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1 Survey Design

Below is the full text of the survey questions.

1.1 Survey Questions

Many questions are accompanied by a scale, a field in which to rank names, or a diagram to
populate. Information that is recorded and piped into the survey elsewhere is indicated in
bracketed capitalized text.

1. Do you use an online social media product? (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Google
+, etc.) [YES RESPONSES ARE RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO ONLINE / OFFLINE
ELICTATION FRAME. NO RESPONSES ARE AUTOMATICALLY ASSIGNED TO
OFFLINE AND DROPPED FROM ANALYSIS.]

ELICITATION

2. Please provide the name (first name only) of a contact with whom you interact less than
once per month on average [online/offline]. This person should be an acquaintance and
not a friend. [WEAKEST]

3. Please provide the name (first name only) of a contact with whom you interact once
per month or more [online/ offline]. This person should be an acquaintance and not a
friend. [WEAK]

4. Please provide the name (first name only) of a contact with whom you interact less
than once per week on average [online/ offline]. This person should be a friend and
not an acquaintance. [STRONG]

5. Please provide the name (first name only) of a contact with whom you interact once per
week or more [online/ offline]. This person should be a friend and not an acquaintance.
[STRONGEST]

6. Please provide the name (first name only) of a contact who you know but who is closer
with [STRONGEST] than with you. [CLIQUE]

The following questions describe hypothetical scenarios involving the contacts you rely
on for financial support. Please read each question carefully and answer as truthfully
as possible.

INFORMATION

7. Imagine you are looking for a new job. Please rank your social ties in order of who you
would ask for leads.

TRUST
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8. Imagine you are starting a project and in need of funding. Please rank your social ties
in order of who you believe would be most interested in contributing.

9. Imagine you are starting a project and in need of funding. Please rank your social ties
in order of who you believe would most effectively garner the support from others.

The following questions relate to a hypothetical scenario involving $100 that is given
with no strings attached. This money is given freely by an anonymous third party
and the recipient can do with it what (s)he wants. Please read the following questions
carefully and answer as truthfully as possible.

DONATE

10. Imagine you are the recipient of the $100. Please indicate how you would divide the
$100 between yourself and your five contacts.

TRUST

11. Now imagine one of your contacts is the recipient of the $100 and is asked the same
question as above. Please rank your contacts in order of who you would want to play
the game such that you would receive the most money.

EGALITARIANISM

12. Now imagine one of your contacts is the recipient of the $100 and is asked the same
question as above. Please rank your contacts in order of who you would want to receive
the money such that every member of the group would receive some amount of money.

The following questions are designed to examine the how similar you are to your social
ties and how well you know them. The first four questions ask you to identify the social
tie you feel you are most similar to along four different characteristics (political views,
religious views, educational attainment, and life skills). The following two questions
ask you to identify which social tie you would want to play a game with in which you
earn money for each of their responses you correctly guess.

HOMOPHILY

13. Which of your social ties do you feel you are most similar to in terms of political
ideology?

14. Which of your social ties do you feel you are most similar to in terms of religious
beliefs?

15. Which of your social ties do you feel you are most similar to in terms of educational
attainment?

16. Which of your social ties do you feel you are most similar to in terms of life skills?

3



17. Imagine you are asked to play a game in which you can stand to win money for each
question you answer correctly. The questions are about what answer your social tie
gives to a question on their political opinions. If you correctly guess the response of
your social tie, you earn money. For example, the question might be “Does Person
Y support legislation that would allow companies to drill for oil in Alaska?” If you
correctly guess Person Y’s response, you would earn $10.

Among your social ties, who would you choose to play this game with in order to
maximize your earnings? (In other words, whose political views do you feel that you
know the most about?)

18. Imagine you are asked to play a game in which you can stand to win money for each
question you answer correctly. The questions are about what answer your social tie
gives to a question on their religious views. If you correctly guess the response of your
social tie, you earn money. For example, the question might be “Does Person Y believe
in reincarnation?” If you correctly guess Person Y’s response, you would earn $10.

Among your social ties, who would you choose to play this game with in order to
maximize your earnings? (In other words, whose religious views do you feel that you
know the most about?)

The following questions examine how you would relate to different people in different
contexts. The first four questions require you to sort your contacts in different scenar-
ios. The next pair of questions asks you to place your contacts around a dinner table
to achieve different results. The final question asks you to explicitly sort your contacts
by the strength of the connection to them.

