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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Over the past fifty or so years there has been a well examined decline in social 

connections and many other facets of American communities (Fischer 1982; Putnam 

2000; Freeman 2001; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Brashears 2006; Dunham-Jones & 

Williamson 2009).  New urbanism has been proposed as a tool to reverse some of this 

social decline in communities.  This study seeks to understand the possible social 

connective benefits of new urbanism in a number of ways.  First, a new urbanist 

community is compared to a similar adjacent community that also happens to be 

traditional suburban community.   The study examines differences between the two 

communities in terms of social connections, social interactions, and community 

satisfaction.  Second, the study examines individual design elements of new urbanism to 

understand their relationships with social interactions and social connections. This study 

also examines community cohesion in terms of diverse social interactions and bridging 

ties.  Previous studies suggest that bridging ties are more likely to be formed between 

persons who are connected with weaker social bonds (Granovetter, 1973) as well as 

persons who interact through spontaneous rather than planned forms of social interaction 

(Molm, Collett, & Schaefer 2007).  Lastly, this study seeks to understand if any of the 

new urbanist design strategies examined are related to bridging ties. 

The findings of this study suggested that new urbanist communities do have more 

social interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction than do traditional 

suburban communities.  The findings also suggested that four new urbanist design 

strategies: porches, community meetings, and mixed-use zoning are positively related to 
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social interactions and social connections.  Moreover, findings suggested that persons 

connected by weaker social bonds are indeed more likely to have bridging ties, however, 

they did not support the idea that persons who have more spontaneous interactions will 

also be more likely to have bridging ties.  Lastly, the findings indicated that of all the new 

urbanist design strategies examined, only the neighborhood business center was 

positively related to bridging ties.  Conversely, a negative relationship was found 

between resident’s who use their porches and bridging ties. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

Current research (Putnam 2000; Dunham-Jones & Williamson 2009) has suggested 

that for many decades social interactions and social connections within communities 

across America have been on the decline.  An urban planning movement, new urbanism, 

has recommended planning design techniques designed to create communities that have 

higher levels of social interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction than 

traditional suburban developments (which they believe are somewhat to blame for the 

current lack of social interaction, social connection, and community satisfaction in 

communities).  This study seeks to examine the effectiveness of these new urbanist 

design strategies in creating social interaction, social connection, and community 

satisfaction in a new urbanist development. 

The main focus of this study is to examine the relationship between planned spaces 

and community benefits (in terms of increased social interaction, social connection, and 

community satisfaction).  This relationship is examined by analyzing two communities in 

which the planning is very different: a traditional suburban development and a new 

urbanist development.  The study offers what is believed to be a unique set of 

communities.  Due to a number of interesting issues that arose during the development 

process, what was supposed to be two adjoining new urbanist communities ended up 

becoming one new urbanist community and one traditional suburban community (see 

Chapter 3 for more details about the development of these two communities).  While this 

outcome was very upsetting for many of the planners involved in the process, it does 
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provide an ideal setting for which to study the differences between traditional suburban 

and new urbanist developments.  By studying this unique set of developments, many 

potential biases are reduced.  For example, residents of both populations live in the same 

geographic location within the greater city, live in developments that are similar ages 

(both are less than ten years old), have access to the same schools, both are considered 

“green” developments, and both even purport, via media campaigns (see Appendix H), to 

increase the social interactions and social connections of residents living within them.  It 

should be noted that even though many of the potential selection biases that arise in these 

types of comparative community analysis are reduced by the natural setting of these 

developments, this study still employs statistical methods to control for potential 

background differences between these two populations that may affect the relationships 

found between the dependent and independent variables in the study. 

The study also examines how different new urbanist strategies relate to social 

interaction and social connection in these two populations.  Further, different zones 

within a new urbanist development are examined to determine which new urbanist design 

strategies are producing the desired community benefits listed above and which are not.   

Once an analysis of the micro-level social interaction/connection and community 

satisfaction differences between the new urbanist and traditional suburban developments 

are determined, the study then seeks to examine the claims of new urbanist design, in 

terms of how it relates to theses same community benefits.  This analysis is conducted at 

the individual-level rather than community-level.  New urbanist planners suggest that 

new urbanist planning techniques (such as porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, 
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local school, front-yard trails, connected streets, and mixed housing) will increase the 

number of social interactions, social connections and community satisfaction of residents 

living within these types of developments.  These planners also assert that new urbanist 

designs will increase the number of diverse social interactions within a community as 

well as reducing street traffic, promote diverse social interaction, and increase the number 

of people on the sidewalks.   This analysis focuses on seven different types of new 

urbanist design strategies that are measured in the study: porches, grouped mailboxes, 

HOA meetings, local schools, a neighborhood business center, in-home businesses, and 

working in the community. 

Another analysis of different zones in the new urbanist community is conducted, 

however, because the sample sizes were very small for these zones, this analysis is of an 

exploratory nature.  The new urbanist development in the study, “Civano,” is broken up 

into discrete zones, and thus, it is possible to specifically test four unique types of new 

urbanist planning to assess their relationship to social interactions, social connections, 

and community satisfaction.  The four zones analyzed are (1) barrio-style planning, (2) 

having front-loaded garages versus the typically back-loaded garages found in new 

urbanist developments, (3) having more dense row type housing, and (4) housing that 

faces trails instead of the street.  Because of the way Civano was built each of these zones 

has a typical new urbanist design with a slight variation from the standard Civano design, 

making for an ideal study setting.  This exploratory analysis is intended to guide future 

research projects of this sort. 
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After exploring the relationship between different new urbanist design strategies 

and social interactions and social connections the study seeks to understand the 

relationship of new urbanism with community cohesion (both in terms of bridging ties 

and diverse social interactions).  Two analysis are completed, one at the community-level 

and one at the individual level.  First we seek to understand if new urbanist developments 

have more community cohesion than traditional suburban development.  Then we focus 

on an analysis of bridging ties, exploring their makeup as well as new urbanist design 

strategies that may be related to bridging ties.  A model is presented below clearly laying 

out the form in which analysis testing in this study will be performed (see Figure 1a,b,c). 

The model on the next page portrays the hypotheses that will be tested in this study.  

I will quickly recap this model.  First, an analysis of the relationship between new 

urbanist development (macro) and both social interactions [H1(a)] and social connections 

[H1(b)].  This leads to an analysis of seven new urbanist design strategies (micro) and 

their relationship with social interaction [H2(a)-8(a)] and social connections [H2(b)-8(b)].  

Next we examine community cohesion in three different forms (diverse social interaction, 

bridging ties, and community satisfaction).  First the relationship between new urbanist 

development (macro) and community cohesion in terms of diversity of social interactions 

[H9] is examined.  Second, the relationship between new urbanist development (macro) 

and community cohesion in terms of community satisfaction [H10] is examined.  The 

analysis then focuses completely on community cohesion in terms of bridging ties.  First, 

the relationship between new urbanist development (macro) and community cohesion in 

terms of bridging ties [H13] is examined.  We then test the makeup of bridging  
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examining if they are related to either weak forms of social connection (weak ties) [H11], 

or to spontaneous interactions [H12].  Finally, we examine the relationship between 

bridging ties and the seven new urbanist design strategies [H14-20] used in the study.  

The study begins with the second chapter and an overview of the literature.  This 

review examines the promotion of the suburbs in the early part of the 1900s, followed by 

research indicating that these suburbs are declining in levels of social interaction, social 

connection, and community satisfaction.  This leads to an examination of the different 

types of mechanisms that help to facilitate social interaction between residents.  This is 

followed by a look at both the benefits and possible negative effects of social connections 

within communities.  The chapter ends with a discussion of the benefits that crosscutting, 

or “bridging” ties convey on a community.  There is also an examination of the literature 

to understand how bridging ties may arise within a community. 

The third chapter briefly describes the historical, political, and economic factors 

that led to the formation of both the Civano and Sierra Morado developments.  This 

chapter examines the original design concepts for each community, as well as how these 

design concepts were realized, or not realized, in the actual development of each 

community.  There is also a discussion of the obstacles that each community had to 

overcome in order to become a reality.  Through this chapter we gain a better 

understanding of the design of each development, and what are the main new urbanist 

design strategies implemented in the development of Civano. 

