-0.0035		0.932		0.4429		0.4429		0.462		0.06313		0.06313		0.671		-0.00799		-0.00799		0.933		-0.000851		0.877		0.04098		0.504		0.03208		0.831		-0.0433		0.699

		Went to the home of friends		-0.0769		-0.0769		0.124		-0.115		-0.115		0.131		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.801		-0.693		-0.693		0.579		0.0005789		0.931		-0.0911		0.221		0.05057		0.782		0.01082		0.937

		Went out to see a movie		-0.00181		-0.00181		0.97		0.01718		0.01718		0.82		-0.012		-0.012		0.942		0.01894		0.01894		0.863		-0.00159		0.805		0.02295		0.749		-0.027		0.878		-0.00558		0.966

		Made a personal long distance call		0.03543		0.03543		0.408		0.03143		0.03143		0.608		0.07939		0.07939		0.554		0.135		0.135		0.238		0.004731		0.411		0.06111		0.339		0.02454		0.875		0.05848		0.616

		Had a serious argument with a partner (e.g., spouse, boyfriend, girlfriend) 		0.07914		0.07914		0.057		0.09719		0.09719		0.146		-0.0325		-0.0325		0.771		0.167		0.167		0.117		0.002664		0.663		0.08367		0.178		-0.113		0.456		0.09883		0.383		0.214		0.209

		Read a book		-0.0315		-0.0315		0.469		-0.0209		-0.0209		0.743		0.02556		0.02556		0.876		-0.154		-0.154		0.116		-0.00744		0.202		-0.0654		0.313		0.0909		0.567		-0.0573		0.628

		Watched a sports event on TV		-0.146		-0.146		0.756		-0.0629		-0.0629		0.375		0.12		0.12		0.431		0.142		0.142		0.214		0.01259		0.045		-0.103		0.14		0.216		0.208		0.269		0.035		0.07487		0.696

		Went to a club, disco, bar or place of entertainment		0.03478		0.03478		0.451		0.0004863		0.0004863		0.994		0.0644		0.0644		0.715		0.05949		0.05949		0.578		0.002432		0.694		-0.033		0.63		0.09907		0.556		0.118		0.346

		Wrote a personal letter		-0.00801		-0.00801		0.851		-0.0602		-0.0602		0.39		0.03535		0.03535		0.799		0.0314		0.0314		0.738		0.004504		0.43		-0.0416		0.513		0.07723		0.62		0.06517		0.574

		Played a team sport		0.06622		0.06622		0.048		0.01099		0.01099		0.822		0.08349		0.08349		0.433		0.208		0.208		0.017		0.007795		0.082		0.0225		0.655		0.06216		0.61		0.183		0.045		0.116		0.394

		Sent a greeting card		-0.0525		-0.0525		0.238		-0.0893		-0.0893		0.181		-0.334		-0.334		0.026		0.107		0.107		0.319		0.007451		0.212		-0.0957		0.148		-0.244		0.132		0.203		0.093		0.456		0.012

		Visited relatives		0.008343		0.008343		0.871		-0.00199		-0.00199		0.98		-0.084		-0.084		0.647		0.104		0.104		0.369		0.002904		0.674		0.07741		0.77		-0.105		0.579		0.06101		0.664

		Received a speeding ticket		-0.00175		-0.00175		0.917		-0.551		-0.551		0.782		-0.103		-0.103		0.861		0.0175		0.0175		0.717		0.00081		0.721		-0.0174		0.491		0.008376		0.892		0.04373		0.343

		Which of the following things do you do most week nights after dinner and before bed?

		Read the newspaper		0.031		0.031		0.293		0.02836		0.02836		0.534		-0.0772		-0.0772		0.417		0.08249		0.08249		0.143		0.001164		0.756		0.03503		0.393		-0.111		0.27		0.04484		0.549		0.153		0.175

		Watch news on TV		-0.0928		-0.0928		0.831		-0.0398		-0.0398		0.512		-0.319		-0.319		0.024		0.255		0.255		0.008		0.01597		0.003		-0.0294		0.625		-0.288		0.05		0.279		0.011		0.56		0.001

		Watch other programs on TV		0.01344		0.01344		0.765		-0.0484		-0.0484		0.436		-0.112		-0.112		0.394		0.211		0.211		0.049		0.0114		0.042		-0.0263		0.674		-0.0862		0.573		0.23		0.044		0.309		0.071

		Read a book or magazine		-0.072		-0.072		0.139		0.03536		0.03536		0.593		-0.293		-0.293		0.066		-0.101		-0.101		0.355		-0.00189		0.756		0.02285		0.735		-0.314		0.058		-0.108		0.382		0.205		0.269

		Listen to music		-0.0118		-0.0118		0.801		-0.0668		-0.0668		0.305		0.231		0.231		0.089		-0.0157		-0.0157		0.889		-0.0000921		0.987		-0.0579		0.372		0.293		0.066		0.03695		0.755		-0.255		0.152

		Talk with family members		0.08216		0.08216		0.096		0.03206		0.03206		0.646		0.0292		0.0292		0.84		0.253		0.253		0.031		0.01022		0.097		0.04502		0.512		-0.0189		0.91		0.205		0.102		0.217		0.25

		Do house cleaning chores		-0.0391		-0.0391		0.454		-0.0611		-0.0611		0.413		-0.334		-0.334		0.061		0.06292		0.06292		0.555		0.002987		0.648		-0.041		0.572		-0.301		0.091		0.08798		0.507		0.377		0.058

		Play a PC game		0.08414		0.08414		0.025		0.136		0.136		0.026		0.09376		0.09376		0.399		-0.0101		-0.0101		0.887		-0.00522		0.285		0.141		0.007		-0.0378		0.767		-0.148		0.12		-0.117		0.413

		Play a console-based game (e.g. PlayStation, GameCube, Xbox)		-0.0349		-0.0349		0.381		-0.00265		-0.00265		0.964		0.03883		0.03883		0.773		0.06488		0.06488		0.397		0.006738		0.176		-0.00908		0.869		0.04442		0.742		0.07829		0.437

		comb6: Use of other media: newspaper, tv news, other tv,  books/mags Scale is 0-4		-0.0368		-0.0092		0.7		-0.0244				0.851		-0.801		-0.20025		0.009		0.448		0.112		0.037		0.02663		0.026		0.002246		0.986		-0.8		0.013		0.446		0.064		1.226		0.001

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.789, p=.008, dummy * newbies is .778, p=.018, dummy * elders is 1.226, p=.001

		comb7: Outreach: pers long distance call+pers letter+sent card. Scale is 0-4		-0.0385		-0.009625		0.666		-0.118				0.377		-0.219				0.394		0.274				0.164		0.01669		0.135

		comb8: Sports: watched on tv + played on team. Scale is 0-2		0.06111				0.345		-0.0519				0.561		0.203				0.294		0.35		0.175		0.022		0.02038		0.012		-0.0809		0.366		0.278		0.205		0.452		0.006

		comb9: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+lettertoeditor+club meet+disc Pol. Scale is 0-7		0.142		0.0202857143		0.17		0.168				0.307		-0.332				0.304		0.435		0.0621428571		0.027		0.01016		0.433		0.189		0.189		-0.521		0.14		0.239		0.363		0.733		0.064

		comb10: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+wrote rep+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-6		0.133				0.184		0.156				0.323		-0.318				0.324		0.358		0.0596666667		0.055

		comb11: Civic index: work for party+attend pub meet+petition+club meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-5		0.112		0.0224		0.236		0.07692				0.609		-0.312				0.293		0.401		0.0802		0.026

		comb12: Civic index: attend pub meet+petition+disc Pol  SCALE is 0-3		0.03452				0.652

		comb13: Civic index: attend pub meet+disc Pol  Scale is 0-2

		comb18 is socially desirable media





Internet Use, Kraut Qs

		Kraut replications/extensions		First set of regressions: Is there an effect?						Is there an effect for the three groups independently?																		Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Question text: How often do you use the Internet for . . . (questions from Kraut et al, Internet Paradox Revisited)		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Finding information about local events		-0.0971		-0.01942		0.464		-0.203		-0.0406		0.288		-0.4		-0.08		0.325		-0.0445754119		-0.0089150824		0.878		-0.0012		0.942		-0.147		0.422		-0.239		0.593		0.06685		0.843

		Finding information about national or international events: 3 groups close to dif.		-0.225		-0.045		0.071		-0.208		-0.0416		0.283		-0.855		-0.171		0.019		-0.208		-0.0416		0.417		-0.00347		0.823		-0.189		0.271		-0.678		0.105		-0.0415		0.895		0.635		0.177

		Being entertained		0.0543		0.01086		0.553		0.125		0.025		0.358		0.158		0.0316		0.575		-0.349		-0.0698		0.073		-0.0218		0.057		0.06636		0.602		0.108		0.727		-0.374		0.109		-0.435		0.212

		Finding out about the news		-0.0343		-0.00686		0.721		-0.0364		-0.00728		0.806		0.06517		0.013034		0.826		0.03016		0.006032		0.876		0.003514		0.769		-0.03		0.823		0.08508		0.793		0.05061		0.836

		Killing time		0.241		0.0482		0.016		0.316		0.0632		0.027		0.02279		0.004558		0.944		0.105		0.021		0.617		-0.00878		0.482		0.275		0.048		-0.246		0.467		-0.131		0.607		0.135		0.722

		Releasing tension		0.11		0.022		0.393		0.03478		0.006956		0.852		0.351		0.0702		0.403		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.791		-0.00248		0.877		0.07666		0.666		0.295		0.496		-0.153		0.64

		Overcoming loneliness		0.05281		0.010562		0.647		0.04289		0.008578		0.802		-0.0652		-0.01304		0.856		0.187		0.0374		0.446		0.01156		0.428		0.06946		0.663		-0.127		0.744		0.116		0.696

		Buying or selling something		0.06533		0.013066		0.615		0.185		0.037		0.296		0.09046		0.018092		0.824		-0.226		-0.0452		0.461		-0.0248		0.136		0.142		0.427		-0.0308		0.944		-0.346		0.305

		Downloading software		-0.105		-0.021		0.33		0.004638		0.0009276		0.977		-0.356		-0.0712		0.293		-0.466		-0.0932		0.039		-0.0243		0.074		0.003296		0.982		-0.354		0.327		-0.461		0.096		-0.104		0.799

				-0.373		-0.0746		0.011		-0.336		-0.0672		0.118		-1.093		-0.2186		0.018		-0.422		-0.0844		0.172		-0.00469		0.797		-0.302		0.135		-0.786		0.111		-0.128		0.731		0.645		0.244

		Download music		-0.0872		-0.01744		0.461		-0.244		-0.0488		0.165		0.08608		0.017216		0.822		0.169		0.0338		0.478		0.02116		0.15		-0.171		0.298		0.254		0.524		0.303		0.314

		Getting help for a personal problem		-0.04077		-0.008154		0.697		0.02639		0.005278		0.862		-0.759		-0.1518		0.039		0.008678		0.0017356		0.964		-0.00126		0.923		0.04077		0.778		-0.775		0.028		-0.025		0.925		0.747		0.059

		Doing work for your job		0.179		0.0358		0.16		0.223		0.0446		0.222		0.005681		0.0011362		0.987		0.15		0.03		0.625		0.00157		0.942		0.184		0.299		-0.159		0.712		-0.000914		0.998

		Doing school work		-0.116		-0.0232		0.27		-0.082		-0.0164		0.569		-0.15		-0.03		0.678		0.04297		0.008594		0.852		0.01188		0.365		-0.143		0.327		-0.0095		0.979		0.237		0.375

		Finding information relevant to a hobby		-0.0843		-0.01686		0.462		-0.127		-0.0254		0.441		-0.44		-0.088		0.178		0.07151		0.014302		0.787		0.01371		0.338		-0.12		0.447		-0.307		0.426		0.213		0.464		0.511		0.24

		Meeting someone new		-0.145		-0.029		0.184		-0.00363		-0.000726		0.982		-0.461		-0.0922		0.168		-0.185		-0.037		0.441		-0.00552		0.685		-0.00443		0.977		-0.438		0.234		-0.178		0.523

		Visiting chat rooms		-0.02539		-0.005078		0.769		0.03655		0.00731		0.767		-0.398		-0.0796		0.181		-0.00352		-0.000704		0.984		-0.00368		0.732		0.009172		0.939		-0.402		0.168		-0.0021		0.992		0.406		0.215