INTIMACY

19. Think about your contacts in the context of a professional crisis (i.e., the loss of a
job). Please categorize your contacts in terms of who you would notify in order of
priority and those who you would not ever discuss your crisis with. NOTE: think of
your response in terms of one-on-one communication and aggregated information (i.e.,
general Facebook posts or public Tweets).

20. Think about your contacts in the context of a personal crisis (i.e., the death of a loved
one). Please categorize your contacts in terms of who you would notify in order of
priority and those who you would not ever discuss your crisis with. NOTE: think of
your response in terms of one-on-one communication and not social media or aggregated
information (i.e., general Facebook posts or public Tweets).

21. Think about your contacts in the context of a professional success (i.e., a promotion
or new job). Please categorize your contacts in terms of who you would notify in order
of priority and those who you would never notify. NOTE: think of your response in
terms of one-on-one communication and not social media or aggregated information
(i.e., general Facebook posts or public Tweets).
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22. Think about your contacts in the context of a personal success (i.e., a new relationship).
Please categorize your contacts in terms of who you would notify in order of priority
and those who you would never notify. NOTE: think of your response in terms of one-
on-one communication and not social media or aggregated information (i.e., general
Facebook posts or public Tweets).

The following two questions as you to place your contacts at a dinner table. For the
purpose of these questions, please consider vertical links (i.e., seated across from an
individual) as those with the strongest interactions. In addition, consider horizontal
links (i.e., seated next to an individual) as those with the second strongest interactions.
Finally, consider diagonals as the weakest interactions. The diagram below summa-
rizes these assumptions with the thickness of the arrow representing the strength of the
interaction.

COMMONALITY

23. Imagine you are planning for a dinner party such as at a wedding. The seating chart for
yourself and your five contacts is given below. Please place yourself and your five social
relations around the table such that you maximize the interactions between people who
have the least in common. Please only place one person at a seat.

24. Imagine you are planning for a dinner party such as at a wedding. The seating chart for
yourself and your five contacts is given below. Please place yourself and your five social
relations around the table such that you maximize the interactions between people who
have the most in common. Please only place one person at a seat.

STRENGTH

25. Please rank your contacts in order of tie strength from strongest (1st) to weakest (5th).

INTERACTION

26. In a perfect world, how often would you like to interact online with your social contacts?

PROTEST - PEACEFUL

The following questions relate to a hypothetical scenario in which [RANDOMLY AS-
SIGNED TIE] is protesting a controversial bill currently up for a vote in the legislature
that you oppose. [RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TIE] calls you to ask if you’ll join in the
protest. The protest is peaceful and legal.

27. Would you join the protest?

28. Which, if any, of your other social ties would you inform about the protest in an
attempt to get them to participate?
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29. Which, if any, of your other social ties would prompt you to join the protest if you
knew they were also participating?

PROTEST - VIOLENT

The following questions relate to a hypothetical scenario in which [RANDOMLY AS-
SIGNED TIE] is protesting a controversial bill currently up for a vote in the legislature
that you oppose. [RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TIE] calls you to ask if you’ll join in the
protest. The protest is not sanctioned by the local authorities and there have been
reports of violent clashes between some protesters and the police.

30. Would you join the protest?

31. Which, if any, of your other social ties would you inform about the protest in an
attempt to get them to participate?

32. Which, if any, of your other social ties would prompt you to join the protest if you
knew they were also participating?

EQUIVALENCY TESTS

33. Please select which of the following social networking sites, if any, you use regularly
(at least a few times per year) and drag them into the box provided. Within this box,
please rank those that you use by order of frequency with 1 being the most frequent.
If you do not use a particular platform, do not add it to the box.

34. Please select which of the following email platforms, if any, you use regularly (at least
a few times per year) and drag them into the box provided. Within this box, please
rank those that you use by order of frequency with 1 being the most frequent. If you
do not use a particular platform, do not add it to the box.

35. Other types of online social networks can develop around other types of online plat-
forms. For example, raiding parties in Massively Multiplayer Online Games (MMOs)
can be considered a social network. Another example may be the communities that
develop around online forums, such as the Turker boards. Do you engage in these types
of online social networks? If so, please name them in the fields below (up to 5). If you
do not participate in one of the communities more than a few times per year, leave all
boxes blank.