The fourth chapter describes the methods and procedures for which data was 

collected and analyzed for this study.  This includes a description of the populations, the 
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data collection methods for the study, a description of the variables used in the study, and 

a description the data analyses strategies that are used to examine the data in the study 

with regards to the hypotheses being tested.  In the same manner, the methods for a 

separate network analysis are also described at the end of this chapter. 

The fifth chapter is a comprehensive data analysis.  In this chapter a variety of 

analyses will be conducted examining the many ways in which social 

interactions/connections are related to physical places and other processes.  The data 

analyses includes a quick review of the survey response rates and background 

characteristics for each population; a test of background variables that are related to the 

study dependent variables (social interaction/connection) to be used as control variables 

for regression models; an analysis of the social interaction/connection differences 

between the three populations in the study; an analysis of the social 

interaction/connection differences between new urbanist and suburban populations; and 

an analysis of the relationship between seven new urbanist design strategies and social 

interactions/connections.  This chapter describes each analysis in detail and discusses the 

most important findings of each analysis.  This chapter does not discuss analyses from 

the network survey.  These findings are discussed in the next chapter. 

The sixth chapter takes a comprehensive look at the network data analyses.  This 

chapter examines homophilous/heterophilous relationships within each of the 

communities under study, the diversity of residents’ social interactions within each 

population, the structural networks within each population, and concludes with an 



! *+!

examination of the makeup of bridging ties and how bridging ties may be related to new 

urbanist design strategies. 

The seventh and final chapter synthesizes all of the findings in the study, relating 

the findings back the hypotheses generated in chapter 2, explaining how the study 

findings relate to the research questions proposed in this study.   

Ultimately, this study seeks to answer three main questions.  First, do new urbanist 

developments succeed in their attempt to increase social interaction, social connection, 

and community satisfaction for residents living in them above levels found in a 

traditional suburban community?  Second, which types of new urbanist strategies are 

related and which are not related to social interaction, social connection, and community 

satisfaction?  Third, this study seeks to understand the nature of community cohesion (in 

terms of bridging ties and diverse interaction) in new urbanist and traditional suburban 

developments.  There is also an attempt to understand the makeup of bridging ties and if 

new urbanism design strategies are related to these bridging ties. 

The study findings indicate that new urbanist developments do indeed have more 

social interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction than traditional 

suburbs.  Preliminary results suggest that the new urbanist design strategy of houses 

facing trails instead of streets is positively related to social interaction/connection, and 

community satisfaction.  In contrast the new urban design strategies of barrio-style 

development—with narrow streets and no sidewalks—as well as garages that face a back 

alleyway (i.e. back-loaded garages) are negatively related to social interaction/connection 

and community satisfaction.  Further, the new urbanist design principals of porches, 
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HOA meeting, local schools, and mixed-use planning also were positively related to 

social interaction and social connection in new urbanist developments.  Evidence 

suggests that the new urbanist strategy of mixed housing is positively related to diverse 

social interactions.  Finally, the network analysis suggests that new urbanist 

developments have much more community cohesion, in terms of both bridging ties and 

diverse interactions, than traditional suburban developments.  In addition, the findings 

suggest that bridging ties are more likely to be weak ties and that the neighborhood 

business center is positively related to bridging ties within a new urbanist development. 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

This section will address both the historical background and current theoretical 

factors relating to how planning design affects social interactions and social connections.  

First, a brief history of the social problems of cities and the planning designs created to 

remedy these problems will be discussed.  This will lead to a discussion of the theoretical 

arguments that have been used to describe the formation tof both social interaction and 

social connections in a variety of different scenarios.  Next, this section examines how 

the planning design techniques of new urbanism can be used to address problems 

associated with urban designs of the past and why this design technique might be 

successful where others have failed.  Lastly, a theoretical discussion of community in 

terms of diverse social interaction and bridging ties is conducted.  Based on the ideas in 

this section a series of hypothesis are formulated. 

This study adds to the existing literature in several important ways.  First, it is the 

only study I know of that has examined a new urbanist community using network data.  

Second, it is the first study to rigorously test the relationship between new urbanist 

planning and its relationship to social interactions and social connections.  Lastly, it is the 

first study to examine the relationship between new urbanist planning and community 

cohesion in terms of diverse social interaction and bridging ties.  Results from this study 

will indicate which aspects of new urbanist planning achieve the desired social 

interaction/connection outcomes and which do not.  The study will also help to clarify 
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whether new urbanist planning is indeed a viable strategy to ameliorate the declines in 

social connectedness found in suburban communities over the last fifty or so years.   

 

Garden Cities: Creation of the Suburbs 

 

In 1902 Ebenezer Howard published Garden Cities of To-Morrow.  He along with 

others (Geddes 1915, Osborn 1946) sparked the “Garden city movement,” that eventually 

led to a suburban exodus of the wealthy, followed by the middle classes—from 

deteriorating cities.  The suburban movement was in response to cities that had become 

overcrowded, polluted, crime ridden, and centers of disease epidemics such as typhoid 

and tuberculosis.  The idea of the Garden City, for which many suburbs were modeled, 

was to bring nature back to the city.  In order to create cities that were peaceful, industry 

and all non-residential city functions would be zoned to separate “commercial” or 

“industrial” areas in order to keep residents free of the noises and the inconvenience of 

such uses.  While Howard espoused keeping work locations close enough to living areas 

that workers could easily get to work, the advent of the automobile coincided closely 

with the suburban movement and suburban planning came to be modeled around the 

automobile.  With the advent of automobiles, zoning could take on new proportions, so 

that commercial and industrial areas could be tens of miles from neighborhoods and still 

be accessible by car.  Thus, most neighborhoods became quiet places in which residents 

depended on their automobiles for many of the necessities of life such as food and 

commuting to work.   
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Unfortunately, after a number of years of life in the “quiet suburbs” social theorists 

started to note that these suburbs seemed to be causing social problems of their own 

(Kunstler 1993; Duanny, Platter-Zyberk & Speck 2000).  One problem with suburbs was 

that dependence on automobiles was beginning to have a major effect on residents’ time 

and quality of life as they spent more and more time sitting in traffic going home from 

their daily tasks (Bruegman 2005).  A second problem was that suburbs seemed to be 

declining in terms of social connectedness, including such factors as: general trust, social 

interactions, social connections and community satisfaction (Putnam 2000; Dunham-

Jones & Williamson 2009). 

 

Suburban Sprawl and the Decline in Community  

 

In the early 1960s Jane Jacobs in her book, The Death and Life of Great American 

Cities (1961), lashed back at the suburban approach.  She argued that suburbs were 

destroying many of the most appealing aspects of community life.  Specifically she 

pointed out that cities with their density and diversity were much more interesting places 

to live, where people were connected through shop owners and neighborhood identity.  

She also argued that having eyes on the street, which is much more likely when shops, 

restaurants and other uses are mixed into the same neighborhoods, creates safer places, 

because people watch out for one another.  Jacob’s was a pioneer in critiques of the 

suburban life, many of her ideas were incorporated into the design principals of new 

urbanism design (new urbanism will be discussed in detail later in this section). 
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In 2000, Robert Putnam released his book, Bowling Alone, in which he argued that 

communities in America were in decline.  Specifically, he suggested that communities in 

America were losing their “social capital.”  Putnam defines social capital as being made 

up of many factors including: social connections, norms of reciprocity, trustworthiness, 

civic virtue, neighborhood watching/protecting, and community.  Because this definition 

of social capital is confusing and compounds many factors into one variable, it is not used 

as a measure of analysis for this study.  Rather this study focuses more narrowly on social 

interactions and social connections, two dimensions of social capital. 

In terms of loss of social capital, Putnam noted that neighbors do not spend as much 

time eating dinners with one another, playing cards, speaking on their front porches, 

hanging out on the weekends, or in many other types of formal and informal associations.   

He also noted declines in different forms of trust, from trust in neighbors to generalized 

trust in others (Putnam 2000, Section II).  Putnam argues that there are four main factors 

that have lead to the social decline in American communities: (1) pressure of time and 

money, (2) suburbanization, sprawl, and commuting, (3) electronic entertainment 

(especially the TV), and (4) generation change (i.e. children becoming less civic minded 

then their parents).  Putnam was certainly not the first social theorist to suggest that 

communities in America were losing many factors of what he defines as social capital.  