		Keeping in touch with someone far away		-0.0999		-0.01998		0.407		-0.115		-0.023		0.518		-0.041		-0.0082		0.907		-0.162		-0.0324		0.56		-0.0042		0.779		-0.149		0.373		0.111		0.792		0.004672		0.988

		Communicating with friends in the local area		0.118		0.0236		0.359		0.116		0.0232		0.543		0.122		0.0244		0.715		-0.177		-0.0354		0.563		-0.0207		0.198		0.142		0.428		-0.00789		0.986		-0.336		0.307		-0.328		0.502

		How many hours do you spend using the Internet or email in a typical week, not counting when you do it for work.*		0.114		0.0047919294		0.948		-0.153		-0.0064312736		0.949		3.346		0.1406473308		0.497		0.519		0.021815889		0.906		-0.0653		0.767		0.353		0.885		3.104		0.605		-0.227		0.959		-3.56		0.596

		*Divided by mean (value here)

		Closeness to first friend		1.861		0.01861		0.233		1.626		0.01626		0.514		-1.333		-0.01333		0.77		0.103		0.00103		0.973		-0.0862		0.658		1.647		0.448		-2.911		0.584		-1.278		0.747		1.709		0.774

		Closeness to second friend: inverse pattern here. Weird? 3rd regg shows sig among all 3		1.089		0.01089		0.641		-1.38		-0.0138		0.705		18.822		0.18822		0.003		-5.046		-0.05046		0.319		-0.262		0.37		-1.802		0.578		20.458		0.01		-2.902		0.623		-22.874		0.01

		Closeness to third friend		1.584		0.01584		0.68		1.3		0.013		0.862		14.037		0.14037		0.057		-2.957		-0.02957		0.616		-0.118		0.807		0.487		0.928		13.836		0.291		-2.631		0.788		-15.961		0.277

		Closeness to fourth friend		-3.451		-0.03451		0.227		-6.512		-0.06512		0.141		-0.214		-0.00214		0.979		-0.108		-0.00108		0.986		0.239		0.503		-7.79		0.049		7.18		0.475		8.578		0.235		2.252		0.841

		Closeness to fifth friend:		-10.522		-0.10522		0.016		-12.663		-0.12663		0.038		-21.386		-0.21386		0.16		-12.927		-0.12927		0.167		-0.34		0.519		-13.819		0.022		-8.701		0.599		1.123		0.915		10.398		0.562

		Closeness to sixth friend 3rd regess highly sig. Dif among 3 groups		-8.06		-0.0806		0.102		-1.019		-0.01019		0.883		-49.278		-0.49278		0.003		-8.444		-0.08444		0.391		-0.331		0.568		-3.234		0.634		-45.662		0.009		-3.799		0.743		41.865		0.026

		Total closeness of friendships		-20.483		-0.0341383333		0.091		-18.713		-0.0311883333		0.354		-56.679		-0.094465		0.058		-26.622		-0.04437		0.236		-0.67		0.638		-25.79		0.127		-31.374		0.464		3.998		0.889		37.987		0.414

		Mean closeness of friendships		-3.414		-0.03414		0.091		-3.119		-0.03119		0.354		-9.446		-0.09446		0.058		-4.437		-0.04437		0.236		-0.112		0.638		-4.298		0.127		-5.229		0.464		0.666		0.889		6.331		0.414

		Mean closeness Friends1-3		1.442		0.01442		0.435		0.495		0.00495		0.884		10.508		0.10508		0.012		-2.95		-0.0295		0.352		-0.168		0.466		0.06162		0.981		10.528		0.094		-2.536		0.588		-12.682		0.072

		Mean closeness Friends4-6		-7.775		-0.07775		0.012		-7.353		-0.07353		0.106		-21.445		-0.21445		0.022		-7.518		-0.07518		0.23		-0.115		0.752		-8.905		0.038		-12.789		0.241		2.341		0.749		15.601		0.188

		Looks like play makes people closer to their main friends or stay the same, and pull away from their less-close friends at the same time.

		Offline/Online Spectrum for 6 friendships		0.02113		0.004226		0.793		0.07842		0.0007842		0.512		0.09593		0.0009593		0.587		-0.0968		-0.000968		0.603		-0.00751		0.421		0.09735		0.402		-0.000717		0.998		-0.216		0.268		-0.22		0.396

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #1 friend More drawing closer evidence for closest		-0.0653		-0.01306		0.45		-0.0885		-0.000885		0.44		-0.572		-0.00572		0.046		-0.0472		-0.000472		0.807		-0.00308		0.774		-0.0405		0.736		-0.524		0.073		-0.0284		0.896		0.48		0.141

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #2 friend		-0.193		-0.0386		0.111		-0.21		-0.0021		0.204		-0.642		-0.00642		0.104		-0.000533		-0.00000533		0.998		0.01074		0.473		-0.195		0.248		-0.463		0.255		0.196		0.519		0.649		0.154

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #3 friend		-0.106		-0.0212		0.408		0.08853		0.0008853		0.663		-0.195		-0.00195		0.62		-0.528		-0.00528		0.039		-0.0335		0.035		0.103		0.567		-0.265		0.552		-0.645		0.045		-0.406		0.411

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #4 friend		0.05047		0.010094		0.717		-0.0524		-0.000524		0.796		0.247		0.00247		0.587		0.127		0.00127		0.68		0.006719		0.7		-0.0386		0.843		0.293		0.557		0.141		0.692

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #5 friend		-0.14		-0.028		0.412		0.194		0.00194		0.423		-0.585		-0.00585		0.307		-0.411		-0.00411		0.211		-0.0156		0.44		0.182		0.457		-0.756		0.174		-0.582		0.153

		Offline/Online Spectrum for #6 friend: distant friends move online or are replaced by online people		0.227		0.0454		0.303		0.425		0.00425		0.171		1.295		0.01295		0.035		-0.494		-0.00494		0.272		-0.332		0.189		0.331		0.296		0.968		0.132		-0.744		0.151		-1.667		0.019

		Negatives in on/off mean friendship moved more online. Pos means moved offline.

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/6 friends		0.0167		0.00334		0.83		0.118		0.00118		0.309		0.147		0.00147		0.465		-0.0747		-0.000747		0.63		-0.00953		0.285		0.169		0.133		-0.0162		0.943		-0.276		0.13

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#1 friend		-0.0213		-0.00426		0.856		0.128		0.00128		0.464		-0.259		-0.00259		0.473		-0.193		-0.00193		0.432		-0.0177		0.225		0.135		0.408		-0.385		0.332		-0.323		0.276

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#2 friend		-0.0854		-0.01708		0.493		0.04808		0.0004808		0.787		-0.224		-0.00224		0.555		-0.143		-0.00143		0.607		-0.00868		0.575		0.01745		0.92		-0.243		0.563		-0.132		0.674

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#4 friend		0.0497		0.00994		0.718		-0.0974		-0.000974		0.619		0.474		0.00474		0.318		0.217		0.00217		0.469		0.01223		0.476		-0.0866		0.654		0.552		0.264		0.307		0.378

		Freq. Of in-person contact w/#6 friend		0.195		0.039		0.365		-0.0671		-0.000671		0.852		1.18		0.0118		0.035		0.193		0.00193		0.592		-0.000343		0.989		0.04019		0.897		1.11		0.08		0.09529		0.852		-1.07		0.125

		Freq of phone contact w/6 friends		0.09959		0.019918		0.289		0.02405		0.0002405		0.862		0.04851		0.0004851		0.839		0.09129		0.0009129		0.64		-0.00247		0.816		-0.00739		0.958		0.0433		0.872		0.129		0.565

		Freq of phone contact w/#1 friend		0.005341		0.0010682		0.962		0.04914		0.0004914		0.74		-0.541		-0.00541		0.143		-0.0134		-0.000134		0.957		-0.0135		0.33		0.03553		0.82		-0.572		0.129		-0.0266		0.925		0.561		0.182

		Freq of phone contact w/#3 friend		0.138		0.0276		0.348		0.363		0.00363		0.109		-0.0372		-0.000372		0.932		0.04236		0.0004236		0.894		-0.00671		0.715		0.29		0.161		-0.318		0.528		-0.226		0.546

		Freq of phone contact w/#5 friend		0.07752		0.015504		0.662		-0.12		-0.0012		0.653		0.187		0.00187		0.744		-0.0598		-0.000598		0.858		-0.0119		0.568		-0.124		0.635		0.287		0.622		0.06677		0.874

		Freq of online contact w/6 friends		0.129		0.0258		0.197		0.07232		0.0007232		0.627		-0.00367		-0.0000367		0.986		0.37		0.0037		0.104		0.01293		0.256		0.05315		0.713		-0.0611		0.831		0.343		0.15

		Freq of online contact w/#1 friend		0.189		0.0378		0.208		0.07583		0.0007583		0.7		0.532		0.00532		0.275		0.387		0.00387		0.272		0.01048		0.576		0.07325		0.727		0.459		0.368		0.318		0.403

		Freq of online contact w/#2 friend		0.416		0.0832		0.015		0.45		0.0045		0.068		0.882		0.00882		0.107		0.536		0.00536		0.149		0.0136		0.523		0.464		0.053		0.439		0.447		0.06669		0.877		-0.398		0.538

		Freq of online contact w/#3 friend		0.03716		0.007432		0.833		0.02477		0.0002477		0.93		-0.14		-0.0014		0.792		0.03801		0.0003801		0.914		0.003265		0.881		-0.0421		0.866		-0.0949		0.877		0.109		0.806

		Freq of online contact w/#4 friend		0.0388		0.00776		0.836		-0.0044		-0.000044		0.987		-0.298		-0.00298		0.631		0.149		0.00149		0.73		0.008108		0.728		-0.0224		0.933		-0.268		0.691		0.21		0.657

		Freq of online contact w/#5 friend		0.225		0.045		0.333		0.0658		0.000658		0.854		0.538		0.00538		0.417		0.503		0.00503		0.293		0.02336		0.392		0.007589		0.982		0.527		0.49		0.54		0.335

		Freq of online contact w/#6 friend		-0.0165		-0.0033		0.95		-0.247		-0.00247		0.531		-0.808		-0.00808		0.252		0.372		0.00372		0.464		0.01659		0.583		-0.174		0.647		-0.65		0.398		0.517		0.404

		"Our whole family usually eats dinner together"		0.05379		0.010758		0.669		0.223		0.0446		0.272		-0.238		-0.0476		0.477		-0.213		-0.0426		0.422		-0.0204		0.197		0.203		0.254		-0.435		0.293		-0.412		0.204

		Minutes/day communicating w/most interacted with family member		-4.304		-0.0371034483		0.905		-16.167		-0.1393706897		0.836		-90.257		-0.7780775862		0.029		-25.604		-0.2207241379		0.435		-1.511		0.738		-8.022		0.873		-85.583		0.488		-22.117		0.81		61.157		0.658

		Quality of communication w/that person		-0.0586		-0.01172		0.523		-0.00527		-0.001054		0.97		-0.367		-0.0734		0.219		-0.368		-0.0736		0.06		-0.0201		0.077		-0.0483		0.714		-0.326		0.333		-0.29		0.215		0.06182		0.867

		Minutes w/second most person		-15.6		-0.2862385321		0.105		-11.862		-0.2176513761		0.381		-64.392		-1.1815045872		0.012		-21.946		-0.4026788991		0.361		-0.0937		0.938		-15.717		0.239		-48.846		0.135		-3.257		0.894		48.389		0.187

		Quality of communication w/that person		0.08137		0.016274		0.486		9.121		1.8242		0.96		0.05299		0.010598		0.898		-0.102		-0.0204		0.668		-0.00851		0.553		0.00609		0.971		0.03924		0.929		-0.106		0.723		-0.133		0.783

		This looks very bad. Vetrans start talking w/family less, and long-termers actually have large quality decreases. Really large given it's 1 month and they've played for a year already

		comb14: Min w/1st & 2nd fam member		-19.904		-0.1167390029		0.61		-28.03				0.726		-154.649		-0.9070322581		0.011		-47.551				0.342		-1.604		0.742

		comb16: Net-based social outreach scale is 0-3		-0.218				0.308		0.05547				0.861		-1.624		-0.5413333333		0.028		-0.182				0.643		-0.0102		0.7		0.04065		0.891		-1.621		0.024		-0.201		0.709