36. The follow question asks you to indicate the frequency of interaction you share with
each of your social ties on [MOST FREQUENTLY USED SOCIAL NETWORKING
SITE]. These interactions can be comments, likes, messages, shares, endorsements,
tweets, retweets, or any other method of interaction allowed by [MOST FREQUENTLY
USED SOCIAL NETWORKING SITE].
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37. The follow question asks you to indicate the frequency of interaction you share with
each of your social ties on [MOST FREQUENTLY USED EMAIL PLATFORM]. These
interactions can be comments, likes, messages, shares, endorsements, tweets, retweets,
or any other method of interaction allowed by [MOST FREQUENTLY USED EMAIL
PLATFORM].

38. The follow question asks you to indicate the frequency of interaction you share with
each of your social ties on [MOST FREQUENTLY USED ONLINE COMMUNITY].
These interactions can be comments, likes, messages, shares, endorsements, tweets,
retweets, or any other method of interaction allowed by [MOST FREQUENTLY USED
ONLINE COMMUNITY].

DEMOGRAPHICS

39. Please answer the following demographic questions. Please select your highest educa-
tional attainment category.

40. What is your age?

41. In which industry are you employed? (U.S. Census)

42. Please indicate your occupation:

43. What is your race?

44. In which country do you reside?

45. What is your family structure? (U.S. Census)

46. What is your gender?

47. What is your combined annual household income?

48. What is your current status?

49. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following questions. I prefer
one-on-one conversations to group activities.

50. I often prefer to express myself in writing.

51. I enjoy solitude.

52. I seem to care about wealth, fame, and status less than my peers.

53. People tell me that I’m a good listener.

54. I’m not a big risk-taker.
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55. I like to celebrate birthdays on a small scale, with only one or two close friends or
family members.

56. People describe me as ”soft-spoken” or ”mellow.”

57. I often let calls go through to voice-mail.

2 Specification

In the following sections, we describe our empirical specifications for (1) a simple test for dif-
ferences in raw measures of tie strength, (2) differences in relationships between tie strength
and outcome behavior, and (3) differences in model fit in detail. As discussed in the main
text, we augment these models by controlling for demographic covariates of the subjects in
a variety of ways. The simplest method adds the controls linearly. We also use Coarsened
Exact Matching (CEM) (Iacus, King and Porro, 2011), random forests (Liaw and Wiener,
2002), and semi-parametric regressions to relax the structural assumptions associated with
linear controls. The CEM and semi-parametric methods coarsen continuous covariates and
stratify the covariate space while the random forest approach deals with both categorical and
continuous measures directly. The purpose of using these more sophisticated specifications is
simply to ensure our null results are the products of true nulls and not noisy estimates. We
do not rely on them for causal identification as the random assignment of our experimental
design frees us from appealing to a conditional independence assumption.

2.1 Differences in Dimensions of Tie Strength

Our baseline specification for the difference in network measures is given in equation 1:

Mi,j “ α ` ρONi ` εi (1)

where Mi,j is the dimension of tie strength reported by subject i relative to tie j, ONi is
a dummy indicator taking on the value of 1 if the subject was randomly assigned to the
online condition and 0 otherwise, and εi is an error term. In this experiment, ρ measures
the difference in the tie strength dimension between the online and offline conditions.

2.2 Differences in Relationships

We also compare the relationship between tie strength measures and outcomes across the on-
line and offline elicitation conditions. To do this, we first calculate the relationship presented
in equation 2 separately for both the online and offline conditions.

Yi,j “ α ` βMi,j ` ηi (2)

As in equation 1, Mi,j is the tie strength measure reported by subject i for tie j. We
capture the relationship between this measure and an outcome of interest (Yi,j, the donation
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amount in the dictator game, the decision to join a protest, and the decision to inform
a tie about a protest) with β. We calculate a vector of β’s for both the online and offline
conditions and then test the difference in these point estimates between the online and offline
frameworks using a t-test.

2.3 Differences in Model Fit

In addition to a variety of regression specifications, we also test the difference between online
and offline relationships using cross-validation. Specifically, we fit a variety of models to the
online (offline) data and use the models to predict outcomes in the offline (online) context.
We calculate the squared bias and variance of these results to estimate a measure of model
fit using the online half of the data to predict the offline.