However, he did use more rigorous quantitative methods to make his argument than most 

previous scholars.  Those variables that Putnam identified as constraints on social 

interaction/connection are tested as possible control variables for regression models in the 

data analysis portion of the present study. 
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Subsequent research has found support for Putnam’s arguments but has also 

criticized his alarmist views.  In response to Putnam’s argument that communities were 

declining in social capital (in all its forms), Pamela Paxton (1999) argued that 

communities were declining only in levels of trust, but not in other factors relating to 

Putnam’s social capital.  However, Freeman (2001), found that suburban sprawl, 

specifically in the form of automobile use, decreases social connections.  In his pivotal 

book, To Dwell Among Friends (1982), Claude Fischer argues that communities are in 

decline because of changes in the modern world.  He states that “modern society has 

disrupted people’s natural relations to one another, loosened individuals’ commitments to 

kin and neighbors, and substituted shallow encounters with passing acquaintances… 

Community has disintegrated into a mass of atomistic and alienated individuals (p.1).”  

He uses multivariate analysis of English speakers in Northern California to support his 

arguments, which are essentially that modernity (in many forms) is decreasing social 

interaction and social connections in communities.  In another well done, yet less alarmist 

study, McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Brashears (2006) use GSS data from 1985 to 2004 to 

show that confidant networks declined over this twenty-year period.  They found that 

respondents with no confidants tripled during this period.  They also found that the modal 

respondent in 2004 reported having no confidant, compared to three confidents for the 

modal respondent in 1985.  Thus, while the literature does suggest not all dimensions of 

social capital are in decline, there is pretty good evidence that some sort of decline in 

community has been occurring over the past twenty years or so, and that this decline most 
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likely involves at least some forms of social interactions and social connections within 

communities. 

There is also the argument proposed by Barry Wellman (1999) that the decline in 

social capital seen above is not actually a decline in social capital, but rather a shift to 

different forms of social capital.  Wellman argues that through various forms of 

technology such as the telephone and the Internet, people’s social networks are not 

declining, but changing forms.  However, even Wellman notes that there may be 

important differences between face-to-face interactions and media assisted interactions.  

In a network study of scholars, Koku, Nazer, and Wellman (2000) note that frequent 

contact on the Internet complements frequent face-to-face interaction, but is not a 

substitute for it.  They assert that scholars who interact face-to-face also have more 

frequent email contact and work more often on collaborative projects.  Putnam (2000, 

Chapter 9) also addresses the different forms of social interactions as a result of 

technology and in response he points to evidence that shows such social interactions fail 

to achieve the same level of trust in a relationship as face-to-face interaction do.  These 

findings suggest that there is good evidence to support the notion that social networks are 

possibly not declining, but transforming into more electronic types of relations.  

However, the findings do not discount the notion that there has been a decline in face-to-

face interactions (as well as other forms of social capital) over a number of decades.  

They also do not discount the fact that even if the number of network connections 

remains constant, the loss of face-to-face interaction is still a troubling phenomenon that 

cannot be replaced simply by the addition of electronic interaction. 
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Most of the scholars detailed above refer to various social features of a community 

as “social capital.”  In many texts trying to determine what is meant by the term social 

capital is rather confusing and authors often struggle mightily to define this concept with 

any clear meaning.  For example, as discussed above, Putnam utilizes no less than four 

pages to define what he means by social capital (Putnam 2000, pp. 134-137).  

Fortunately, even before Putnam wrote his acclaimed book on social capital, Bourdieu 

(1986) conceptualized a theory of social capital that is still considered by many the most 

refined theory of social capital (Carpiano 2006; DeFilippis 2001; Portes 1998).  Bourdieu 

conceives of social capital as being “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources 

which are linked to possession of a durable network or more or less institutionalized 

relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition” (Bourdieu 1986, p. 248).  To 

Bourdieu, social capital is solely the characteristic of a group or community—those 

resources that can be assessed by individuals only through their relationship with the 

group in terms of networks and interactions.  Additionally, Bourdieu posits that the 

amount of social capital available to any member of a group depends on (1) the size of 

network connections that the individual “can effectively mobilize” and (2) the amount 

and type(s) of capital (e.g., economic, cultural, or symbolic) possessed by each of those 

to whom he or she is related (Bourdieu 1986, p. 249).  Thus for Bourdieu, an individual’s 

social capital is directly related to the types of resources that can be mobilized through 

their networks.  The idea of social capital as access to resources sets Bourdieu’s concept 

of social capital apart from that of Putnam’s.   
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Similar to Bourdieu, James Coleman (1988, 1990) defined social capital as a 

resource to be used for action.  He specifies three forms of social capital: obligations and 

expectations, information channels, and social norms.   He argues that, social capital is 

anything that facilitates individual or collective action, generated by networks of 

relationships, reciprocity, trust, and social norms. Unlike Putnam’s conception of social 

capital, both Coleman and Bourdieu conceived of social capital as a neutral resource that 

facilitates any manner of action, but whether society is better off as a result depends 

entirely on the individual uses to which it is put.  It should also be noted that the 

conception of social capital as a “social resource” was also introduced by Nan Lin (1981) 

in a study seeking to understand how the social resources of a respondent’s network 

contacts affect job-seeking outcomes. 

While Bourdieu’s (1986) definition of social capital is helpful to a clearer 

understanding of the term, it nevertheless, sets up a concept that is beyond the scope of 

this study to measure in the field, because the data provide no realistic way to determine 

whether or not a respondent’s social network connections have the requisite “social 

resources” to provide benefits to them.  Hence, the concept of social capital is not 

employed in this study, and instead we examine what are considered dimensions of social 

capital: social interactions and social connections.  Social interactions are conceived of as 

forms of ways that neighbors might interact (e.g. spontaneously or as the result of 

planning), while social connections are conceived of as the relationships that come out of 

such interactions, ranging from knowing a neighbor’s name to becoming close friends 

with a neighbor.    
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Regardless of whether we call it a decline in social capital or a decline in social 

interaction and social connection, there is a consensus that there has been a decline of 

some sort in American communities over the past fifty or so years.  In order to gain 

insight into how this trend could be reversed and the role that new urbanist planning 

could play, it is helpful to understand, social processes that shape interaction and social 

connection, in the first place. 

 

New Urbanism Design Principles 

 

An anti-suburban movement has been steadily gaining acceptance in mainstream 

urban planning circles since the early 1970’s.  Many credit Jane Jacobs with starting the 

anti-suburban movement with her book, The Life and Death of Great American Cities 

(1969).  The new urbanist movement grew out of this anti-suburban movement.  It 

essentially takes Jane Jacob’s concepts of the benefits of living in a city, and attempts to 

transfer them to a more suburban style environment in arguing against the main 

principals of traditional suburban design, such as single-use housing projects, car 

dependent thoroughfares, and segregated commercial uses.  The new urbanist movement 

that began in the 1970’s steadily became more organized until it finally solidified in 

1991, during a conference of new urbanist architects in Sacramento, California.  This 

group of architects included Peter Calthorpe, Michael Corbett, Andres Duany, Elizabeth 

Moule, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, Stephanos Polyzoides, and Daniel Solomon.  Duany and 

Polyzoides, were also involved in the design of Civano, the new urbanist community 
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examined in this study.  This first conference generated a document called the Ahwahnee 

Principles (Local Government Commission 1991).  This ultimately led to the formation 

of the Congress for the New Urbanism in 1993 ( see Charter on New Urbanism 1999 for 

guiding principals).  In the same year Peter Katz (who was an editor of the original 

Ahwahnee Principals) published his book, The New Urbanism: Toward an Architecture 

of Community (1994), which clearly laid out the principles of the new urbanist 

movement.  This study will cite Katz’ book as a key source of new urbanist ideas, 

although it should be noted that all of these ideas can also be found in the Congress for 

New Urbanism (1999) publication as well.   

The new urbanist movement purports to have ten guiding principles (Katz 1994, 

also see Charter on New Urbanism 1999).  These guiding principles are to create 

communities that are: 

1. Walkable 

2. Connected 

3. Have mixed-use zoning 

4. Have mixed housing 

5. Quality architecture and urban design 

6. Traditional neighborhoods (i.e. not automobile centered) 

7. Higher in density 

8. Promote green transportation 

9. Sustainable  

10.  (Produce) higher quality of life for their residents 
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While not all of the new urbanism design features listed above are directly related 

to facilitating social interaction/connection, most are.  Only those new urbanist principals 

that directly relate to the dependent variables in the study (social interaction/connection 

and community satisfaction) will be discussed below.  Hypotheses regarding these 

principals will be generated as well. 