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.605, p=.015, dummy * newbies is 1.687, p=.02, dummy * elders is 1.419, p=.077

		comb17: Net for info search->info on local events + info on national/int’l events + info on hobby Scale is 0-3		-0.357		-0.119		0.167		-0.447				0.249		-1.698		-0.566		0.031		-0.197				0.714		0.004677		0.884

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.649, p=.039, dummy * newbies is 1.228, p=.163, dummy * elders is 1.436, p=.14





Media Displacement

		Media Use																														Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

				Variable name		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

				tvhrs		How many hours per day do you spend watching television on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?		0.204		0.0085		0.537		0.401		0.0167083333		0.419		0.207		0.008625		0.853		-0.176		-0.0073333333		0.828		-0.0366		0.409		0.208		0.674		-0.00898		0.994		-0.318		0.725		-0.163		0.904

				paper		How many days in the past week did you read a newspaper?		0.273		0.039		0.175		0.463		0.0926		0.146		0.002165		0.000433		0.997		0.661		0.1322		0.158		0.0248		0.359		0.326		0.279		-0.313		0.671		0.438		0.425		0.802		0.33





VG uses&habits&prefs

		VG Use questions																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do you regularly play video games with a friend/friends?		-0.0364		-0.0364		0.356		-0.0114		-0.0114		0.842		0.06884		0.06884		0.599		-0.103		-0.103		0.202		-0.00377		0.444		-0.0289		0.597		0.0956		0.473		-0.066		0.512

		Do you regularly play video games with a romantic partner, e.g. spouse, fiancé, boyfriend/girlfriend?		-0.0187		-0.0187		0.552		0.02173		0.02173		0.606		0.04917		0.04917		0.629		-0.0987		-0.0987		0.17		-0.00681		0.082		0.008848		0.839		0.04007		0.705		-0.105		0.192		-0.14		0.241

		Do you regularly play video games with a relative?		0.01913		0.01913		0.632		0.05882		0.05882		0.31		-0.0385		-0.0385		0.764		-0.0522		-0.0522		0.533		-0.00506		0.309		0.05254		0.342		-0.0919		0.494		-0.0958		0.346

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games?		1.223		0.0700859599		0.324		3.374				0.064		-2.361				0.515		0.865				0.761		-0.101		0.523		2.116		0.228		-4.426		0.278		-0.598		0.852		4.408		0.339

		About how many hours per week do you usually play video games online?		-0.161		-0.0106411104		0.894		0.778				0.656		-3.894				0.281		0.24				0.927		-0.028		0.846		1.027		0.568		-4.69		0.235		-0.814		0.784

		How fast do you like the action in video games to be?		0.157		0.0224285714		0.113		0.01288		0.00184		0.933		0.167		0.0238571429		0.569		0.397		0.0567142857		0.049		0.01855		0.133		0.01559		0.909		0.159		0.633		0.391		0.12		0.241		0.521

		How violent do you like your video games to be?		0.117		0.0167142857		0.353		0.2		0.0285714286		0.252		0.03853		0.0055042857		0.93		0.229		0.0327142857		0.387		0.01294		0.411		0.108		0.538		-0.0666		0.876		0.17		0.598		0.292		0.542

		When there is violence in your video games, how graphic do you like it to be?		0.304		0.0434285714		0.021		0.26		0.0371428571		0.163		0.03561		0.0050871429		0.935		0.265		0.0378571429		0.337		-0.000741		0.964		0.18		0.322		-0.152		0.732		0.126		0.706		0.338		0.498

		How much strategy do you prefer in your video games?		0.05114		0.0073057143		0.679		0.09822		0.0140314286		0.6		-0.321		-0.0458571429		0.313		0.337		0.0481428571		0.239		0.01683		0.275		0.07184		0.675		-0.383		0.358		0.304		0.334

		Generally speaking, do you prefer to play video games solo, or with a lot of people?		-0.0244		-0.0034857143		0.863		-0.091		-0.013		0.639		-0.825		-0.1178571429		0.075		0.104		0.0148571429		0.732		0.002123		0.904		0.004911		0.98		-0.859		0.071		0.01417		0.969		0.804		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		-0.32523

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		-0.06523

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.25623

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		1.629		0.533		0.003		-0.248		0.082		0.003		-0.825		0.460		0.075

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.378		0.401		0.347		0.021		0.069		0.765		0.104		0.303		0.732

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.893		0.443		0.044		-0.046		0.040		0.249		-0.780		0.438		0.075

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.928		0.436		0.034		-0.995		0.506		0.050		0.668		0.482		0.167		0.804		0.534		0.133

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)		-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)		0.398		0.507		0.434		-0.060		0.078		0.448		0.036		0.438		0.935

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)		-0.075		0.365		0.837		-0.042		0.063		0.506		0.265		0.276		0.337

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.330		0.414		0.425		-0.041		0.037		0.270		-0.019		0.409		0.963

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.338		0.408		0.407		-0.410		0.473		0.386		0.275		0.450		0.542		0.338		0.499		0.498





Social Capital&Community

		Social Capital & Community Measures																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig

		Do the people in your neighborhood give you a strong sense of community?		0.05905		0.05905		0.208		0.236		0.236		0.001		-0.2		-0.2		0.144		-0.0811		-0.0811		0.316		-0.013		0.026		0.236		0		-0.435		0.002		-0.321		0.006		0.104		0.517

		Does living in your city give you a strong sense of community?		-0.00655		-0.00655		0.877		0.04852		0.04852		0.451		-0.142		-0.142		0.307		-0.121		-0.121		0.142		-0.0105		0.046		0.08267		0.166		-0.224		0.113		0.22		0.042		-0.018		0.91

		Do the people you work with or go to school with give you a strong sense of community?		-0.0701		-0.0701		0.193		0.0008681		0.0008681		0.992		-0.267		-0.267		0.078		-0.12		-0.12		0.321		-0.00482		0.477		-0.00858		0.91		-0.269		0.139		-0.111		0.417		0.156		0.442

		Do people you have met online give you a strong sense of community?: newbies & elders dif than vets in 3rd regress		-2.66		-2.66		0.619		0.06623		0.06623		0.405		-0.275		-0.275		0.063		0.0587		0.0587		0.6		0.003076		0.626		0.07642		0.314		-0.351		0.046		-0.0215		0.867		0.315		0.102

		Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?		0.02684		0.02684		0.62		-0.0335		-0.0335		0.672		0.29		0.29		0.094		-0.0961		-0.0961		0.386		-0.0049		0.469		-0.0534		0.478		0.354		0.048		-0.0291		0.833		-0.361		0.075

		What about the people online?		0.03854		0.009635		0.61		-0.0656		-0.0164		0.567		0.315		0.07875		0.167		-0.0911		-0.022775		0.56		-0.00677		0.469		-0.0963		0.363		0.412		0.104		0.01946		0.918		-0.361		0.202

		What about the local police?		-0.102		-0.0255		0.135		-0.0647		-0.016175		0.54		-0.225		-0.05625		0.252		-0.0655		-0.016375		0.647		-0.00139		0.869		-0.0801		0.404		-0.15		0.512		0.02383		0.889

		Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?		0.02988		0.02988		0.412		-0.0203		-0.0203		0.686		0.03946		0.03946		0.651		0.05561		0.05561		0.545		0.001927		0.67		-0.0103		0.838		0.03785		0.755		0.0596		0.512

		Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live?		0.03178		0.007945		0.594		0.134		0.0335		0.132		-0.0672		-0.0168		0.712		-0.0194		-0.00485		0.878		-0.0231		0.755		0.122		0.14		-0.197		0.353		-0.141		0.349

		Overall, how much impact do you think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live?		0.07795		0.0194875		0.385		0.08042		0.020105		0.538		0.106		0.0265		0.689		0.393		0.09825		0.043		0.01871		0.091		0.08996		0.471		0.0027		0.993		0.281		0.212		0.271		0.42

		Online Bridging newbies sig dif than vets in 3rd regress, 3.198, p=.093		-0.24		-0.0048		0.66		0.868		0.01736		0.278		-2.525		-0.0505		0.208		-0.573		-0.01146		0.55		-0.0423		0.523		0.898		0.249		-0.3235		0.084		-1.393		0.302		1.736		0.398

		Online Bonding		0.695		0.0139		0.375		0.906		0.01812		0.456		0.593		0.01186		0.832		0.561		0.01122		0.687		-0.0282		0.762		1.105		0.332		-0.163		0.952		-0.619		0.745

		Offline Bridging		-0.403		-0.00806		0.458		0.282		0.00564		0.717		-1.132		-0.02264		0.495		-1.095		-0.0219		0.364		-0.0611		0.357		0.311		0.687		-1.403		0.434		-1.261		0.355

		Offline Bonding		0.377		0.00754		0.47		0.401		0.00802		0.609		-0.157		-0.00314		0.923		1.399		0.02798		0.18		0.05216		0.408		0.388		0.592		-0.621		0.725		1.113		0.387

		Racial Mistrust Online		0.129		0.0258		0.153		0.195		0.039		0.184		0.272		0.0544		0.167		0.06118		0.012236		0.773		-0.0067		0.553		0.173		0.172		0.105		0.725		-0.111		0.63

		Racial Mistrust Offline		0.194		0.0388		0.063		0.08899		0.017798		0.605		0.431		0.0862		0.11		0.147		0.0294		0.485		-0.00494		0.704		0.117		0.42		0.328		0.353		0.004176		0.987		-0.322		0.415

		Mistrust Foreigners Online		-0.0911		-0.01822		0.426		-0.0525		-0.0105		0.74		-0.584		-0.1168		0.077		0.281		0.0562		0.306		0.02708		0.056		-0.0285		0.858		-0.553		0.152		0.303		0.292		0.83		0.055

		Mistrust Foreigners Offline		0.05523		0.011046		0.629		0.101		0.0202		0.513		-0.107		-0.0214		0.781		0.172		0.0344		0.493		0.009301		0.518		0.128		0.422		-0.214		0.579		0.0435		0.881

		Mistrust other ages Online		0.131		0.0262		0.165		0.258		0.0516		0.112		-0.0248		-0.00496		0.922		0.08298		0.016596		0.632		-0.00399		0.733		0.275		0.039		-0.301		0.343		-0.206		0.387		0.07216		0.839

		Mistrust other ages Offline		0.1		0.02		0.448		0.231		0.0462		0.269		-0.0616		-0.01232		0.878		-0.02536		-0.005072		0.923		-0.0106		0.519		0.269		0.149		-0.315		0.481		-0.267		0.424

		Online learn about jobs		-0.112		-0.0224		0.372		-0.0702		-0.01404		0.704		-0.586		-0.1172		0.164		-0.089		-0.0178		0.711		-0.00268		0.862		-0.0615		0.729		-0.538		0.198		-0.0455		0.885

		Offline learn about jobs		0.07547		0.015094		0.463		-0.0615		-0.0123		0.667		0.408		0.0816		0.266		-0.13		-0.026		0.51		-0.00866		0.501		-0.0856		0.546		0.501		0.15		-0.0209		0.936

		Online learn about shopping		0.09859		0.019718		0.461		-0.0818		-0.01636		1		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.987		0.223		0.0446		0.352		-0.000511		0.975		0.06033		0.748		-0.0567		0.897		0.134		0.692

		Offline learn about shopping		-0.0904		-0.01808		0.394		0.106		0.0212		0.532		0.01782		0.003564		0.954		-0.538		-0.1076		0.009		-0.0334		0.012		0.119		0.42		-0.0703		0.841		-0.653		0.016		-0.603		0.128

		Online stay in touch w/what's popular		0.0704		0.01408		0.952		-0.0847		-0.01694		0.961		-0.467		-0.0934		0.244		0.121		0.0242		0.589		0.003562		0.807		-0.00828		0.96		-0.454		0.252		0.119		0.688

		Offline stay in touch w/what's popular		0.01882		0.003764		0.847		-0.0804		-0.01608		0.58		-0.332		-0.0664		0.251		-0.0871		-0.01742		0.678		-0.00574		0.637		-0.0749		0.558		-0.259		0.432		0.001495		0.995

		Online people give info for voting : new, eld dif than vet, curvilinear		-0.118		-0.0236		0.366		0.02285		0.00457		0.912		-0.695		-0.139		0.074		0.04429		0.008858		0.865		-0.000396		0.98		-0.00201		0.991		-0.687		0.12		0.05068		0.876		0.747		0.124