We then compare this measure of model fit to a similar cross-validation technique that
randomly divides the dataset in half to create train and test subsets, as in conventional k-
fold cross validation. We again measure model fit via squared errors and variance in each of
1,000 simulations of randomly divided data. Finally, we repeat the above technique but take
random samples of half the online data and half the offline. In all cases, our analysis relies
on comparisons of both the average squared error as well as the variance. Should the purely
random cross-validation results yield lower squared bias or tighter standard deviations, we
can conclude that the online and offline contexts differ in the way in which models are fit to
the data.

3 Elicitation and Equivalency

Our results rest on the assumption that respondents understood the elicitation as intended.
There may be concern that our subjects did not notice or appreciate the randomized assign-
ment to the online or offline elicitation frameworks and only provided the first five names
that came to mind. If this was the case, our null results would only reflect the failure of
our elicitation framework and would not be able to speak to more substantive conclusions
regarding the mapping between online and offline social network data. In the section that
follows, we present equivalency tests that suggest this concern is unfounded. We begin with
a discussion of the family-wise error correction and Type I error.

3.1 Elicitation Differences

In the article text, we show that none of the measures of tie strength dimensions differ be-
tween the online and offline contexts, with the exception of the preferred level of interaction.
We posit that this supports the internal validity of our elicitation framework and speaks
to the substantive topic of online/offline parity. Before turning to this discussion, we first
confirm that our results are not spurious.

With 18 different dimensions tested, we would expect roughly 0.9 test statistics to be
statistically significant at the 95% confidence level (0.05 * 18). The family-wise error rate
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(FWER) is simply the combined probability of committing a Type I error when testing
multiple hypotheses and can be expressed as:

FWER “ 1´ p1´ αqm (3)

where m is the number of tests. With a two-tailed test and 18 separate hypotheses, our
FWER is 1´ p1´ 0.025q18 “ 0.37, much higher than we feel comfortable basing conclusions
on. As such, we adjust our threshold for each individual hypothesis using a Bonferroni
correction that accounts for the increased risk of committing Type I errors. Specifically,
the correction establishes a p-value threshold of ph ď

α
m

where subscript h indexes each
hypothesis. In our context, the adjusted threshold for statistical significance is therefore
ph ď

0.025
18

“ 0.0014. Our p-value for preferred interaction falls well below this threshold
across all specifications.

Given this analysis, we can say with confidence that our elicitation framework captures a
meaningful difference in the preferred level of interaction between online and offline networks.
More forcefully, we appeal to the identifying assumption of random assignment to elicitation
and conclude that, at minimum, subjects who saw the word “online” want to spend more time
with their social contacts than those who saw the word “offline”. Assuming that subjects
read and understood the elicitation framework and honestly reported real social ties, we can
further conclude that subjects want to increase how often they interact their online social
ties relative to their offline ties.

3.2 Equivalency Tests

However, we are not yet able to determine whether this difference in preferred interaction is
the product of online and offline ties being different individuals or simply a priming effect
from elicitation. It is possible that subjects associate the word “online” with suboptimal
interaction levels and therefore report a desire for more frequent interaction. In this scenario,
it may be that the subjects still failed to understand the elicitation instructions and the
significant difference we document is simply a priming effect.

To test this, we asked subjects to indicate how much time they currently interact with
their ties on a variety of online social platforms as well as in the real world. This question
differs from the preceding example in that we are not asking for a subject’s preference for
interaction but rather their estimated actual interaction. This allows us to directly compare
the amount of time respondents currently spend interacting with their ties online across
elicitation frameworks. If our survey failed to elicit genuine ties, the results for online and
offline ties would look equivalent. As illustrated in the left panel of Figure 1, this is not
the case. In particular we note significant differences in the frequency of interaction for
the strongest and the weak ties between online and offline elicitation. Specifically, subjects
interact more frequently with their weak, strong, and strongest online ties than their offline
via online social networks (these include Facebook (80%), Twitter (8%), Instagram (5%),
and LinkedIn (2%)). However, we don’t see a significant difference between the online and
offline elicitation frameworks for the weakest and clique elictations.
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Figure 1: Differences in measures of interaction via different online and offline spaces. The
left panel presents results for online social networks, including Facebook, Twitter, and In-
stagram. The right panel presents results for offline interactions, including church, school,
home, and the office.