 

Walkability:  By producing communities that are walkable new urbanism seeks to 

promote social interaction and social connection between residents as they walk through 

their communities.  The idea is that people are much more likely to interact in a face-to-

face situation than while driving in a car.  New urbanist design strategies that claim to 

promote walkability include human scale design in which all uses are within walking 

distance (most within a ten minute walk), tree lined sidewalks, interesting design features 

that are pleasant to look at, grouped mailboxes, porches, on street parking, local schools, 

community organizing groups (i.e. HOA’s), and back-alley access to garages.  As we 

continue to examine the remaining design features of new urbanism, it will become clear 

that most of these other features are also intended to promote walkability.  It is an 

overarching theme of new urbanist design (Katz 1994). 

 

, (Future Hypothesis):  Residents in new urbanist communities will walk more than 
residents in traditional suburban communities (A measure for walking was not 

included in this study.  This is an unfortunate omission and should be included in 

any future studies.) 
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, Hypothesis 1a:  New urbanist communities will have more social interactions than 
traditional suburban communities.  

 

, Hypothesis 1b:  New urbanist communities will have more social connections 
than traditional suburban communities. 

 

Another basic idea of new urbanist design strategies is that the physical design and 

the location of group activities can foster interaction and connections.  I this study we 

focus on porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, and local schools.  These four 

were chosen mostly because the data lent itself to studying these urban planning designs 

more-so than others.  Grouped mailboxes, HOA meeting, and local schools purport to 

increase social interaction/connection as residents in the community find themselves in a 

single location (i.e. at the grouped mailboxes, an HOA meeting, or at the local school) 

and, thus, are more likely to interact because of proximately to one another (Katz 1994).  

Porches are not so much a destination interaction point, but rather a place that creates 

interactions for people who are on their way to other locations and end up seeing 

someone they know and interacting on the porch.  It should be noted that porches are 

theorized to promote social interactions for residents who use them (Katz 1994), but that 

this researcher also believes porches are used for interactions with neighbors whom one 

has more of an intermediate-level relationship rather interaction between residents who 

have weaker forms of social connections.  The idea is that the porches act as an 

intermediary place between the public (weak connections) sidewalk and the private 

household (strong connections), and thus, more intermediate forms of social connection 

are likely to occur in this social interaction place (the porch). 
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, Hypothesis 2a: Residents who use their porches will have more social interactions 
than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 2b: Residents who use their porches will have more intermediate-level 
social connections than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 3a: Residents who have social interactions at the grouped mailboxes 
will have more social interactions in general than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 3b: Residents who have social interactions at the grouped mailboxes 
will have more social connections in general than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 4a: Residents who attend their neighborhood HOA meetings will have 
more social interactions than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 4b: Residents who attend their neighborhood HOA meetings will have 
more social connections than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 5a: Residents who use their neighborhood school (for any number of 
reasons) will have more social interactions than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 5b: Residents who use their neighborhood school (for any number of 
reasons) will have more social connections than residents who do not. 

 

Mixed Use-Zoning:  Again related to walkability, and perhaps the key component in new 

urbanist design, is the idea of mixed-use zoning.  In mixed-use zoning, communities are 

created in which work areas, shopping areas, recreation areas, and living areas are all 

located within the same physical space.  Mixed-use zoning is in direct opposition to the 
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suburban planning design in which all uses are segregated into separate areas so as not to 

bring offensive uses into contact with residential areas.  New urbanist planners argue that 

such suburban design makes residents of these types of neighborhoods completely 

dependent on their automobiles (Katz 1994).  Through mixed-use zoning new urbanist 

planners seek to create communities that require fewer car trips, and allow residents to 

conduct much of their day-to-day activities on foot and in their own neighborhoods.  

Thus, mixed-use zoning again promotes walking, and similarly, social 

interactions/connections (Katz 1994). 

This study examines three types of mixed-use zoning: a neighborhood business 

center, in-home businesses, and residents who work in their community, all of these 

mixed-use zoning features are found only in Civano and not in Sierra Morado.  The 

neighborhood business center features a centralized group of businesses where residents 

can get a cup of coffee, buy a cactus, or attend a yoga class.  The in-home businesses are 

a unique feature to Civano where all residents of Civano are permitted to run an in-home 

business from their home.  In-home businesses in Civano include such businesses as 

massage, accounting, legal services, and notary services.  The last mixed-zoning strategy 

examines residents who live and work in Civano.  (See the Data Analysis Chapter for 

more detailed information of the neighborhood business center, in-home businesses, and 

working in Civano).   

 

, Hypothesis 6a: Residents who use more neighborhood business center services 
will have more social interactions than residents who use fewer. 
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, Hypothesis 6b: Residents who use more neighborhood business center services 
will have more social connections than residents who use fewer. 

 

, Hypothesis 7a: Residents who use more in-home business services will have more 
social interactions than residents who use fewer. 

 

, Hypothesis 7b: Residents who use more in-home business services will have more 
social connections than residents who use fewer. 

 

, Hypothesis 8a: Residents who work in their community will have more social 
interactions than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 8b: Residents who work in their community will have more social 
interactions than residents who do not. 

 

Mixed Housing:  Mixed housing is a design technique in which communities are 

designed with many different types of housing.  Some houses are smaller, some larger, 

and many have different architectural designs.  Mixed housing also allows for such things 

as granny flats above garages and backyard cottages, to be used for extended family or to 

be rented out as low-income rental space.  Again this is in contrast to the suburban “tract 

house” developments in which all houses are exactly the same size and have the same 

look.  Through mixed housing new urbanist planners seek to create more aesthetically 

pleasing communities, which they argue promotes walking.  A second goal of mixed 

housing is to create more heterogeneous communities in which persons of different ages 

and income levels live in the same areas of a community and are more likely to interact.  

New urbanist planners argue that such mixed housing brings different types of persons 

together and promotes diversity of social interaction (Katz 1994), thus, promoting the 
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“random” or bridging connections that will be shown later in this chapter to be critical to 

community cohesion within communities (see Putnam 2000; Watts 1998). 

 

, Hypothesis 9: Communities with mixed housing (i.e. new urbanist communities) 
will have more diverse social interactions than communities without mixed 
housing (i.e. traditional suburban communities). 

 

Improved Quality of Life:  The ultimate goal of new urbanist planning is to improve the 

quality of the lives of residents who live within these communities, so that they feel more 

connected to their neighbors, more connected to their communities, and more connected 

to their environment.  This aspect of new urbanism is not related to the promotion of 

social interaction or social connections within a neighborhood.  It may, however, be a 

byproduct of such social connectedness (Katz 1994).   

 

, Hypothesis 10: More residents in new urbanist communities will rate their 
communities as excellent/good places to lives than residents in suburban 
communities 

 

Based on these planning design strategies new urbanist planners argue that this style 

of planning provides many benefits to residents of these types of communities, including: 

a higher quality of life; better places to live, work, and play; higher, more stable property 

values; less traffic and less driving; healthier lifestyle with more walking and less stress; 

close proximity to shops and business; savings to residents with children having schools 

close to home; more diversity; more open space; and more efficient use of tax money 

with less spent on spread out utilities, streets, and other infrastructure.  In terms of the 
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present study, the new urbanist design strategies of porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA 

meetings, neighborhood schools, and mixed-use zoning are all theorized to increase 

social interactions/connections for residents who use such design features.  Next we 

evaluate the literature on urban design, to see how the literature supports the above 

claims of new urbanism.  

 

Spatial Planning in the Literature 

 

While to my knowledge there have been no previous studies that directly examine 

the relationships between new urbanist design and social interactions/connections, there 

are, however, a number of studies that lend support to the notion that different forms of 

the built environment positively affect social interactions/connections.  These studies 

have shown that greater use of public space (Levine 1986), use of shopping facilities 

(Riger, LeBailly, & Gordan 1981), use of neighborhood facilities such as shopping, 

recreation, and religious places (Ahlbrandt 1984), feelings of safety (Pacione 2001) high 

density, direct routes, and human-scale places (Cozens & Hillier 2008), and library use 

(Varheim 2009) all promote social interaction within communities.  Lastly, an important 

contributor to this literature is Ray Oldenburg (1991), whose concept of the “third place,” 

speaks of having a third place aside from the home (first place) and work (second) place, 

with which to interact with persons in your community. While not stated implicitly, 

Oldenburg’s concept of the third place suggests that third places (such as coffee shops 

and beer gardens) will facilitate the all-important bridging ties that are so critical to 



! "*!

community cohesion.  While all of these studies support the idea that urban design effects 

social interactions and social connections, most were not conducted using rigorous 

statistical analysis, none used network analysis, and none were specifically studies of new 

urbanist design principals; all of which are features that set the present study apart from 

this previous work. 