		Offline people give info for voting		-0.136		-0.0272		0.223		-0.238		-0.0476		0.178		0.113		0.0226		0.703		-0.44		-0.088		0.062		-0.0185		0.179		-0.183		0.24		0.308		0.408		-0.28		0.316		-0.595		0.152

		Online people interested in outside my town		0.05252		0.010504		0.644		-0.0249		-0.00498		0.877		-0.171		-0.0342		0.631		0.06503		0.013006		0.793		-0.00168		0.905		0.02567		0.872		-0.199		0.601		0.01474		0.959

		Offline people interested in outside my town		-0.0636		-0.01272		0.547		0.06609		0.013218		0.652		-0.478		-0.0956		0.174		-0.0334		-0.00668		0.884		-0.00579		0.665		0.07782		0.595		-0.515		0.148		-0.0983		0.718

		Online people makes me try new things		-0.13		-0.026		0.184		-0.0296		-0.00592		0.844		-0.267		-0.0534		0.397		-0.202		-0.0404		0.293		-0.00917		0.45		0.008184		0.953		-0.273		0.409		-0.224		0.365

		Offline people makes me try new things		0.03748		0.007496		0.683		0.08934		0.017868		0.533		-0.0661		-0.01322		0.795		-0.203		-0.0406		0.297		-0.0216		0.057		0.105		0.413		-0.168		0.585		-0.319		0.166		-0.164		0.634

		Online people make me curious about other parts of world		0.08435		0.01687		0.385		0.183		0.0366		0.225		-0.0123		-0.00246		0.97		0.05772		0.011544		0.74		-0.00724		0.548		0.179		0.19		-0.177		0.589		-0.112		0.647

		Offline people make me curious about other parts of world		0.01649		0.003298		0.87		-0.0546		-0.01092		0.69		0.279		0.0558		0.408		0.302		0.0604		0.17		0.01779		0.157		-0.021		0.881		0.314		0.355		0.316		0.218

		Online I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		-0.0669		-0.01338		0.466		-0.067		-0.0134		0.645		-0.13		-0.026		0.677		0.05819		0.011638		0.722		0.005427		0.627		-0.0711		0.586		-0.075		0.816		0.125		0.59

		Offline I hang w/diff economic backgrounds than me		0.196		0.0392		0.072		0.179		0.0358		0.245		0.03191		0.006382		0.927		0.159		0.0318		0.505		-0.0107		0.428		0.159		0.295		-0.139		0.706		0.009805		0.971		0.161		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff religions than me		-0.0187		-0.00374		0.836		0.04134		0.008268		0.772		-0.365		-0.073		0.348		-0.15		-0.03		0.314		-0.0113		0.302		0.03873		0.765		-0.389		0.293		-0.18		0.43

		Offline I hang w/diff religions than me		0.07234		0.014468		0.39		0.178		0.0356		0.161		-0.104		-0.0208		0.708		-0.224		-0.0448		0.164		-0.0175		0.094		0.179		0.13		-0.275		0.33		-0.402		0.061		-0.124		0.695

		Online I hang w/diff races than me		0.04385		0.00877		0.627		0.001166		0.0002332		0.994		-0.111		-0.0222		0.694		-0.0451		-0.00902		0.782		-0.00889		0.421		0.04422		0.729		-0.156		0.62		-0.107		0.635

		Offline I hang w/diff races than me NOTE: Months played positively predicts this, maybe explore further?		-0.087		-0.0174		0.383		-0.0886		-0.01772		0.518		-0.0264		-0.00528		0.943		-0.346		-0.0692		0.081		-0.0155		0.208		-0.0755		0.585		0.03831		0.912		-0.267		0.286		-0.308		0.426

		Int w/people online->feel part of larger comm		-0.0405		-0.0081		0.69		-0.0949		-0.01898		0.529		0.103		0.0206		0.749		-0.05		-0.01		0.822		-0.002		0.874		-0.0629		0.66		0.165		0.644		-0.00473		0.985

		Int w/people offline->feel part of larger comm		0.05894		0.011788		0.58		0.01721		0.003442		0.909		0.243		0.0486		0.499		-0.185		-0.037		0.399		-0.0104		0.432		0.001121		0.994		0.263		0.466		-0.159		0.553

		Int w/people online->feel connected to big picture		-0.00367		-0.000734		0.93		0.07589		0.015178		0.633		-0.274		-0.0548		0.421		-0.0683		-0.01366		0.783		-0.00649		0.641		0.03103		0.841		-0.301		0.414		-0.0747		0.792

		Int w/people offline->feel connected to big picture		-0.0423		-0.00846		0.689		-0.103		-0.0206		0.504		-0.0355		-0.0071		0.918		-0.0923		-0.01846		0.67		-0.00263		0.841		-0.103		0.487		0.07698		0.829		0.01997		0.94

		Int w/people online-> everyone's connected NOTE: Months played leads to more of feeling		-0.177		-0.0354		0.091		0.06941		0.013882		0.66		-0.406		-0.0812		0.234		-0.28		-0.056		0.158		-0.00886		0.496		0.09441		0.52		-0.488		0.167		-0.364		0.168		0.07975		0.84

		Int w/people offline-> everyone's connected : NOTE months played leads to more		-0.0357		-0.00714		0.754		0.02428		0.004856		0.892		-0.0968		-0.01936		0.77		-0.328		-0.0656		0.166		-0.021		0.139		0.05878		0.714		-0.163		0.67		-0.401		0.166

		Online people help each other out * CLOSE in 3rd Regression.		-0.0933		-0.01866		0.324		-0.0516		-0.01032		0.706		-0.546		-0.1092		0.102		-0.0333		-0.00666		0.857		0.002345		0.841		-0.053		0.69		-0.508		0.123		0.02105		0.929

		Offline people help each other out		-0.0387		-0.00774		0.673		-0.0359		-0.00718		0.796		-0.309		-0.0618		0.281		0.193		0.0386		0.301		0.0121		0.291		-0.0152		0.905		-0.304		0.33		0.195		0.4		0.52		0.152

		Online, I would help out stranger		-0.0978		-0.01956		0.324		-0.136		-0.0272		0.352		-0.169		-0.0338		0.572		-0.284		-0.0568		0.179		-0.00969		0.429		-0.169		0.224		0.01344		0.968		-0.0822		0.741

		Offline, I would help out stranger : NOTE : Newbs & Elders both sig dif than vets		-0.217		-0.0434		0.025		-0.0718		-0.01436		0.612		-0.846		-0.1692		0.002		-0.14		-0.028		0.529		0.002932		0.808		-0.0642		0.633		-0.778		0.018		-0.0735		0.763		0.7		0.056

		Online, willing to spend time on comm activities		-0.0373		-0.00746		0.728		-0.0391		-0.00782		0.977		-0.0385		-0.0077		0.928		-0.165		-0.033		0.455		-0.0102		0.439		0.06464		0.669		-0.111		0.765		-0.273		0.31

		Offline, willing to spend time on comm activities		0.04961		0.009922		0.613		0.01313		0.002626		0.925		0.495		0.099		0.155		0.155		0.031		0.436		0.007307		0.552		0.06127		0.652		0.442		0.195		0.06285		0.803

		Online, new people to talk to		-0.362		-0.0724		0.713		0.162		0.0324		0.293		-0.11		-0.022		0.725		-0.028		-0.0056		0.878		-0.0000887		0.994		0.137		0.32		-0.24		0.469		-0.143		0.565

		Offline, new people to talk to		-0.0382		-0.00764		0.71		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.662		-0.304		-0.0608		0.371		-0.0583		-0.01166		0.79		-0.00933		0.467		-0.00969		0.946		-0.285		0.414		-0.0769		0.768

		Online, come in contact w/new people		0.01362		0.002724		0.901		0.118		0.0236		0.511		-0.536		-0.1072		0.151		0.288		0.0576		0.076		0.01585		0.243		0.114		0.457		-0.644		0.081		0.185		0.501		0.816		0.047

		Offline, come in contact w/new people		-0.044		-0.0088		0.713		0.121		0.0242		0.481		-0.21		-0.042		0.583		-0.146		-0.0292		0.57		-0.00736		0.622		0.04855		0.771		-0.253		0.534		-0.152		0.615

		Online, there are people I trust to solve problems		-0.00538		-0.001076		0.964		-0.274		-0.0548		0.117		0.258		0.0516		0.495		0.378		0.0756		0.129		0.02396		0.105		-0.245		0.143		0.505		0.208		0.61		0.042		0.102		0.819

		Offline, there are people I trust to solve problems		0.06846		0.013692		0.457		0.07158		0.014316		0.618		-0.455		-0.091		0.101		0.297		0.0594		0.102		0.01		0.385		0.02747		0.829		-0.505		0.105		0.293		0.208		0.815		0.02

		Online, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		0.08342		0.016684		0.995		-0.19		-0.038		0.289		-0.137		-0.0274		0.712		0.459		0.0918		0.08		0.02003		0.186		-0.0952		0.574		-0.048		0.906		0.505		0.102		0.498		0.277

		Offline, there are people I turn to for advice on imp decisions		-0.0638		-0.01276		0.474		-0.131		-0.0262		0.334		0.01089		0.002178		0.968		0.08658		0.017316		0.634		0.0129		0.245		-0.12		0.33		0.131		0.666		0.213		0.344

		Online, there are people to talk to when lonely		0.138		0.0276		0.233		0.234		0.0468		0.139		0.367		0.0734		0.345		0.365		0.073		0.124		0.01851		0.203		0.238		0.139		0.124		0.747		0.125		0.671

		Offline, there are people to talk to when lonely		-0.0341		-0.00682		0.735		0.07539		0.015078		0.63		0.251		0.0502		0.394		-0.11		-0.022		0.595		-0.0578		0.648		0.04403		0.752		0.196		0.565		-0.13		0.613

		Online, someone who'd lend me $500		0.06472		0.012944		0.607		-0.0139		-0.00278		0.944		0.207		0.0414		0.58		0.04314		0.008628		0.864		-0.00606		0.703		0.01433		0.935		0.229		0.589		0.02611		0.935

		Offline, someone who'd lend me $500		-0.0425		-0.0085		0.666		-0.118		-0.0236		0.43		-0.153		-0.0306		0.597		-0.209		-0.0418		0.299		-0.00913		0.456		-0.00837		0.951		-0.119		0.721		-0.239		0.336

		Online, people would put rep on line for me		-0.108		-0.0216		0.395		-0.156		-0.0312		0.364		0.03404		0.006808		0.938		-0.262		-0.0524		0.327		-0.00718		0.643		-0.124		0.487		0.177		0.674		-0.153		0.627

		Offline, people would put rep on line for me		0.09814		0.019628		0.306		0.16		0.032		0.279		-0.0805		-0.0161		0.795		0.151		0.0302		0.392		0.002035		0.864		0.168		0.208		-0.239		0.458		-0.0127		0.958

		Online, people would be good job refs for me		0.09428		0.018856		0.451		-0.0222		-0.00444		0.903		0.005759		0.0011518		0.99		0.142		0.0284		0.54		0.000007503		1		0.04554		0.797		-0.0698		0.876		0.03955		0.899

		Offline, people would be good job refs for me		-0.121		-0.0242		0.176		-0.0748		-0.01496		0.603		-0.302		-0.0604		0.232		-0.0859		-0.01718		0.616		0.002489		0.822		-0.0645		0.599		0.227		0.449		-0.00399		0.986

		Online, people would share last dollar w/me		0.05571		0.011142		0.617		0.04817		0.009634		0.771		-0.227		-0.0454		0.587		0.206		0.0412		0.314		0.005717		0.676		0.112		0.477		-0.33		0.403		0.03541		0.9

		Offline, people would share last dollar w/me		-0.089		-0.0178		0.459		0.08464		0.016928		0.597		-0.174		-0.0348		0.59		-0.052		-0.0104		0.827		-0.00108		0.936		0.07714		0.617		-0.243		0.508		-0.119		0.666

		Online, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.1		0.02		0.388		0.02311		0.004622		0.897		0.414		0.0828		0.279		-0.12		-0.024		0.587		-0.013		0.353		0.03131		0.851		0.382		0.327		-0.151		0.6