In addition to the systematically different levels of online interaction, we also measured
the average offline interaction in both elicitation frameworks. Here, we ask subjects to
estimate the frequency with which they interact with their ties in offline contexts, such as
at the office, at each other’s homes, at bars or schools, or at church. The difference between
the elicitation frameworks is even more striking in this context, with subjects reporting
significantly lower frequencies of interaction with their social ties from the online elicitation
relative to the offline, as illustrated in Figure 1. In this test, only the clique tie is not
significant at conventional levels of significance.

This interpretation carries substantive meaning for how we understand the parity we
document between online and offline social networks. Specifically, it suggests that the names
provided by subjects exposed to the online elicitation are not the same as those they would
have provided in the offline elicitation. Yet, while the identities of these ties differ, we see no
difference in (1) the measures of tie strength we collect, (2) the relationships between these
measures and outcome behaviors of interest, or (3) the performance of models trained on
the online data when used to predict offline behavioral outcomes.

4 Ecological Validity

Another challenge associated with our survey is the ecological validity of the outcomes we
measure. We are upfront in recognizing the limits of our contribution and do not claim to
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augment the existing research on behavioral economics or protests. In testing the relationship
between different measures of tie strength and social behavior, we seek only to document
parity in the relationship across online and offline networks.

Nevertheless, there may be concern that the lack of actual costs and benefits associated
with our outcomes could corrupt our data to the extent that any conclusions we draw are
spurious. For example, if the hypothetical $100 donation game is so abstract as to elicit
meaningless responses, any conclusions we draw would be undermined. We do find sensible
relationships in our main text when we look at which dimensions of tie strength most strongly
predict donation behavior. Specifically, we see larger amounts donated to strong ties (see
Figure 2) or those whom the subject believes would reciprocate if the game roles were
reversed. If the subjects did not engage with the hypothetical question at all, these results
should be random. Nevertheless, in the following section we present more rigorous evidence
in favor of the ecological validity of our outcome measures.

4.1 Donation Game Outcome

Our donation measure is fundamentally similar to a canonical laboratory experiment called
the Dictator Game. In this game, subjects are tasked with dividing a finite sum of real money
between themselves and another subject. The original version (Kahneman, Knetsch and
Thaler, 1986) of this game found evidence of altruistic behavior, contrary to the theoretical
assumptions of self-interest that underpinned the dominant formal theories. Since then,
hundreds of studies have been run that adjust various parameters to examine how norms
and self-interest combine. A meta analysis of this literature was conducted by (Engel, 2011)
and we compare our donation results to this paper to validate our approach.

Our donation game, despite being purely hypothetical, yields measures consistent with
laboratory experiments in which subjects are incentivized with real money. Specifically, the
share of subjects who keep all of the hypothetical money in our context (24%) is almost
identical to the original dictator game (26%). Relative to the meta analysis, our estimate
is within 4 percentage points (28.3%) of the meta proportion of subjects who act purely
out of self-interest. The share of our subjects who donate the entire amount (5.1%) is
also commensurate to laboratory experimental results (ranging between 5% and 10%) (see
(Frohlich, Oppenheimer and Moore, 2001) and (Eckel and Grossman, 1996)) and almost
identical to the meta estimate of 5.04%.

The total amount donated by our subjects (46%) is toward the upper tail of the meta
distribution overall but this difference declines when we compare our results to more relevant
laboratory experiments. Specifically, we can use a subset of the meta analysis that focuses
on contexts more comparable to our experiment. We look at average donation amounts for
non-students (39.8%) which is the more appropriate comparison for our Turker population.
Similarly, the magnitude of our outlier declines when comparing our estimate to dictator
games with multiple recipients (meta average of 39.2%). While our total donation results
are still larger than most of the pre-existing research, we believe this may reflect the fact that
the recipients are the friends and acquaintances of the respondent and does not undermine
the ecological validity of our experiment.
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Donation Amounts by Tie
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Figure 2: Total amount donated by tie in both online and offline elicitations.

It is worth mentioning that other researchers have supplemented real-money laboratory
experiments with hypothetical questionnaires. (Brañas-Garza, 2006) tests the similarity in
distributions between laboratory and hypothetical experiments, finding that the results are
comparable. The author uses this finding to justify merging the datasets and his ensuing
contribution is based on the aggregated data that combines both real money and hypothetical
measures.