There are also two studies that examined overall community cohesion.  Greenbaum 

(1982) found that the built environment can create weak, but not strong social 

connections, but also concluded that a large number of weak social connections lead to 

strong community cohesion.  Further, Doolittle and MacDonald (1978), developed a 

“contact hypothesis,” in which they argued, based on studies of social interaction, that 

social interaction can and does lead to community cohesion.  These studies support social 

interaction theories described later in this section, which postulate that social interaction 

(especially in the form of spontaneous interactions and weak social connections) may 

lead to community cohesion.   

Finally, three studies of the built environment had contrary findings.  In his study of 

public libraries, Varheim (2009), found that libraries promoted social trust through social 

interaction, but also through institutional factors, as a result of the library being an 

institution in which all actors were equal and welcome and felt safe.  Similarly, a study 

by Vaisey (2007), examining groups of communes in the 1970’s, found that while social 

interaction helped to produce community cohesion, it was not the only, and probably not 

the primary factor in this process.  He found instead that shared moral order and cultural 

similarities were more influential in producing community cohesion than social 
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interactions were.  Lastly, a study examining a minority but mixed community in Costa 

Mesa California (Day 2003) found that new urbanist planning failed to address the 

cultural differences in the neighborhood, and thus, was not the best design strategy for 

communities with culturally diverse residents.  The first two studies suggest that forces 

other than social interaction may be acting in a community to form community cohesion.  

However, both of these studies indicated that social interaction also has an effect on 

community cohesion.  In the last study Day argues, contrary to the ideas of new urbanist 

planners, that new urbanism may not work to promote social interaction/connection in 

diverse communities. 

 

Community Cohesion: Diversity and Bridging Ties  

 

For the purpose of this study, group or community cohesion is conceived of as 

having two dimensions: a socio-emotional dimension and a network dimension.  In the 

socio-emotional dimension, group cohesion is thought of as an emotional feeling of 

closeness which residents have toward their community.  In the urban planning literature 

this is often referred to as a “sense of place.”  This socio-emotional dimension of 

community cohesion was discussed previously as “community satisfaction.”  The second 

dimension of group cohesion is that of a network conception in which group cohesion is 

found in a network that has diverse social interactions and bridging ties that help to span 

disparate areas of the network, making a more cohesive network. 
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In an attempt to understand the literature on bridging ties, we begin with 

Granovetter’s (1973) study of the individual-level benefits of bridging ties.  We then 

examine the community-level benefits of bridging ties through the work of Putnam 

(2000) and Watts (1998).  The section concludes with an examination of the formation of 

bridging ties at the micro-level (Molm et al 2007) and how different forms of interaction 

facilitate bridging tie formation.  

In his ground-breaking paper, The Strength of Weak Ties, Granovetter (1973) 

argues that it is indeed weak social connections, rather than strong ones, that become 

network spanning connections.  This study specifically examines how such bridging ties 

work to benefit individuals.  The crux of this theory is that when one forms a weak tie 

with someone inside of their mutually reinforcing group, this tie is apt to become a strong 

tie because of the likelihood that this person is also connected with others in the group, 

thus reinforcing social interactions.  However, weak ties formed with members outside of 

the group are more likely to remain weak ties because of the lack of reinforcing social 

interactions between groups.  Granovetter shrewdly demonstrates that because persons 

with weak ties are connected to persons in unrelated groups, such ties allow for this 

person to have access to different kinds of information than s/he would normally receive 

in their own group relations.  Granovetter noted that individuals with such weak relations 

have a better chance of finding a job because they are privy to more sources of 

information when searching for potential job leads.  In terms of community the idea of 

weak ties augments the notion of bridging ties.  Based on Granovetter’s work, if we do 
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find evidence of bridging connections in a community, we can expect these connections 

to be of a weak rather than strong nature. 

Similar to the bridging nature of Granovetter’s weak ties is that of bridging versus 

bonding social ties (Putnam 2000).  Unlike Granovetter, Putnam studied the benefits of 

bridging ties at the community rather than the individual level.  Putnam, defines bonding 

social ties as ties that bind us to our own group, while bridging social ties are defined as 

ties that span between different well-connected groups, and work to connect these two 

groups together.  Putnam does not provide any mechanism to explain the formation of 

these important community ties, although it is likely that community spanning voluntary 

associations—such as bowling leagues—provide an important opportunity for these ties 

to form.  However, he does argue that communities with more bridging ties will have 

more community cohesion (both socio-emotion and network cohesion) than communities 

with less social connections.   

Stanley Milgram’s (1952) landmark research on small worlds also speculated on the 

roles of bridging on bonding ties, although he did not label them as such.  Later, in his 

attempt to find a solution to Milgram’s small world problem (1952), the sociologist 

Duncan Watts (1998) looked at social interactions in very broad terms.  In his network 

study he stayed away from the subject of what’s actually causing social interaction, and 

instead focused on the form that this interaction takes.  He noted that human networks are 

tightly clustered networks, in which most people know the people that their friends know, 

but not many persons outside of their group.  In this study he was able to show 

mathematically that only a few “random” connections are enough to dramatically reduce 
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the path one needs to traverse in order to span from one side of a network to the other.  In 

this way, these “random” connections help to bridge disparate portions of a network 

making the network as a whole a more cohesive unit.  Similar to Putnam, Watts does not 

specify what it is that facilitates the formation of these random connections.  In the sense 

of a community, random connections can be thought of as connections that span different 

groups and regions of a community, making the community a more cohesive unit.  

Whereas Putnam’s bridging tie concept merely explains the structural nature of this social 

connection, Watts’ “random” tie is bit more informative, albeit unintentionally so.  It 

begins to explain the process that brings to fruition these important ties that span 

disparate groups and allow for more network cohesion.  In saying that these bridging ties 

are random, we begin to understand that these ties are unique and may come about 

through different, more random types of interaction, than bonding ties.  The next study 

helps to elucidate the processes that work to produce these bridging social ties within a 

community. 

Further support that interactions may lead to community cohesion comes from the 

social exchange theory literature.  In an American Journal of Sociology article, Molm, 

Collette, and Schaefer (2007), find that in contrast to direct forms of exchange, persons 

who engage in generalized exchange are more likely to form bonds that lead to 

community solidarity.  Generalized exchange is defined as exchange in which rewards 

are not given in reciprocal fashion, as with direct exchange, but rather received from 

different actors in the network.  This study draws inspiration from this informed 
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discussion on generalized exchange and how it may relate to a critical component of the 

study, community cohesion.    

Instead of generalized exchange this study examines what will be referred to as 

“diffuse exchange.”  Similar to the idea of generalized exchange, diffuse exchange is 

defined as interaction in which information is exchanged unilaterally, instead of in a 

reciprocal fashion.  But, while researchers who study generalized exchange are more 

interested in the structure of exchange, the structural laws governing the interaction (who 

owes whom what), and whether or not such exchanges are allowed or not in a system, 

this study is more interested in how new information moves from one actor to another 

actor or is diffused throughout a population, apparently free of any expectations of ‘pay-

back’ or return.  That is, diffuse exchange is defined as an exchange in which information 

is the benefit to be exchanged, but there is little if any guarantee or expectation that the 

‘gift’ will be reciprocated in the future—even by a third party.  Information can be 

exchanged either in a direct (each actor receives new information from the other) or 

indirect (only one actor receives new information from the other) fashion.  Thus, two 

actors may exchange information in a direct fashion, but the interaction would be 

considered diffuse (rather than reciprocal) if the parties felt no social obligation to match 

gifts.  Because exchange is de-coupled from any present or future social obligations, 

diffuse exchange could facilitate diffusion.  In communities where a lot of diffuse 

exchanges are occurring, information is more likely to filter more completely through the 

population, creating a community in which people are more understanding of the needs 

and situations of their neighbors, and better able to be helpful to one another.  As a result 
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this study predicts that there will be a positive relationship between diffuse exchange and 

community cohesion.  This study examines two forms of interaction—spontaneous and 

planned—and argues that spontaneous interactions are more likely to involve diffuse 

exchanges than are planned interactions.  The rational for this assertion is described 

below. 