		Offline, people I know would help me fight injustice		0.06052		0.012104		0.554		0.08907		0.017814		0.561		0.105		0.021		0.763		-0.184		-0.0368		0.349		-0.0159		0.213		0.08802		0.537		0.03799		0.914		-0.261		0.313

		Diversity Index		-0.525		-0.0477272727		0.024		-0.487		-0.0442727273		0.152		-1.299		-0.1180909091		0.039		-0.172		-0.0156363636		0.756		0.01594		0.582		-0.526		0.104		-0.743		0.348		0.396		0.501		1.136		0.2

		comb1: off trust to solve + off job refs		-0.0279				0.848		0.03405				0.884		-0.769		-0.0769		0.061		0.22				0.43		0.011		0.543		-0.00415		0.983		-0.779		0.11		0.273		0.457

		Third interaction for this: Dummy (veterans) is -.797, p=.076, dummy*newbies is .815, p=.099, dummy*elders is 1.057, p=.057

		comb2: off people help each other, I would help stranger		-0.286		-0.0286		0.039		-0.154				0.483		-1.163		-0.1163		0.004		0.04997				0.856		0.01674		0.33		-0.12		0.53		-1.045		0.025		0.157		0.65		1.176		0.024

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -1.157, p=.007, dummy * newbies is 1.024, p=.03, dummy * elders is 1.176, p=.024

		comb3: general + online trust		0.05734				0.586		-0.132				0.405		0.609		0.3045		0.057		-0.139				0.518		-0.00788		0.545		-0.179		0.225		0.796		0.021		0.06633		0.802

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is .589, p=.061, dummy * newbies is -.72, p=.04, dummy * elders is -.677, p=.08		scale is 0-2. WTF?

		comb4: Sense of comm: neighbors, city, coworkers, online. Scale is 0-4		0.00018				0.999		0.408		0.102		0.069		-0.806		-0.2015		0.043		-0.104		-0.026		0.718		-0.016		0.35		0.44		0.032		-1.277		0.008		-0.557		0.105		0.619		0.222

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.768, p=.069, dummy * newbies is 1.175, p=.014, dummy * elders is .619, p=.222

		comb5: Sense of comm: neighbors, coworkers CHANGE Scale is 0-2		-0.0181				0.833		0.221		0.1105		0.091		-0.523		-0.2615		0.029		-0.141		-0.0705		0.411		-0.0134		0.212		0.211		0.079		-0.745		0.005		-0.352		0.101		0.38		0.202

		Third interation: Dummy (vets) is -.534, p=.024, dummy * newbies is .746, p=.005, dummy * elders is .38, p=.202





Personality, Life Measures

		Personality, Aggression, Well-being																										Second set of regressions: is the effect moderated by prior play in a linear fashion?		Model: DV=Educ+Months+Dummy+Months*Dummy		Third set: Are the groups different from each other? (Checking for nonlinearity, shows vets vs. newbies & elders vs. newbies)		Model: DV=Educ+Dummy+VetranDummy + ElderDummy + Dummy*Veterans + Dummy*Elders										Last, if necessary: shows elders vs. veterans to see if there's a return or continuation

		Q		All groups, between conditions B for treatment		Standardized B (divided by scale range)		Sig. (p-value)		Newbies only, between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Veterans only (1-12 Mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		Elders only (12-22+ mos), between conditions		B/scale		Sig. (p-value)		B for Months*Dummy		Sig.		B for Dummy (newbies by default)		Sig.		B for Dummy*Veterans		Sig.		B for Dummy*Elders		Sig		B for Dummy*Elders (Left blank if n.s., entered if others warrant it)		Sig

		Introversion/Extroversion		-0.137		-0.00137		0.748		-0.196		-0.00196		0.737		1.235		0.01235		0.373		1.014		0.01014		0.276		0.07234		0.177		-0.111		0.851		1.325		0.351		1.105		0.305

		Physical Aggression		-0.246		-0.0054666667		0.539		0.132		0.0029333333		0.828		0.271		0.0060222222		0.831		-1.16		-0.0257777778		0.144		-0.0525		0.291		0.07814		0.889		0.268		0.842		-1.18		0.243

		Verbal Aggression		-0.073		-0.00292		0.773		0.01179		0.0004716		0.976		-0.215		-0.0086		0.746		0.475		0.019		0.394		0.02296		0.466		0.02286		0.949		-0.203		0.812		0.432		0.499

		Loneliness (6 to 30)		0.172		0.0057333333		0.588		0.28		0.0093333333		0.565		-0.257		-0.0085666667		0.787		0.246		0.0082		0.715		0.009079		0.818		0.166		0.711		-0.413		0.702		0.128		0.873

		Self-esteem: Performance (7 to 35)		-0.59		-0.0168571429		0.055		0.172		0.0049142857		0.71		-0.919		-0.0262571429		0.348		-1.634		-0.0466857143		0.006		-0.0831		0.027		-0.0301		0.944		-0.913		0.362		-1.51		0.051		-0.519		0.644

		Self-esteem: Social (7 to 35)		0.08257		0.0023591429		0.83		0.09708		0.0027737143		0.867		-0.283		-0.0080857143		0.816		0.183		0.0052285714		0.814		0.01496		0.756		0.112		0.838		-0.453		0.718		0.04439		0.964

		Self-esteem: Total (14 to 70)		-0.388		-0.0055428571		0.499		0.507		0.0072428571		0.562		-1.129		-0.0161285714		0.514		-1.42		-0.0202857143		0.219		-0.0733		0.303		0.232		0.775		-1.434		0.427		-1.554		0.288

		NOBAGS		0.282		0.0088125		0.368		-0.196		-0.006125		0.691		1.173		0.03665625		0.226		0.527		0.01646875		0.367		0.02477		0.526		-0.201		0.648		1.352		0.195		0.71		0.37

		Chances of robbery w/weapon		6.554		0.06554		0.007		10.769		0.10769		0.001		-8.834		-0.08834		0.263		8.116		0.08116		0.139		0.01218		0.968		10.291		0.002		-19.069		0.02		-1.871		0.761		17.085		0.063

		Chances of physical assault		-0.952		-0.00952		0.701		-2.05		-0.0205		0.564		-2.272		-0.02272		0.766		6.323		0.06323		0.247		0.428		0.169		-2.15		0.53		-0.123		0.988		8.38		0.184

		Chances of rape		2.851		0.02851		0.111		4.067		0.04067		0.148		0.426		0.00426		0.94		1.438		0.01438		0.659		-0.0562		0.802		4.397		0.075		-3.692		0.539		-2.984		0.511

		Chances of murder		2.842		0.02842		0.12		3.521		0.03521		0.162		0.147		0.00147		0.982		1.159		0.01159		0.744		-0.0514		0.824		3.247		0.195		-3.019		0.618		-2.06		0.658

		Feel safe walking alone in suburbs		0.17		0.0242857143		0.198		-0.0453		-0.0064714286		0.829		0.387		0.0552857143		0.306		0.231		0.033		0.393		0.004806		0.771		-0.00681		0.97		0.385		0.391		0.199		0.553

		Feel safe walking alone on campus (higher is less safe)		0.29		0.0414285714		0.026		0.228		0.0325714286		0.191		0.467		0.0667142857		0.25		0.185		0.0264285714		0.555		-0.00403		0.804		0.232		0.202		0.249		0.575		-0.0539		0.871		-0.307		0.536

		Flow		0.03047		0.0076175		0.685		0.114		0.0285		0.362		0.01859		0.0046475		0.933		-0.0386		-0.00965		0.777		-0.006		0.522		0.08022		0.445		-0.0571		0.823		-0.0933		0.625

		Depression		0.08068		0.0015515385		0.882		0.681		0.0130961538		0.433		-0.1267		-0.0024365385		0.496		0.603		0.0115961538		0.552		0.02805		0.67		0.688		0.384		-1.872		0.338		-0.055		0.967

		Happiness		-0.0276		-0.00345		0.846		0.131		0.016375		0.512		-0.499		-0.062375		0.263		0.196		0.0245		0.549		0.005349		0.766		9.482		0.629		-0.593		0.225		0.123		0.733

		General Health		-0.0184		-0.00368		0.828		-0.0723		-0.01446		0.574		-0.149		-0.0298		0.558		0.04882		0.009764		0.785		0.004768		0.652		-0.0744		0.53		-0.0734		0.799		0.125		0.56





Personality, Life Appendix

		Dependent Variable: Performance-based self-esteem scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.884		0.429		0.040		0.219		0.087		0.012		0.025		0.016		0.117		-0.590		0.307		0.055				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.492		0.632		0.019		0.319		0.137		0.021		0.172		0.463		0.710

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Chances of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100 range)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.0924		0.000924

				-3.741		3.336		0.263		-0.051		0.683		0.940		0.061		0.127		0.633		6.554		2.426		0.007				Veterans		3.0566		0.030566

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.1856		0.031856

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-6.885		4.478		0.126		0.509		0.988		0.607		10.769		3.272		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.163		0.183		0.371		-0.028		0.037		0.458		-0.011		0.007		0.124		0.170		0.132		0.198				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.155		0.286		0.588		-0.022		0.063		0.730		-0.045		0.209		0.829

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014						-0.0357142857

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings, walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.033		0.180		0.853		0.013		0.037		0.725		-0.017		0.007		0.011		0.290		0.130		0.026				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.171		0.237		0.471		0.045		0.052		0.385		0.228		0.174		0.191

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025						-0.0342857143

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games (1 to 7, more is less violent)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.027		0.182		0.881		-0.042		0.037		0.257		-0.006		0.007		0.372		0.304		0.131		0.021				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.057		0.254		0.824		-0.029		0.056		0.603		0.260		0.186		0.163

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: General health (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		0.118		0.808		-0.009		0.024		0.702		0.003		0.004		0.529		-0.018		0.085		0.828				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.164		0.175		0.350		-0.042		0.039		0.278		-0.072		0.128		0.574

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.344		0.768		0.654		0.080		0.151		0.593		-0.022		0.028		0.440		0.080		0.543		0.882				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.193		1.197		0.872		0.040		0.254		0.860		0.681		0.866		0.433

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.978		0.439		0.026		-0.157		0.089		0.078		-0.020		0.017		0.229		0.172		0.317		0.588				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.760		0.656		0.248		-0.108		0.143		0.451		0.280		0.485		0.565

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.273		0.202		0.176		0.070		0.040		0.098		-2.127		0.007		0.998		-0.028		0.142		0.846				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.359		0.284		0.208		0.090		0.061		0.147		0.131		0.199		0.512

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.501		0.557		0.369		-0.107		0.113		0.343		-0.014		0.021		0.518		-0.246		0.400		0.539				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.733		0.832		0.379		-0.186		0.181		0.305		0.132		0.607		0.828

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.090		0.349		0.805		-0.025		0.071		0.726		-0.010		0.013		0.449		-0.073		0.253		0.773				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.812		0.535		0.130		-0.182		0.118		0.123		0.010		0.396		0.976

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression (NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.279		0.434		0.521		-0.058		0.088		0.508		-0.005		0.016		0.764		0.282		0.313		0.368				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.847		0.677		0.212		-0.169		0.148		0.256		-0.196		0.493		0.691

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048						-0.0161875

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of physical assault

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.274		3.395		0.503		-0.415		0.696		0.551		-0.094		0.130		0.469		-0.952		2.475		0.701				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				5.889		4.852		0.226		-1.043		1.073		0.332		-2.050		3.552		0.564

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of rape

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.030		2.464		0.989		-0.074		0.507		0.885		-0.060		0.094		0.525		2.851		1.784		0.111				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.445		3.841		0.707		0.198		0.852		0.816		4.067		2.800		0.148

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable: Likelihood of murder

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				2.552		2.518		0.311		-0.505		0.524		0.335		-0.087		0.096		0.367		2.842		1.824		0.120				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.702		3.479		0.840		0.200		0.782		0.799		3.521		2.510		0.162

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable:

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

																														Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

		Sub-group		Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Newbies (First-time players)

		Veterans (Played 1-12 months)

		Elders (Played 12-22+ months)

		Model 3: Between-groups test, using interaction terms

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy + Newbie Condition Dummy + Elder Condition Dummy + Treatment*Newbie Condition + Treatment*Elder Condition