We do not attempt to contribute to behavioral economic research using our hypothetical
results. Nevertheless, the comparability of our measures with existing laboratory research
suggests that the donation game we use to compare online and offline relationships is, at
minimum, internally valid. Insofar as the reader finds our analysis of tie strength dimensions
compelling, we hope that our contribution can spur future work that uses more ecologically

13



valid measures of human behavior.

4.2 Protest Outcomes

As with the donation game, we recognize that the purely hypothetical nature of our survey
limits our ability to draw substantive conclusions about costly expressions of collective action.
Protests involve a variety of costs, including opportunity costs, social sanctioning by peers
who disagree with the protest, and in some cases the threat or realization of physical harm.
The difficulty associated with replicating these costs in a lab has limited the amount of
tightly controlled research on the determinants of protests and makes the ecological validity
challenge even more daunting than in our donation game.

As in our donation outcome discussion, it is important to emphasize that our goal is
not to contribute novel substantive findings to the literature on protests. Rather, we are
interested in highlighting the importance of tie strength dimensions and highlighting the
heterogeneity in relationships that are often ignored in existing research. As such, we are
less concerned with the ecological validity of our protest outcome and more interested in
the internal validity of the measure itself. Specifically, we want to confirm that the costless
nature of the subject’s responses does not result in purely random responses.

The simplest confirmation is the set of results that we present in Table 1. Not only
do we find variation in subjects’ decisions to join a hypothetical protest, but we also doc-
ument a systematic and logical relationship between this decision and the measures of tie
strength we elicit. Were the subjects responding randomly or meaninglessly to the hypo-
thetical protest scenario, we would not find any relationship. Importantly, the most strongly
predictive dimension of tie strength, political homophily, is both intuitive and different from
the dimensions that predicted subject generosity in the Dictator Game. The strength of this
predictor persists even in the most rigorous multiple regression analysis in which we include
the elicited tie type as a predictor (column 6).

It bears emphasizing that, by randomizing the identity of the tie who invites the subject,
we benefit from causal purchase on the question of whether tie dimensions matter in the
decision to join a (hypothetical) protest. In addition, this random assignment protects
against the risk of the subject simply re-ranking her ties in line with previous questions.
Given the heterogeneous nature of political homophily and the random assignment of ties to
subjects, we are reasonably confident that our finding of political homophily being the most
important determinant of a subject’s decision to join a (hypothetical) protest is signal and
not noise.

As above, we restrain ourselves from making broader claims about this finding when
applied to more ecologically valid datasets. Nevertheless, we believe our sacrifice of ecological
validity in return for causally-identified evidence of tie dimension heterogeneity is valuable.
In addition, by being able to randomly assign the identify of an inviting individual, we
are able to highlight an area of substantive interest in the protest literature itself. Future
research that exploits a natural experiment to get similar random variation in the identities
of inviters to real-world protests should pay careful attention to the measures of tie strength
they use as explanatory variables, in particular measures of political homophily.

14



Table 1: Respondent’s Decision to Join a Protest Regressed on Tie Strength Dimensions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Homophily - Politics .37*** .36*** .36*** .39*** .37*** .35***
(.05) (.05) (.05) (.06) (.07) (.07)

Peaceful Protest -.06 -.06 -.16 -.19
(.11) (.11) (.14) (.14)

Online -.04 -.07 .03 .05
(.11) (.12) (.14) (.15)

Donation .15* .12
(.08) (.08)

Info - Job Search .05 .03
(.08) (.09)

Trust - Contribute .00 .03
(.09) (.10)

Trust - Garner .12 .14
(.09) (.09)

Trust - Personal Gain .11 .08
(.10) (.10)

Egalitarianism - Group Gain .04 -.01
(.10) (.10)

Homophily - Religion .07 .07
(.07) (.07)

Homophily - Education .07 .10
(.07) (.07)

Homophily - Class -.08 -.08
(.07) (.07)

Intimacy - Personal Confide (Crisis) .04 .10
(.10) (.10)

Intimacy - Personal Confide (Success) .18** .17*
(.09) (.09)

Intimacy - Professional Confide (Crisis) -.06 -.07
(.10) (.11)

Intimacy - Professional Confide (Success) -.05 .01
(.10) (.10)

Interaction - Preferred .02 .04
(.09) (.10)

Tie Strength - Reported .20* .17*
(.10) (.10)

Common - Least .07 .06
(.07) (.07)

Common - Most .03 .05
(.07) (.07)

Elicited - Clique .09
(.23)