As an example, imagine going to a friend’s home for a scheduled dinner (a planned 

interaction).  For a friend that you are in a planned (formal) interaction with, it is more 

likely that you would have, (1) a closer relationship (i.e. not a weak tie), (2) overlapping 

friendship networks and access to the same types of information, and (3) be more likely 

to have reciprocal exchange of information during the formal interaction.  Conversely, 

imagine you run into a neighbor on the way to the neighborhood business center for a 

yoga class and strike up a conversation (a spontaneous interaction).  Maybe during that 

conversation your neighbor mentions that the local ballet studio is having a recital this 

weekend that you did not know about.  Thus, during this diffuse information exchange 

you receive a reward—information you didn’t know about (the recital)—without 

reciprocating a similar reward back to the neighbor.  Now imagine that you run into 

another neighbor coming home from your yoga class and you relay the information to 

them about the ballet recital, without getting any new information in return.  This 

spontaneous interaction is again a form of diffuse exchange in which one provided 

information but did not receive information in return—nor expects any reward in the 

future.   
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The study recognizes that not all spontaneous interactions will be with persons with 

whom one has weak social connections, nor will they all be diffuse exchanges.  However, 

compared to planned interactions, spontaneous interactions are more likely to be with 

persons whom you have weak social bonds and to be more generalized information types 

of exchanges.  Further, because spontaneous interactions are more likely to be weak 

bonds and comprising diffuse exchange, they are more likely to be bonds that bridge 

disparate social groups within a community (this is exactly the relationship proposed by 

Granovetter (1973), described in detail previously in this section).  For this reason, 

spontaneous interactions are extremely important to understanding how community 

cohesion is formed.  The proposal that diffuse exchange is positively related to 

community cohesion points to the expectation that because spontaneous interactions are 

more likely to involve diffuse exchanges than are planned interactions, they are also more 

likely to be related to community cohesion than are planned interactions (which are less 

likely to involve diffuse exchange). 

Based on the community cohesion literature discussed above, we come up with the 

following hypothesis: 

 

, Hypothesis 11 (Weak Ties):  People who have more bridging friendships 
(friendships that span the community) are likely to have more weak ties. 

  

, Hypothesis 12 (Diffuse Exchange):  People who have more community cohesion 
(i.e. bridging friendships) are more likely to interact spontaneously with others. 
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If new urbanist developments are predicted to have more community cohesion in 

terms of bridging ties than traditional suburban developments, then one would also 

expect new urban design strategies (porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, local 

schools, business center, in-home businesses, and working in community) would also be 

positively related to the formation of bridging ties.  Hypotheses based on this assumption 

are defined below. 

 

, Hypothesis 14: Residents who use their porches will have more bridging ties than 
residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 15: Residents who have social interactions at the grouped mailboxes 
will have more bridging ties than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 16: Residents who attend their neighborhood HOA meetings will have 
more bridging ties than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 17: Residents who use their neighborhood school (for any number of 
reasons) will have more bridging ties than residents who do not. 

 

, Hypothesis 18: Residents who use more neighborhood business center services 
will have more bridging ties than residents who use fewer. 

 

, Hypothesis 19: Residents who use more in-home business services will have more 
bridging ties than residents who use fewer. 

 

, Hypothesis 20: Residents who work in their community will have more bridging 
ties than residents who do not. 
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Are More Social Interactions/Connections Always a Good Thing?  

 

In her book, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, Jane Jacobs (1969) 

defined a similar term to social capital she called, “casual public life,” in which things 

such as a “casual public trust” and “public identity” are formed through casual public 

interactions (i.e. spontaneous interactions).  Jacobs’ definition of casual public life is 

similar to that of Putnam’s definition of social capital, but with certain restrictions.  

Jacobs’ definition excludes any forms of interaction that may be too personal (i.e. 

planned interactions), and she goes on to add that overly personal forms of interactions 

can actually have a negative effect on communities.  She states that,  

“A good city street neighborhood achieves a marvel of balance between its 
people’s determination to have essential privacy and their simultaneous wishes for 
differing degrees of contact, enjoyment or help from the people around.  This 
balance is largely made up of small sensitively managed details, practiced and 
accepted so casually that they are normally taken for granted.”  (p. 59) 

 

Jacobs believes that there is a fine line between interaction and invasion of privacy and 

that if planners seek to create interaction it cannot come about through unnatural and 

forced situations.  Further, she believes that when residents have to choose between 

intimate connections with neighbors, thus losing their privacy, and no connections, that 

they will choose the latter.  She states: 

“The more common outcome in cities, where people are faced with the choice of 
sharing much or nothing, is nothing.  In city areas that lack a natural and casual 
public life, it is common for residents to isolate themselves from each other to a 
fantastic degree.  If mere contact with your neighbors threatens to entangle you in 
their private lives, or entangle them in yours, and if you cannot be so careful who 
your neighbors are as self-selected upper-middle-class people can be, the logical 
solution is absolutely to avoid friendliness or casual offers of help.  Better to stay 
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thoroughly distant.  As a practical result, the ordinary public jobs—like keeping 
children in hand—for which people must take a little personal initiative, or those 
for which they must band together in limited common purposes, go undone.  The 
abysses this opens up can be almost unbelievable.”  (p.65) 

 

Thus, for Jacobs, social capital or “casual public trust” is created through 

interactions, but can also be destroyed if such interactions become too personal and 

invasive of privacy.  The idea that too many intimate connections may not be a good 

thing for a community leads to the idea that the most important function of good urban 

design is to promote spontaneous rather than planned types of interaction.  Spontaneous 

interactions are more to likely foster weak social connections than intimate connections 

(which may be detrimental to a community, as described by Jacobs above). 

More recent studies have also found evidence for the potential harm of strong 

(bonding) social connections as well as evidence for the potential positive effects of weak 

(bridging) social connections.  In a study examining the neighborhoods in the city of 

Leeds, England, Crawford (2006) found that strong (bonding ties) tended to produce 

intolerance, while weak ties (bridging ties) tended to produce more tolerant communities.  

Similarly, in a cross-national study Anderson and Paskeviciute (2006) found that 

heterogeneity increased bridging social capital while homogeneity increased bonding 

social capital.  In another recent case study, Svendsen (2006) examined the relationship 

in a rural Danish village between new comers and established residents.  He found that 

strong bonding social connections prevailed in both the communities of the new residents 

and the established residents and that the presence of such social connections worked to 

create great animosity between the two groups and brought about a community in which 
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these two groups were almost completely isolated from one another.  Svendsen suggests 

that a community with similar diversities of people based on weak social connections, 

rather than strong social connections, would be more likely to have interconnections 

between the two residential groups.  And in a hypothetical analysis, Granovetter (1973), 

suggests that the reason West End residents in New York couldn’t mobilize to fight 

redevelopment of their neighborhood was because of a lack of cross-cutting weak ties in 

the community, that would have allowed information and trust to permeate the 

community much more freely and quickly. 

 

, Hypothesis 13:  A population with more weak social connections (new urbanist 
development) will have more community cohesion (i.e. bridging ties) than a 
population with less weak social connections (suburban development). 

 

In the same vain as the studies described above, both Bourdieu and Portes in their 

theories of social capital warned of the potential negative attributes of social capital.  

Bourdieu (1986) warned of the possibility of excluding specific individuals from 

obtaining resources tied to the network.  Similarly, Portes (1998), using the immigrant 

literature, provided evidence of the detrimental effects of social capital, including: 

exclusion of outsiders, excess claims on group members and “free riding” of less diligent 

members, restrictions on individual freedoms, and downward leveling norms that keep 

members of a disempowered or discriminated group in their current social position and 

inhibit or discourage ambitious members from escaping.  While the present study does 

not set out to test the legitimacy of the claims proposed by Bourdieu and Portes, it 

acknowledges that any urban planner would be smart to understand these potential 



! #"!

negative attributes of too much social connectedness before embarking on community 

building through the planning process. 

Based on the arguments presented portraying the negative aspects of social 

connections and social cohesion, it seems that any community theory of the formation of 

social connections must take into account the fact that more intimate social connections 

within a community are not necessarily a good thing.   

 

,  (Future Hypothesis):  The presence of strong social connections may be 
detrimental to a community, causing disparate, uncooperative groups to form. 
(Future study should determine how to measure negative emotions.) 