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				Newbie Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Elder Condition		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Newbies		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment*Elders		S.E.		Sig.
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		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.167		0.764		0.127		0.059		0.154		0.701		0.037		0.029		0.193		-0.240		0.545		0.660				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.359		1.089		0.214		0.053		0.237		0.824		0.868		0.797		0.278

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.436		1.133		0.701		-0.075		0.225		0.739		-0.064		0.041		0.123		0.695		0.783		0.375				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.303		1.719		0.860		-0.113		0.360		0.754		0.906		1.212		0.456

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				0.747		0.760		0.326		-0.068		0.153		0.656		0.010		0.029		0.717		-0.403		0.542		0.458				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.542		1.031		0.600		-0.052		0.224		0.816		0.282		0.776		0.717

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.910		0.743		0.010		0.183		0.149		0.222		0.036		0.027		0.191		0.377		0.521		0.470				Veterans		0

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-1.642		1.091		0.134		0.154		0.234		0.512		0.401		0.783		0.609

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Offline Social Support Scale

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Social Support		Esprit de Corps

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.60598		0.060598		0.00080112

				-0.272		0.203		0.181		2.652		0.041		0.522		0.006		0.008		0.407		-0.028		0.145		0.848				Veterans		0.60598		0.060598		-0.02339888

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.60598		0.160598		0.02100112

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.503		0.320		0.117		0.078		0.070		0.265		0.034		0.233		0.884

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.064		2.174		0.030

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.179		0.111		1.609		0.109

		Veterans		0.241		0.113		2.129		0.035

		Elders		0.000		0.100		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Offline espirit de corps

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.04364		0.104364

				-1.910		0.194		0.921		0.044		0.039		0.261		0.014		0.007		0.052		-0.286		0.138		0.039				Veterans		1.27004		0.127004

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		1.29504		0.129504

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.175		0.303		0.564		-0.006		0.066		0.932		-0.154		0.219		0.483

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.074		0.061		-1.208		0.228

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.104		-0.940		0.348

		Veterans		0.138		0.109		1.258		0.210

		Elders		-0.226		0.100		-2.270		0.025

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.691		0.069

		Vet. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.364		0.057

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.99

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Neighborhood		Co-workers & schoolmates		People online

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.25951		0.0260047		-0.0192834

				-0.093		0.066		0.163		0.019		0.013		0.155		-0.001		0.002		0.795		0.059		0.047		0.208				Veterans		2.29031		-0.0459953		-0.1572834

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.57731		0.0226047		-0.0443172

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.173		0.103		0.096		0.026		0.022		0.241		0.236		0.073		0.001

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers & Schoolmates sense of community

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.64541

				-0.059		0.073		0.420		0.030		0.015		0.047		0.001		0.003		0.696		-0.070		0.054		0.193				Veterans		1.68741

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		2.00641

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.145		0.109		0.186		0.044		0.024		0.068		0.001		0.082		0.992

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: Sense of community from people online

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.93

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.51958

				-0.071		0.074		0.342		-0.004		0.015		0.810		0.003		0.003		0.230		-0.027		0.053		0.619				Veterans		0.47858

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		0.78464

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.060		0.112		0.595		-0.067		0.025		0.786		0.066		0.079		0.405

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.89

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.15		0.0136363636

				0.345		0.321		0.283		0.042		0.066		0.520		-0.023		0.012		0.055		-0.525		0.232		0.024				Veterans		-0.1793		-0.0163

		Model 2: General test of treatment, three within-group tests																												Elders		-0.0823		-0.0074818182

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.112		0.463		0.808		0.099		0.102		0.332		-0.487		0.339		0.152

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies. Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017
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Master Appendix File

		Dependent Variable: Played a PC game in the evening (treatment check)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.096		0.052		0.065		0.010		0.011		0.327		-0.001		0.002		0.493		0.084		0.037		0.025				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.119		0.083		0.151		0.013		0.018		0.473		0.136		0.061		0.026

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: "Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious services?"

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.96

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.724		3.622

				0.030		0.084		0.749		0.001		0.017		0.955		0.000		0.003		0.906		0.092		0.060		0.128				Veterans		0.734		3.672

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.784		3.920

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.135		0.133		0.313		-0.017		0.029		0.561		-0.202		0.098		0.041

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable: In the past month, worked for a political party

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Worked for a political party		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.2496

				0.003		0.019		0.883		0.005		0.004		0.172		0.000		0.001		0.461		0.020		0.014		0.275				Veterans		1.2435

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.8146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.007		0.027		0.799		-0.005		0.006		0.380		0.013		0.020		0.515

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable: Attended a club meeting

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Attended a club meeting		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.87

				-0.016		0.058		0.773		0.000		0.012		0.994		0.000		0.002		0.882		0.060		0.042		0.132				Veterans		3.9

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.177

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.025		0.092		0.786		0.004		0.020		0.831		0.022		0.068		0.745

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable: Played a team sport

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Played a team sport		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.6285

				-0.134		0.050		0.007		0.020		0.010		0.037		0.001		0.002		0.751		0.060		0.036		0.083				Veterans		1.6385

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.3345

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.053		0.067		0.424		0.008		0.015		0.601		0.011		0.049		0.822

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Sent a greeting card

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Sent a greeting card		Effects				Worked for a political party		Attended a club meeting		Played a team sport		Sent a greeting card

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.8423				Newbies		-0.0002887		0.01337407		-0.010576		-0.0800381

				-0.039		0.066		0.653		0.009		0.013		0.526		0.000		0.003		0.938		-0.050		0.048		0.259				Veterans		1.8023				Veterans		-0.0091787		0.04884407		0.003724		-0.0720381

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		2.1463				Elders		0.0139413		0.05384407		0.040414		-0.0130381

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.033		0.091		0.714		-0.006		0.020		0.751		-0.089		0.067		0.181

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.021		1.475		0.141

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.032		0.745		0.457

		Veterans		0.030		0.040		0.870		0.386

		Elders		0.040		0.039		0.948		0.344

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.042		0.959

		Dependent Variable: Evening use of other media: Newspapers, TV News, TV (non-news), Reading Books or Magazines

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Calculations for graphs

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Educ mean = 3.9

				0.046		0.132		0.730		-0.018		0.027		0.502		0.007		0.005		0.151		-0.037		0.096		0.700						Effect on other media use

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Newbies		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Veterans		0

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Elders		0

				0.232		0.178		0.193		-0.058		0.039		0.137		-0.024		0.130		0.851

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Talk with family members in evenings

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Talk w/family in evenings		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.003		0.068		0.963		-0.014		0.014		0.316		0.003		0.003		0.308		0.082		0.049		0.096				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.021		0.095		0.825		-0.014		0.021		0.502		0.032		0.070		0.646

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies

		Veterans

		Elders

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Household chores		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.021

				0.134		0.072		0.064		-0.023		0.015		0.114		0.002		0.003		0.406		-0.039		0.052		0.454				Veterans		3.071

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.221

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.097		0.102		0.341		-0.017		0.022		0.459		-0.061		0.074		0.413

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: Game play preference: solo or with as many people as possible?

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.4934

				0.045		0.195		0.819		-0.050		0.040		0.208		-0.003		0.007		0.682		-0.024		0.141		0.863				Veterans		0.2834

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.3354

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.321		0.265		0.228		0.024		0.058		0.676		-0.091		0.194		0.639

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable: Writing newspaper (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.010		0.000		1.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.018		-1.069		0.286

		Veterans		0.010		0.014		1.000		0.319

		Elders		0.010		0.019		0.631		0.529

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable: Signed a petition (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Discussed politics (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable: Had friends in for the evening (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable: Went to the home of friends (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable: Went out to see a movie (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Made a personal long-distance call (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.020		-0.953		0.341

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.029		-1.122		0.263

		Veterans		0.010		0.036		0.391		0.696

		Elders		-0.030		0.041		-0.744		0.458

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.516		0.597

		Dependent Variable: Wrote a personal letter (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.020		1.930		0.054

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.033		1.418		0.159

		Veterans		0.060		0.037		1.519		0.131

		Elders		0.010		0.033		0.364		0.716

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.413		0.662

		Dependent Variable: Visited relatives (Yes or no, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966
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		Table entries are unstandardized coefficients from linear regression models, plus standard errors and significance values.

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet to find information on national or international events (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		1.22961		0.246

				0.031		0.171		0.858		-0.002		0.035		0.954		0.006		0.006		0.341		-0.225		0.124		0.071				Veterans		1.15961		0.232

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		1.61461		0.323

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.079		0.263		0.765		-0.027		0.058		0.646		-0.208		0.193		0.283

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Killing time (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0.45		0.090

				-0.217		0.138		0.116		-0.036		0.028		0.205		0.001		0.005		0.895		0.241		0.100		0.016				Veterans		0.28		0.056

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0.303		0.061

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.417		0.194		0.033		0.005		0.042		0.904		0.316		0.142		0.027

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.044		4.331		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.280		0.068		4.159		0.000

		Veterans		0.070		0.087		0.816		0.416

		Elders		0.170		0.076		2.301		0.023

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.973		0.140

		Dependent Variable: Using the Internet for social outreach (help for personal problem + to meet someone new + for chat rooms, 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		3.45732		0.230

				0.071		0.295		0.810		-0.008		0.060		0.893		-0.012		0.011		0.279		-0.218		0.213		0.308				Veterans		3.13632		0.209

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.15732		0.210

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.268		0.430		0.534		-0.082		0.094		0.385		0.055		0.316		0.861

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.201		0.093		2.158		0.031

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.150		0.264		0.792

		Veterans		0.295		0.200		1.477		0.142

		Elders		0.321		0.138		2.325		0.021

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.013		0.364

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to Friends 1, 2 and 3

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Friends 1-3		Friends 4-6

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.26374		0.008		-0.064

				-2.066		2.556		0.419		0.428		0.522		0.413		-0.005		0.097		0.963		1.442		1.846		0.435				Veterans		4.11564		0.014		-0.057

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		4.70464		0.016		-0.054

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-3.272		4.614		0.479		0.728		1.015		0.474		0.495		3.039		0.884										Newbies		0.128		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000		-16.563

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000		-16.816

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4, 5 and 6

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale		Effects

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		87.0329		0.290

				-11.411		4.452		0.011		0.441		0.906		0.627		0.025		0.162		0.876		-7.775		3.079		0.012				Veterans		40.9452		0.136

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		40.9452		0.136

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												-17.437		-5.812

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Within-group graphs

				-26.058		6.485		0.000		3.725		1.409		0.009		7.353		4.516		0.106										Newbies		-3.619

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample																												Veterans		0.000

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.																				Elders		0.000

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Minutes w/family member #1		Minutes w/family member #2

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		19.3495		-13.124

				21.808		18.526		0.240		-4.288		3.755		0.256		0.454		0.701		0.517		-24.479		13.382		0.068				Veterans		9.7395		-6.086

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		10.1515		-8.335

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy																												Newbies		0.167		-0.243

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.										Veterans		0.084		-0.113

				22.901		18.439		0.215		-4.209		3.770		0.265		-21.344		12.470		0.088										Elders		0.088		-0.154

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable: Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.90

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		14.4288

				5.062		13.302		0.704		-0.322		2.714		0.906		0.321		0.504		0.524		-15.600		9.607		0.105				Veterans		6.691

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		7.06

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-8.553		18.462		0.644		1.927		4.056		0.635		-11.862		13.513		0.381

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.91

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-1.079		1.958		0.582		0.189		0.398		0.636		-0.039		0.074		0.596		-0.950		1.419		0.504				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-7.519		2.418		0.002		1.488		0.530		0.005		2.817		1.774		0.114

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use (Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5 scales)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean = 3.9

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																																Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		2.9869		0.996

				0.010		0.106		0.912		-0.003		0.022		0.891		0.004		0.004		0.336		-0.050		0.077		0.511				Veterans		3.0357		1.012

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		3.4367		1.146

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.040		0.147		0.811		-0.009		0.032		0.791		0.020		0.107		0.824

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: Book reading (Yes or No, previous month)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.100		0.065		0.124		0.011		0.013		0.399		0.001		0.002		0.780		-0.036		0.047		0.438

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.087		0.078		0.021		0.019		0.262		-0.021		0.064		0.743

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.020		3.568		0.000

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.030		2.311		0.022

		Veterans		0.060		0.043		1.447		0.150

		Elders		0.090		0.035		2.437		0.016

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.097		0.908

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.185		0.146		0.204		0.026		0.030		0.374		0.005		0.005		0.325		-0.116		0.106		0.270				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.299		0.197		0.131		0.062		0.043		0.154		-0.082		0.144		0.569

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5 original scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-0.215		0.176		0.222		0.032		0.036		0.375		-0.011		0.007		0.092		0.179		0.127		0.160				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.319		0.249		0.202		0.054		0.055		0.329		0.223		0.182		0.222

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Non-work Internet use (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls																												Educ mean =

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy																														Effects/scale

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.				Newbies		0

				-2.778		2.432		0.254		0.681		0.496		0.171		-0.037		0.092		0.689		0.114		1.757		0.948				Veterans		0

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control																												Elders		0

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.573		3.291		0.862		-0.064		0.723		0.929		-0.153		2.409		0.949

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Buying or selling online (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.154		0.179		0.388		-0.0106		0.036		0.771		-0.00203		0.007		0.765		0.06533		0.13		0.615

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				0.008937		0.241		0.97		-0.0584		0.053		0.269		0.185		0.177		0.296

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Keeping in touch with friends in the local area (1 to 5 scale)

		Model 1: General test of treatment, with controls

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Months Playing + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Months		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.216		0.179		0.228		-0.00284		0.036		0.937		-0.00382		0.007		0.569		0.118		0.129		0.359

		Model 2: Newbie group test, with control

		Change in DV = Constant + Educ + Treatment Dummy

				Constant		S.E.		Sig.		Education		S.E.		Sig.		Treatment		S.E.		Sig.