Elicited - Strong .82***
(.22)

Elicited - Strongest 1.34***
(.21)

N 680 668 668 628 469 469

Notes: Heteroskedastic-robust standard errors presented in parentheses. Dependent variable is binary measure
of whether respondent indicated they would join the protest upon being invited by their randomly-presented
tie. Column (1) presents the bivariate probit regression of joining a protest on political homophily. Columns
(2) through (3) add demographic controls for the respondent. Column (4) uses coarsened exact matching to
pair treated to control respondents based on demographic covariates. Columns (5) and (6) add other measures
of tie strength. * p ă 0.10; ** p ă 0.05; *** p ă 0.01.
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5 Other Outcomes

In the article text, we demonstrate parity in the online and offline domains with respect to
the generosity outcome. Here we confirm that the parity persists for our protest outcomes
as well.

5.1 Protest Outcomes

We begin with examining the social tie dimension that explains a respondent’s decision to
join a protest. The survey randomized the identity of the respondent-provided social tie name
by asking whether the respondent would join a peaceful/violent protest if invited by [TIE].
The randomization of this measure gives us causal purchase in identifying the dimension of
tie strength that best explains variation in responses. Furthermore, the randomization of
the battery of protest questions within the larger survey also protects against priming effects
that might occur if the protest question immediately followed a question about a particular
dimension.

Figure 3 shows the relationship between the tie-strength dimensions on the four protest
outcomes. As in our main analysis, we are interested in whether the empirical relationships
between tie strength dimension and outcome behavior differ systematically between online
and offline sources of network data. We present the p-values associated with a t-test difference
in estimates in each panel of the figure. As illustrated, none of the estimates differs at even
the unadjusted level of significance.

Next we replicate the cross-validation analysis from the article text to confirm that our
online and offline contexts do not differ systematically with respect to these outcomes. Doing
so ensures that the parity we uncover is not specific to the outcome of generosity, but also
extends to coordination and information-spreading in both violent and non-violent contexts.
Figure 4 shows the cross-validation analysis using the protest outcomes regressed on political
homophily. We find no evidence of a systematic difference between the models trained on the
online data and those trained on random samples. We repeat the analysis for other measures
of tie strength, the results of which are available upon request. Throughout, we find support
for our substantive conclusion that the online data is suitable for model performance relative
to a random cross-validation test.

6 Online Social Media

6.1 Platforms

A final concern with our survey results is that the “online” environment we capture is not
related to those typically used by researchers. Our primary contribution to the literature is
evidence of empirical parity between online and offline sources of social networks. However,
if our online elicitation captures social networks on private platforms such as email, our
contribution is diluted. Reassuringly, we find strong support for the online social networks

16



Jo
in

 th
e 

P
ro

te
st

Strongest

0 1 2

0.24

0.14

0.35

0.09

0.21

0.27

0.49

0.74

0.72

0.85

0.76

0.59

0.59

0.63

0.85

0.81

Strong

0 1 2

0.31

0.37

0.95

0.94

0.44

0.89

0.65

0.45

0.89

0.77

0.72

0.26

0.96

0.81

0.81

0.91

Weak

0 1 2

0.59

0.36

0.22

0.43

0.43

0.52

0.24

0.53

0.94

0.57

0.88

0.94

0.24

0.81

0.28

0.85

Weakest

0 1 2

0.23

0.88

0.28

0.27

0.91

0.97

0.59

0.95

0.52

0.79

0.43

0.3

0.57

0.49

0.73

0.7

Clique

0 1 2

0.98

0.57

0.91

0.67

0.61

0.47

0.27

0.16

1

0.56

0.6

0.45

0.63

0.3

0.54

0.48 Pref. Interact

Prof. Success

Prof. Crisis

Pers. Success

Pers. Crisis

Tie Strength

Class Hom.

Pol. Hom.

Relig. Hom.

Educ. Hom.