 

The Benefits of Social Connections 

 

This study’s conception of social capital presumes that the majority of people will 

benefit from living in communities with healthy levels of social capital (mostly in terms 

of social interaction and social connections).  There are many articles that support this 

idea, suggesting that social capital is positively associated with among other things: child 

health (Harphan, De Siva, and Tuan 2006), dental health (Pattussi, Hardy, and Sheiham 

2006), economic growth (Chou 2006;  Rupasingha, Goetz, and Freshwater 2006), job 

attainment (Granovetter 1973; McDonald and Elder 2006; Nguyen, Allen, and Godkin 

2006) business success (Stobart 2005), institutional confidence (Smith 2006), and civic 

and political participation (Putnam 1994, 1995; Zhang and Chia 2006).  Similarly, social 

capital has been shown to be negatively associated with the negative effects of such 

ailments as: psychological distress (Phongsavan, Chey, Bauman, Brooks, and Silove 
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2006), heart disease (Ali, Merlo, Rosvall, Lithman, and Lindstrom 2007), obesity and 

physical inactivity (Kim, Subramanian, Gortmaker, and Kawachi 2006).  While not all of 

these studies relate directly to be benefits one would expect to find in a community 

setting, taken together they lend strong support to the notion that social capital (including 

social interaction and social connections) can be very beneficial to residents in many 

ways.   

Overall, while there are some potential negative consequences to the formation of 

certain types of social connections, the literature described above suggests that the 

formation of weaker forms of social connections is usually a desirable outcome in 

communities.  Thus, urban planning design that focuses on the formation of spontaneous 

social interactions (which lead to weak social connections) through the planned urban 

environment is ideal.  On the contrary, the literature described above indicates that the 

creation of planned interactions and close social connections should be left to natural 

processes that will occur on their own in sustainable levels, without any “forced” 

planning designs needed to creates such outcomes.  In the next section we will analyze 

the design principals of new urbanism to understand how they work to create social 

connections, in both positive and some potentially negative ways. 

 

Conclusion: Literature Review 

 

A review of the literature has examined four areas of the literature that relate to 

questions of how planned physical spaces can effect social interaction and social 
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connection.  First, we examined the studies indicating a decline in traditional suburban 

communities in terms of social interactions/connections.  Second, we examined theories 

that new urbanist developments will have greater levels of social interactions/connections 

than traditional suburban developments.  Third, we examined theories that certain types 

of new urbanist design strategies (such as social interaction places and mixed-use zoning) 

will increase levels of social interaction/connection for residents living in new urban 

developments over those living in traditional suburban development.   Fourth, we 

examined theories that new urbanist developments will have more community cohesion 

in the form of bridging ties than traditional suburban developments.  Finally, we 

examined theories that these bridging ties are more likely to be weak ties, as well as to 

arise from spontaneous, rather than planned, social interactions.   

Before an analysis of the literature regarding either the impact of new urbanist 

design on social interaction/connection or the effect of such design on community 

cohesion and bridging ties we examined the literature describing the state of social 

connectedness within communities.  Research indicated that for the past fifty years or so 

the state of social connectedness within communities has been declining.  While the 

literature strongly supports a decline in social connectedness (and social capital), there 

was some disagreement as to what aspects of social capital were in decline.  Most of the 

studies indicated that there was a decline in the social connections of individuals in 

neighborhoods.  And planners argued that it was specifically the “suburban” planning 

movement that has created these declines by making social interaction within 

communities less likely.  Many modern planners argue that changing to a new urbanist 
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planning style will facilitate social interaction in communities and bring about higher 

levels of community cohesion. 

An examination of the principals of new urbanist planning indicated that new 

urbanist planners believe this type of design can have a profound effect on many aspects 

of a community.  Primarily, it is argued that new urbanist planning will lead to increased 

walking patterns and reduced car trips.  The idea is that residents who walk will be much 

more likely to have social interactions/connections as they partake in their daily activities 

than those who drive.  There are many factors of new urbanist planning that are purported 

to increase walking, including: human-scale design, uses close together (10 minute walk), 

access to public transportation, mixed-use zoning, aesthetically pleasing homes, 

sidewalks that are wide and tree lined, and other features that are favorable to pedestrians 

in a community.  The primary new urban designs “interaction places” to be examined in 

this study are porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, and the neighborhood school.  

This literature also suggested that mixed-use zoning would facilitate spontaneous social 

interactions as residents use these services and as they walk to such services.  Further, 

new urbanist planners argue that these communities will foster diversity in a community 

as they bring persons of different incomes and ages together.   

Looking more broadly at micro-level mechanisms of community cohesion, we 

speculate that bridging types of social connection lead to enhanced community cohesion.  

This research also suggests that bridging social connections are more likely to be weak 

and created through spontaneous (generalized) interaction rather than planned 

(reciprocal) interaction.  Next we looked to understand, first, if such increases in social 
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connections were beneficial to communities and, second, if the built urban environment 

could facilitate the bridging connections that would support community cohesion. 

The literature indicated that spontaneous social interactions and weak social 

connections are very beneficial for residents of communities that have more of them.  

However, this research also suggests strong social connections can lead to intolerance 

and divisiveness within a community, especially one in which there are not many 

bridging connections spanning subgroups of the community.  This research is important, 

and while it is not examined in the present study, it would be an important compliment to 

future studies of new urbanism and social interaction/connection (or social capital for that 

matter). 

Research examining the built environment supported the notion that urban planning 

can effect social interaction.  Research also indicated that increases in social interaction 

within a community would lead to more community cohesion.  However, the literature 

also indicated that the built environment is not the only variable facilitating social 

interaction.  Studies showed that both egalitarian institutions as well as shared moral 

order and cultural similarity also facilitate social interactions within a community.  One 

study also suggested that new urbanist planning may not be appropriate for existing 

communities that were already culturally diverse before new urbanist reconstruction 

began. 

Overall the literature indicated that spontaneous interactions leading to weaker 

forms of social connection are good for a community.  It also indicated that new urbanist 

planning should be able to facilitate such social interactions and social connections.  In 
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the next section of this paper a brief examination of the history of both of the 

communities in this study (Civano and Sierra Morado) is conducted.  This is followed by 

an explanation of the methodology used for this study, leading to an analysis of the data 

collected.  The data analysis seeks to test each of the hypothesis presented in this section 

and to ultimately test the ability of new urbanist design to promote social interaction, 

social connection, and community satisfaction. 

This study adds to the new urbanist literature in several important ways.  First, it is 

the only community study I know of that has examined a new urbanist community using 

network data.  Second, it is the first study to rigorously test the relationship between new 

urbanist planning and its relationship to social interactions and social connections. 

Results from this study will indicate which aspects of new urbanist planning relate to 

desired social results and which do not.  The results will also help to clarify whether new 

urbanist planning is indeed a viable strategy to ameliorate the declines in social 

connectedness found in suburban communities over the last fifty or so years.  Lastly, this 

study hopes to shed light on whether new urbanist design strategies (i.e. porches, grouped 

mailboxes, mixed-use zoning, etc.) have a positive relationship with bridging ties, which 

are so critical to a cohesive community. 
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CHAPTER 3:  HISTORY OF CIVANO AND SIERRA MORADO 
 

 

This section briefly describes the historical, political, and economic factors that led 

to the formation of both the Civano and Sierra Morado communities.  This is only a brief 

discussion of these factors, as there were enough interesting aspects of the development 

process in each of these two communities that an entire dissertation could be written for 

each, detailing what are the processes one must go through to construct a community that 

doesn’t conform to standard building norms of the day (i.e. suburban development). 

 

The History of Civano  

 

The Civano community was not originally conceived as a new urbanist community, 

but rather as a sustainable energy community.  In the end, it ended up being both a new 

urbanist community and a sustainable energy community.  In 1981 the seed of Civano 

was planted at a solar design expo in Tucson, Arizona.  Some of the founding members 

briefly discussed what it would entail to create a community that treaded lightly on the 

environment and was powered mostly by solar power.  In 1991 the Arizona Solar Village 

Corporation was created to develop what was originally to be called the Tucson Solar 

Village.  Later the name was changed to “Civano,” the name of a classical era of the 

Hohokam civilization, an era in which the Hohokam people lived in balance with both 

their natural environment and the human needs of their people.  The Hohokam people 
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occupied an area that stretched north of present day Phoenix and south of present day 

Tucson. 