				-0.0722		0.263		0.784		-0.0504		0.057		0.38		0.116		0.191		0.543

		Model 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample

		Paired Samples t-test		Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Model 4: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Model 5: Between groups difference test

		One-way ANOVA, between groups				F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467
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		Newbie Treatment Check: Played a PC game in the evening (1 to 5)

		Test among Newbies only: treatment vs. control groups change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.125		0.061		-2.042		0.042

		Veteran/Elder Treatment Check:

		Played game other than AC2 (1 to 5)

		Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Veterans		0.460		0.125		3.665		0.000

		Elders		0.470		0.109		4.301		0.000

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for schoolwork (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.101		0.144		0.700		0.485

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.120		0.046		2.582		0.010

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.069		1.200		0.231

		Veterans		0.220		0.093		2.412		0.017

		Elders		0.070		0.081		0.909		0.365

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.998		0.369

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for job  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.207		0.181		-1.141		0.255

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.056		1.026		0.305

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.087		0.279		0.780

		Veterans		-0.010		0.094		-0.152		0.879

		Elders		0.160		0.107		1.487		0.139

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.840		0.433

		Dependent Variable: Hours worked at job/week (Open ended)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-2.386		1.797		-1.328		0.186

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				1.281		0.617		2.077		0.038

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.558		0.860		0.649		0.517

		Veterans		2.127		1.494		1.424		0.157

		Elders		1.466		0.931		1.575		0.117

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.554		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Socially desirable media use

		(Newspaper, TV news, reading books & magazines 3 x 1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.107		-0.182		0.856

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.002		0.033		0.057		0.954

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.014		0.051		-0.277		0.782

		Veterans		0.083		0.068		1.227		0.222

		Elders		-0.049		0.058		-0.843		0.401

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.229		0.294

		Dependent Variable: TV hours/weekday (Mean = 2.87)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.754		0.713		-1.058		0.291

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.340		0.155		2.207		0.028

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.370		0.234		1.579		0.116

		Veterans		0.070		0.293		0.255		0.799

		Elders		0.540		0.290		1.867		0.064

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.173		0.841

		Dependent Variable: Watched sports on TV, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.082		0.072		1.163		0.246

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.270		0.022		12.091		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.240		0.034		7.003		0.000

		Veterans		0.260		0.040		6.371		0.000

		Elders		0.310		0.041		7.568		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.973		0.379

		Dependent Variable: Went out to movies, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.003		0.076		-0.027		0.979

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.130		0.023		5.760		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.110		0.036		3.000		0.003

		Veterans		0.100		0.043		2.244		0.026

		Elders		0.190		0.039		4.818		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.553		0.213

		Dependent Variable: Do household chores

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.056		0.074		0.754		0.452

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.030		0.023		-1.512		0.131

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.035		-0.267		0.790

		Veterans		-0.050		0.048		-1.021		0.309

		Elders		-0.050		0.038		-1.446		0.150

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.424		0.655

		Dependent Variable: General Health (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.061		0.128		0.478		0.633

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.037		-0.053		0.958

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.061		0.473		0.636

		Veterans		-0.050		0.068		-0.741		0.460

		Elders		0.000		0.064		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.373		0.689

		Dependent Variable: Happiness (index is 2 to 8)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.095		0.198		-0.480		0.632

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.029		0.062		0.463		0.644

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.051		0.095		-0.531		0.596

		Veterans		0.146		0.115		1.268		0.207

		Elders		0.026		0.115		0.226		0.821

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.833		0.435

		Dependent Variable: Depression (13 to 52 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.660		0.855		-0.772		0.441

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.142		0.235		0.604		0.546

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.216		0.400		-0.539		0.591

		Veterans		0.619		0.459		1.347		0.181

		Elders		0.177		0.361		0.490		0.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.021		0.361

		Dependent Variable: Loneliness (6 to 30 index)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.315		0.483		-0.653		0.514

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.322		0.139		-2.305		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.422		0.229		-1.843		0.067

		Veterans		-0.451		0.254		-1.773		0.078

		Elders		-0.081		0.243		-0.333		0.740

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.696		0.499

		Dependent Variable: Physical Aggression (AQ scale: 9 to 45)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.191		0.604		-0.316		0.752

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.186		0.176		1.058		0.291

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.288		-0.103		0.918

		Veterans		0.284		0.338		0.840		0.402

		Elders		0.378		0.290		1.303		0.195

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.534		0.587

		Dependent Variable: Verbal Aggression (AQ scale: 5 to 25)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.060		0.396		-0.152		0.880

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.138		0.111		1.242		0.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.087		0.188		-0.465		0.642

		Veterans		0.369		0.176		2.090		0.038

		Elders		0.222		0.200		1.111		0.268

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.536		0.216

		Dependent Variable: Normative Beliefs in Aggression

		(NOBAGS) General Scale (8 to 32)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.153		0.492		0.312		0.756

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.203		0.137		-1.480		0.139

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.098		0.236		-0.416		0.678

		Veterans		-0.518		0.260		-1.991		0.048

		Elders		-0.051		0.210		-0.244		0.807

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.068		0.345

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of robbery with a weapon (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-10.631		3.256		-3.266		0.001

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.898		1.068		-0.841		0.401

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		1.025		1.595		0.643		0.521

		Veterans		-1.384		2.114		-0.655		0.514

		Elders		-2.964		1.944		-1.525		0.129

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.285		0.277

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of physical assault (0 to100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				1.776		3.540		0.502		0.617

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.698		1.080		0.646		0.519

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.012		1.690		-0.599		0.550

		Veterans		1.908		2.050		0.931		0.354

		Elders		1.872		1.929		0.971		0.333

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.872		0.419

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of rape (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-4.018		2.786		-1.442		0.151

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.186		0.783		-1.515		0.130

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.797		1.339		-0.595		0.552

		Veterans		-1.726		1.537		-1.123		0.263

		Elders		-1.229		1.163		-1.057		0.292

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.116		0.891

		Dependent Variable:

		Likelihood of murder (0 to 100)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-3.483		2.499		-1.394		0.165

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.846		0.803		-2.300		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-1.380		1.208		-1.142		0.255

		Veterans		-4.251		1.775		-2.395		0.018

		Elders		-0.354		1.263		-0.280		0.780

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.840		0.160

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night in the suburbs (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.039		0.208		0.188		0.851

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.090		0.058		-1.504		0.133

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.050		0.099		-0.528		0.598

		Veterans		-0.250		0.101		-2.482		0.014

		Elders		0.010		0.097		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.646		0.194

		Dependent Variable: Safety feelings,

		walking alone at night on a campus (1 to 7 scale)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.215		0.173		-1.241		0.216

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.080		0.057		-1.349		0.178

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.090		0.083		-1.092		0.276

		Veterans		-0.240		0.107		-2.268		0.025

		Elders		0.090		0.112		0.767		0.440

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.466		0.086

		Dependent Variable: Preference for graphic violence in games

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.199		0.172		-1.156		0.249

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.058		-0.375		0.708

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.080		0.089		0.872		0.384

		Veterans		-0.210		0.117		-1.762		0.080

		Elders		0.010		0.098		0.127		0.899

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.077		0.126

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 1-3

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.278		3.376		-0.082		0.934

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-1.593		2.426		-0.657		0.512

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.581		4.826		0.120		0.904

		Veterans		-4.472		3.370		-1.327		0.187

		Elders		-1.852		3.420		-0.541		0.589

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.361		0.697

		Dependent Variable: Closeness to friends 4-6

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				8.737		4.578		1.909		0.058

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				43.562		4.153		10.489		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		40.945		6.664		6.144		0.000

		Veterans		44.618		7.585		5.882		0.000

		Elders		46.088		7.384		6.242		0.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.151		0.860

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #1

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				21.249		17.416		1.220		0.224

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				7.700		5.853		1.315		0.189

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		8.550		8.320		1.028		0.305

		Veterans		4.270		10.990		0.389		0.698

		Elders		9.610		11.689		0.822		0.412

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.069		0.934

		Dependent Variable:

		Minutes/day communicating with family member #2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				12.548		13.379		0.938		0.349

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				4.113		4.198		0.980		0.328

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		4.991		6.388		0.781		0.436

		Veterans		-1.313		6.808		-0.193		0.847

		Elders		7.738		8.588		0.901		0.369

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.356		0.701

		Dependent Variable: Agreement with the statement "Our

		family usually eats dinner together" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.205		0.202		-1.017		0.310

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.065		0.055		1.170		0.243

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.058		0.095		0.607		0.544

		Veterans		0.039		0.093		0.420		0.675

		Elders		0.096		0.094		1.016		0.311

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.083		0.921

		Dependent Variable: Hours/week online (non-work)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.133		2.393		0.055		0.956

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.330		0.769		0.429		0.668

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.260		1.141		-0.231		0.818

		Veterans		0.800		1.301		0.617		0.538

		Elders		0.680		1.574		0.433		0.685

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.206		0.814

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for local news (1 to 5)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														For local news**		3.15		2.99		0.63		0.598

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						To buy or sell**		2.77		2.6		0.554		0.52

				0.169		0.191		0.884		0.378						To download software***		3.83		3.6		0.766		0.72

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														To listen to music***		3.4		3.19		0.68		0.638

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.160		0.058		2.743		0.006

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.092		1.731		0.085

		Veterans		0.090		0.109		0.783		0.435

		Elders		0.220		0.102		2.168		0.032

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.414		0.661

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to buy or sell (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.204		0.176		-1.162		0.247

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.170		0.056		2.979		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.160		0.084		1.883		0.061

		Veterans		0.090		0.108		0.855		0.394

		Elders		0.250		0.105		2.343		0.020

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.553		0.575

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to dowload software (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.090		0.100		0.897		0.370

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.230		0.047		4.856		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.076		3.421		0.001

		Veterans		0.220		0.091		2.441		0.016

		Elders		0.190		0.079		2.435		0.016

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.191		0.826

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to music (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.229		0.174		1.314		0.190

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.210		0.051		4.128		0.000

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.220		0.084		2.613		0.010

		Veterans		0.280		0.102		2.733		0.007

		Elders		0.150		0.084		1.762		0.080

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.487		0.615

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to listen to get personal help (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Internet use		Time 1		Time 2		Time1/5		Time 2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						To get help for a personal problem**		1.76		1.62		0.352		0.324

				-0.049		0.152		-0.325		0.745						To visit chat rooms*		1.68		1.59		0.336		0.318

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														To keep in touch with local friends**		3.31		3.14		0.662		0.628

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.140		0.046		3.020		0.003

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.130		0.073		1.738		0.084

		Veterans		0.140		0.100		1.358		0.177

		Elders		0.150		0.067		2.283		0.024

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.032		0.969

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to visit chat rooms

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.038		0.122		-0.313		0.755

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Control		8.62		8.046

				0.090		0.038		2.403		0.017						Treatment (game)		7.493		8.64

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.058		0.417		0.677

		Veterans		0.100		0.080		1.260		0.210

		Elders		0.170		0.061		2.712		0.007

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)														WRITING PUBLIC OFFICIAL

						F		Sig.