Group Gain

Personal Gain

Donate

Garner

Contribute

Job Search

Online Offline

In
fo

rm
 o

f t
he

 P
ro

te
st

0 1 2

0.92

0.59

0.52

0.81

0.64

0.78

0.64

0.59

0.93

0.99

0.5

0.85

0.86

0.58

0.19

0.86

0 1 2

0.62

0.72

0.62

0.14

0.79

0.7

0.95

0.31

0.19

0.45

0.61

0.96

0.72

0.98

0.46

0.63

0 0.5 1

0.71

0.46

0.57

0.9

0.87

0.46

0.31

0.63

0.6

0.27

0.76

0.74

0.62

0.44

0.98

0.91

0 0.5 1

0.3

0.9

0.91

0.24

0.36

0.33

0.9

0.46

0.29

0.33

0.46

0.6

0.86

0.83

0.7

0.63

0 1 2

0.92

0.59

0.18

0.94

0.92

0.56

0.88

0.77

0.93

0.78

0.85

0.35

0.99

0.63

0.84

0.67 Pref. Interact

Prof. Success

Prof. Crisis

Pers. Success

Pers. Crisis

Tie Strength

Class Hom.

Pol. Hom.

Relig. Hom.

Educ. Hom.

Group Gain

Personal Gain

Donate

Garner

Contribute

Job Search

Figure 3: Relationship between tie strength dimensions and protest outcomes. P-values
associated with difference in estimates t-statistic presented with numbers. One asterisk (*)
indicates significance at the 95% level of confidence. Two asterisks (**) indicates significance
at Bonferonni-adjusted 95% level of confidence.

we survey corresponding to existing sources of social network data.
Equivalency tests also provide information on the types of online social media subjects
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Figure 4: Prediction error for models trained on the online dataset generated from application to
offline (solid and dashed black lines) and from 1,000 random divisions of the data using conventional
cross-validation techniques (grey densities). Outcome behavior is whether to join a protest. Tie
strength explanatory variable is political homophily.

use. It may be that subjects consider platforms such as email to be online social networks.
While not substantively uninteresting, email is less relevant for our methodological con-
tribution as it is rarely used to gather data on social networks due to privacy restrictions.
Furthermore, the motivating literature, particularly that which deals with protests, typically
focuses on platforms such as Twitter and public Facebook groups.

While we do document substantial use of email platforms by our subjects, we also note
robust use of other platforms such as Facebook and Twitter. In particular, only one respon-
dent reported using only email. All other subjects use a combination of email and some
other online social network more conducive to data gathering for researchers interested in
measuring social networks. Interestingly, we do not document a systematic difference in fre-
quency of interaction via email platforms over different elicitation frameworks, as illustrated
in Figure 5.

In the interest of speaking to other subcultures that exhibit online social networks, we
also ask users if they participate in communities that develop around other types of online
activities. Examples include online computer games, fan clubs for celebrities, product forums,
or online help pages. Given the plethora of these types of pages, we ask respondents to write
in up to five examples, ordered by frequency of use.
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Figure 5: Differences in measures of online interaction via an email platform (i.e., Gmail,
Apple Mail, Yahoo!, etc.) between online and offline elicitation measures.

We note a large percentage of subjects listing this third type of online community (43%).
We speculate that this reflects a characteristic specific to our sampling pool of Turkers and
constitutes a limit on our ability to extrapolate to larger populations. Specifically, Turkers
have their own online community built around their profile on Amazon Mechanical Turk
and are known to participate regularly in Turker forums. On these forums, users discuss
particularly profitable jobs, share information on certain tasks, and rank the quality of the
posters. Turkers are also ranked by those who post the jobs they work on and each Turker
profile is ranked according to their performance on jobs. By sampling only from the Turker
population above a certain rank, we are likely oversampling from individuals predisposed
to participate in this third type of online social network. Indeed, of the 43% reporting
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participating in this third type of online community, the majority of respondents listed one
of the Turker forums.

We do not document a statistically significant difference between the frequency of interac-
tion via these types of online communities across our elicitation frameworks, as highlighted in
Figure 6. This suggests that the social ties provided by subjects in response to our elicitation
framework are not the same as those populating these online forums.
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Figure 6: Differences in measures of online interaction via an alternative online social com-
munity (i.e., MMOs, online discussion boards, etc.) between online and offline elicitation
measures.

Nevertheless, we argue that our fundamental conclusions are not threatened by our sam-
ple since the ties we elicit and the online platforms via which our subjects interact with these
ties extend beyond the Turker social network. We believe that Turkers are an informative
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sample on which we can make inferences about broader social networks and we refer to a
range of existing literature that has replicated the results of behavioral studies using the
Turker population. We leave an appraisal of our external validity to the reader and limit
our causal claims to the subpopulation of Turkers from which we sample.
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