						1.268		0.282

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to keep in touch w/local friends (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.134		0.190		-0.703		0.483

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.180		0.056		3.151		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.230		0.091		2.542		0.012

		Veterans		0.070		0.090		0.726		0.469

		Elders		0.200		0.107		1.886		0.061

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.763		0.467

		Dependent Variable: Internet use for national/int'l news (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.200		0.192		1.040		0.299

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.054		1.482		0.136

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.092		1.103		0.271

		Veterans		0.060		0.098		0.653		0.515

		Elders		0.070		0.090		0.749		0.455

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.052		0.949

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to alleviate loneliness (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.031		0.170		-0.183		0.855

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.050		1.416		0.158

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.030		0.081		0.418		0.676

		Veterans		0.060		0.096		0.668		0.505

		Elders		0.130		0.085		1.464		0.145

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.298		0.743

		Dependent Variable: Internet use to meet someone new  (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.001		0.157		-0.008		0.993

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.040		0.048		-0.742		0.458

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.120		0.075		-1.610		0.109

		Veterans		0.050		0.090		0.557		0.578

		Elders		0.000		0.085		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.183		0.307

		Dependent Variable:

		Internet use to keep in touch with someone far away (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.110		0.176		0.624		0.533

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.040		0.052		0.792		0.429

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.084		-0.349		0.727

		Veterans		0.040		0.090		0.479		0.633

		Elders		0.130		0.097		1.323		0.188

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.816		0.443

		Dependent Variable: Neighborhood sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0498		0.04343		-1.147		0.252

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.018		0.020		-0.882		0.379

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.020		0.036		-0.556		0.579

		Veterans		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Elders		-0.031		0.029		-1.070		0.287

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.177		0.838

		Dependent Variable: City sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0479		0.06391		-0.749		0.455

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.007		0.0184		0.397		0.692

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.05		0.0303		1.642		0.103

		Veterans		0.017		0.037		0.47		0.639

		Elders		-0.052		0.0287		-1.823		0.071

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.81		0.061

		Dependent Variable: Co-workers/schoolmates sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0185		0.08192		0.226		0.822

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.019		0.023		-0.800		0.424

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.030		0.039		-0.780		0.437

		Veterans		0.025		0.039		0.624		0.534

		Elders		-0.042		0.042		-1.000		0.319

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.704		0.495

		Dependent Variable: People online sense of community (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0684		0.07862		-0.871		0.385

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.075		0.023		3.274		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.062		0.038		1.626		0.106

		Veterans		0.142		0.041		3.436		0.001

		Elders		0.041		0.040		1.029		0.305

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.589		0.205

		Dependent Variable: Trust in people online (1 to 4)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0761		0.19338		-0.393		0.694

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.093		0.0331		2.798		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.085		0.0542		1.578		0.116

		Veterans		-0.014		0.0613		-0.235		0.815

		Elders		0.196		0.0564		3.479		0.001

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.28		0.279

		Dependent Variable:

		Social game preference, solo to playing with as many as possible (1 to 7)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0986		0.1926		0.512		0.609

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.190		0.062		3.085		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.260		0.093		2.781		0.006

		Veterans		0.070		0.128		0.554		0.580

		Elders		0.210		0.106		1.961		0.052

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.770		0.463

		Dependent Variable:

		Worked for political party, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0145		0.01968		-0.736		0.462

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.004		0.006		0.632		0.528

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.009		0.009		1.000		0.318

		Veterans		0.007		0.012		0.576		0.566

		Elders		-0.006		0.011		-0.576		0.565

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.627		0.534

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended public meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0762		0.05198		1.467		0.144

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.000		0.016		-0.246		0.806

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.025		-0.377		0.706

		Veterans		0.010		0.033		0.425		0.671

		Elders		-0.010		0.024		-0.499		0.619

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)				0.024

						F		Sig.

						0.249		0.780

		Dependent Variable:

		Attended a club meeting, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0206		0.06697		-0.307		0.759

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.020		0.018		-1.266		0.206

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.000		0.032		0.000		1.000

		Veterans		-0.050		0.033		-1.465		0.145

		Elders		-0.030		0.028		-1.092		0.277

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.626		0.535

		Dependent Variable:

		Discussed politics, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0374		0.07096		-0.527		0.599

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.020		0.022		0.786		0.432

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.040		0.034		1.110		0.268

		Veterans		0.010		0.041		0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.000		0.041		0.000		1.000

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.301		0.740

		Dependent Variable:

		Played a team sport, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0084		0.0483		-0.174		0.862

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.016		0.366		0.714

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.023		0.816		0.415

		Veterans		0.010		0.029		0.242		0.809

		Elders		-0.010		0.031		-0.391		0.696

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.345		0.708

		Dependent Variable: Went to a club, disco, bar or place

		of entertainment, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0049		0.06315		0.078		0.938

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.010		0.022		0.534		0.593

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.020		0.030		0.780		0.436

		Veterans		-0.060		0.046		-1.345		0.181

		Elders		0.060		0.038		1.588		0.114

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.535		0.080

		Dependent Variable:

		Wrote congressman or senator, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0812		0.03511		-2.312		0.022

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.010		0.010		-0.557		0.578

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.010		0.017		-0.831		0.407

		Veterans		0.010		0.021		0.332		0.740

		Elders		-0.010		0.016		-0.377		0.707

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.340		0.712

		Dependent Variable:

		Signed a petition, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)														Civic activities		Time 1		Time 2

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)														Signed a petition*		0.21		0.25

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Had friends in***		0.7		0.62

				-0.0655		0.06806		-0.963		0.337						Went to friends' house**		0.7		0.64

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														Visited relatives**		0.51		0.44

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.050		0.020		-2.451		0.015

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.040		0.033		-1.156		0.249

		Veterans		-0.060		0.037		-1.519		0.131

		Elders		-0.050		0.033		-1.681		0.095

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.098		0.907

		Dependent Variable: Not including weddings and funerals,

		how often do you attend religious services? (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1974		0.09788		2.017		0.045

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.030		0.026		1.051		0.294

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.010		0.047		0.111		0.912

		Veterans		0.040		0.041		0.962		0.338

		Elders		0.050		0.045		1.044		0.298

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.257		0.774

		Dependent Variable:

		Had friends in for the evening, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0154		0.07503		-0.205		0.838

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.070		0.023		3.292		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.100		0.036		2.889		0.004

		Veterans		-0.010		0.041		-0.168		0.866

		Elders		0.110		0.041		2.645		0.009

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.493		0.084

		Dependent Variable:

		Went to the home of friends, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.1055		0.07514		1.404		0.162

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.060		0.023		2.628		0.009

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.050		0.036		1.436		0.153

		Veterans		0.130		0.042		3.000		0.003

		Elders		0.020		0.045		0.411		0.682

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.598		0.203

		Dependent Variable:

		Visited relatives, previous month (No/Yes, 0/1)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0058		0.07773		-0.075		0.941

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.080		0.024		3.190		0.002

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.070		0.037		1.901		0.059

		Veterans		0.080		0.048		1.580		0.116

		Elders		0.090		0.042		2.040		0.043

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.034		0.966

		Dependent Variable: Online Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.8471		0.78904		-1.074		0.285

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.806		0.240		3.353		0.001

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.842		0.377		2.235		0.027

		Veterans		1.455		0.518		2.809		0.006

		Elders		0.164		0.357		0.459		0.647

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.214		0.110

		Dependent Variable: Online Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2942		0.72959		-0.403		0.687

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.798		0.346		2.306		0.022

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.480		0.558		0.860		0.392

		Veterans		0.742		0.737		1.006		0.317

		Elders		1.215		0.529		2.300		0.023

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.409		0.665

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bridging (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.2934		0.77242		-0.38		0.705

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.293		0.239		-1.228		0.220

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.419		0.359		-1.165		0.246

		Veterans		0.034		0.459		0.073		0.942

		Elders		-0.422		0.444		-0.952		0.343

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.362		0.696

		Dependent Variable: Offline Bonding (10 to 50)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.5592		0.48324		-1.157		0.248

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.653		0.229		2.848		0.005

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		0.872		0.369		2.363		0.019

		Veterans		1.138		0.450		2.525		0.013

		Elders		-0.007		0.379		-0.019		0.985

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						2.140		0.119

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)																T1/5		T2/5

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.						Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***		0.85704		0.828

				-0.0772		0.08564		-0.901		0.368						There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*		0.9039		0.884

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)														There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***		0.8875		0.828

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.141		0.040		3.477		0.001		4.285		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.190		0.069		2.764		0.006		4.251		4.060

		Veterans		0.150		0.074		2.015		0.046		4.329		4.180

		Elders		0.068		0.065		1.044		0.298		4.292		4.220

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.811		0.445

		Dependent Variable: Bonding Item, "There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions" (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0471		0.08278		0.569		0.57

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.096		0.039		2.453		0.015		4.520		4.420

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.095		0.064		1.479		0.141		4.438		4.340

		Veterans		0.157		0.073		2.144		0.034		4.564		4.410

		Elders		0.043		0.065		0.663		0.508		4.586		4.540

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.624		0.536

		Dependent Variable: Bonding item, "There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems." (reversed) (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0096		0.11766		0.082		0.935

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.293		0.055		5.285		0.000		4.438		4.140

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.284		0.083		3.431		0.001		4.409		4.130

		Veterans		0.383		0.105		3.633		0.000		4.482		4.100

		Elders		0.227		0.105		2.171		0.031		4.436		4.210

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.593		0.553

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				-0.0689		0.09916		-0.695		0.487

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)																T1		T2

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.						Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**		0.71882		0.7446

				-0.129		0.047		-2.752		0.006		3.594		3.723		Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*		0.62334		0.643

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)														Offline, people help each other out.*		0.79098		0.808

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.078		0.071		-1.089		0.277		3.660		3.738

		Veterans		-0.237		0.097		-2.457		0.015		3.576		3.813

		Elders		-0.100		0.079		-1.259		0.210		3.525		3.625

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.046		0.352

		Dependent Variable: Bridging item, "Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0727		0.09799		0.742		0.459

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.099		0.050		-1.972		0.049		3.117		3.215

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		0.035		0.084		0.418		0.676		3.250		3.215

		Veterans		-0.095		0.089		-1.066		0.289		3.131		3.226

		Elders		-0.269		0.084		-3.182		0.002		2.938		3.206

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						0.517		0.597

		Dependent Variable: "People help each other out." (1 to 5)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.0257		0.08554		0.3		0.764

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				-0.082		0.040		-2.041		0.042		3.955		4.040

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.		t1		t2

		Newbies		-0.086		0.066		-1.301		0.195		3.933		4.020

		Veterans		0.007		0.077		0.094		0.925		4.043		4.040

		Elders		-0.155		0.067		-2.303		0.023		3.907		4.060

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						1.189		0.305

		Dependent Variable: Diversity Index (0 to 11)

		Test 1: Newbie group, treatment vs. control change scores (independent samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. dif.		t		Sig.

				0.5182		0.33733		1.536		0.126

		Test 2: Pre-test vs. post-test, whole sample (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

				0.019		0.103		0.188		0.851

		Test 3: Pre-test vs. post-test, by subgroup (paired samples T-test)

				Mean dif.		S.E. Mean		t		Sig.

		Newbies		-0.335		0.162		-2.070		0.040

		Veterans		0.189		0.168		1.127		0.262

		Elders		0.329		0.197		1.668		0.097

		Test 4: Between-groups difference test (One-way ANOVA)

						F		Sig.

						4.307		0.014

		Newbies Vs. Edlers: Between-group test, Tukey HSD								Difference		Sig.

										0.664		0.017





		



For local news**

To buy or sell**

To download software***

To listen to music***



		



To get help for a personal problem**

To visit chat rooms*

To keep in touch with local friends**



		





		



Signed a petition*

Had friends in***

Went to friends' house**

Visited relatives**



		



Offline, there are several people I trust to help solve my problems.***

There is someone offline I can turn to for advice about making very important decisions.*

There is no one offline that I feel comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems. (reversed)***



		



Interacting with people offline makes me feel like part of a larger community.**

Interacting with people offline makes me feel connected to the bigger picture.*

Offline, people help each other out.*
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