In 1991 the Arizona State Land Department earmarked 818 acres for the Civano 

development.  Four years later an IMPACT (Integrated Method of Performance and Cost 

Tracking) plan was formulated detailing environmental and planning restrictions for the 

development. The very next year the “Community of Civano” (a non-profit organization) 

purchased the land, already in an incorporated area of Tucson, for the development at a 

government auction for 2.6 million dollars (the original developers were David Case, 

Kevin Kelley, joined shortly thereafter by David Butterfield).  The city of Tucson 

pledged 3 million dollars to the project for infrastructure development.  

Shortly after the Community of Civano purchased the land a traditional new 

urbanism “design charette” was held.  The design charette is a special process called for 

by new urbanist design in which developers, planners, city agents, and potential residents, 

get together for an extended session to hammer out the details of how the new 

community will be designed.  The Civano design charette included prominent new 

urbanist planners Andres Duany, Stefanos Polyzoides, and William McDonough, as well 

as the developers, some city officials, and some potential residents of Civano.  In the 

design process it was decided that Civano would not only be one of the first new urbanist 

communities in the United States, but also the only new urbanist community that was 

also completely sustainable. 

The cost of building the Civano development to be both sustainable and new 

urbanist was 20 million dollars more than the cost of similar suburban developments of 
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the time, or about 25 percent more expensive.  As the project began to break ground in 

the late 1990’s it soon became clear that the community was not going to make the 

developers a lot of money.  Many of the developers and builders abandoned the project 

and the a handful of the original planners and Community of Civano board members had 

to scramble to find a new developer.  In the end, the Civano development was saved by 

the Fannie Mae foundation, which sponsored the development as a model community 

project.  In true schizophrenic fashion, many associated with the development argue that 

Fannie Mae not only saved the project early on, but also failed to let it come to full 

fruition later in the development process (more on this later). 

Finally in April of 1999 the first residents moved into Civano.  Although, in a 

display of how unique early adopters to this development were, future residents of 

Civano gathered at the site before it was completed to get to know one another.  In 2004, 

Civano was named the Sunset Magazine (January edition) “New Community of the 

Year.”  By this time a number of new urbanist design features plus a number of 

sustainability features, such as solar panels (which will not be discussed here) could be 

found in Civano. 

In terms of new urbanist design the development of Civano is a pedestrian oriented 

community.  It contains tree-lined streets (the majority of which were salvaged from the 

original site), public gathering places in the form of parks and recreation areas all within 

walking distance from residents’ homes, a gently curving and connected street layout, 

mixed-use zoning, with a neighborhood business center in the middle of the development, 

plus an Inn, a number of Bed and Breakfasts, and a number of in-home business, such as 
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architects, massage therapists, and real-estate agents.  The development features historic 

building design of a southwest style that matches historical buildings of the area.  All 

houses in Civano have porches large enough for sitting and visiting with neighbors or any 

number of other porch pursuits. Civano also features an award winning neighborhood 

elementary school (winner of the “Greenest School in America” prize) and a community 

garden.  And in terms of mixed housing Civano features houses of different shapes and 

sizes, as well as guest cottages and granny flats.  However, it should be noted, that 

because the community has become a popular place to live, property values have risen 

high enough to effectively squeeze most lower income persons out of the community 

(For a Map of the Civano Community see Appendix G). 

While Civano has many new urbanist design features, there are some notable 

exceptions of new urbanist design features that either didn’t happen or only partially 

happened in Civano.  One area in Civano, called the “Trail Zone,” is one in which the 

fronts of all homes were designed to face a series of trails that lead to paths extending 

throughout the community.  For all of the custom lots in this area, this is how the homes 

were built.  However, the homes that were built by a developer were initially being built 

to face the back alley rather than the front trails.  The new urbanist planners tried in vain 

to get the city to enforce the agreed upon designs, but as the city was happy to have found 

a developer willing to take on the expensive project, they refused to enforce the original 

design.  Thus, in the Trails Zone in Civano some of the homes, about 40 percent, face the 

trails while the remainders face the back alley.  This creates problems because in many 
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areas the houses that face the trails look into the backyards of the houses right across 

from them rather than their front entryways, making interaction less likely. 

In Civano, there were a number of live/work units (home area above a business area 

below) that were purchased by residents and simply used as homes rather than businesses 

and homes combined.  This reduced the number of business possible in the neighborhood 

business center.  Similarly there was an apartment building that was supposed to be built 

directly across from the business center that never got built, essentially because the 

residents of Civano became enraged and, as often happens with lower income housing, 

were worried that the low cost housing would effect their property values.  One of the 

developers of Civano told me in confidence that if they could do it all over again he 

believes the apartment building should have gone up at the same time as the rest of the 

business center.  By not having the higher density of residents adjacent to the business 

center initially, it took a much longer time to grow the population of Civano large enough 

to successfully support the services the business center now offers.  In fact a number of 

businesses, including a coffee shop, went out of business early on in the business center 

development process because not enough residents lived in the community to support 

them at that time.   

Directly across the street from the business center is a building that was designated 

as a Tavern, to be called Johan’s Tavern.  By 2004 the building was most of the way 

completed, but then the owner of the property ran into some issues with the city regarding 

the infrastructure of the building (which was built using residential rather than 

commercial plumbing).  To date this problem has still not been solved and the tavern sits 
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as a wonderfully promising reminder of what may come one day.  As a side note, I asked 

residents if they would use Johan’s Tavern if it were completed, 64 percent said they 

would, 26 percent were unsure, and only 10 percent said they would not.  These data 

indicate that if the owner could complete the task of getting this place up and running, it 

may be a successful enterprise and would most likely lead to the formation of more social 

interaction within the community. 

Another critical feature of new urbanism that is not yet present in Civano is access 

to public transportation.  The city of Tucson has hinted that it is working on getting a bus 

line that will stop at Civano in the near future, but they have been saying this for a 

number of years now and it still has not happened.  Access to public transportation would 

allow residents who work outside of Civano (most at this point in time) another means to 

get to work without having to drive their cars.  This would theoretically provide more 

potential interaction between residents as they walk to and from the bus stop, as well as 

while they wait at the bus stop, and on the bus itself.  As to whether or not residents in 

what has become a fairly upscale Tucson community would use the bus or not is another 

question all together. 

Finally, getting the neighborhood business center up and running has been a major 

ordeal for the residents of Civano.  This is where the negative influence of Fannie Mae 

becomes evident.  During the development process part of the neighborhood business 

center (about 15%) was being used as a headquarters for Fannie Mae to oversee the 

development process.  For an unknown reason Fannie Mae decided that while they were 

working in the neighborhood center building they did not wish to have any other services 
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move in (a request for an interview with a Fannie Mae representative for this study was 

denied).  As a result, most of the business services within the business center did not open 

until Fannie Mae sold the business center in early 2009, a long wait for residents eager to 

use the local business services.  Further, according to residents, the Fannie Mae 

representative who worked on the site refused to let residents use the portions of the 

downtown business area, such as grass areas and tables, that were supposed to be for 

public use.  One prominent resident speculated that the Fannie Mae employee might have 

been worried that once the business service vacancies in the building were filled she 

would no longer be needed and would thus lose her job.  Furthermore, Fannie Mae 

refused to give Civano residents access to a room in the business center that was 

specifically designed to be used for community meetings, such as HOA meetings.  This 

room was not officially given to the community for use until Fannie finally moved out of 

the building in early 2009. 

Fortunately for the residents of Civano, not all the downtown business area 

businesses were located in the actual business center.  The Civano nursery is located near 

the entrance to Civano and opened almost at the same time as the community itself, 

around 2000.  The owner of the Civano Nursery, Lee Shipley, was brought to the 

community by the original developers from Victoria, British Columbia, specifically to 

help in the salvaging and moving of the trees and large cactus on the property.  He was 

extremely successful in this endeavor and has an unheard of success rate of 95 percent for 

plant transplants.  The Civano Nursery has become a major success in the area and draws 

residents from all over Tucson.  Because of his success, Lee Shipley, was able to 
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purchase the downtown business center from Fannie Mae, and now owns and leases out 

the downtown business center commercial spaces.  Most of the residents in Civano are 

happy to see a local in charge of this building after so many years of neglect from Fannie 

Mae. 

In additional to the Civano Nursery there are other services that are located outside 

of the neighborhood business center.  This includes the Civano Yoga House, located 

about a block away, which opened in April of 2006; a number of B&Bs, located in 

various locations within the community, that opened between 2000 and 2004; the Inn at 

Civano, located one block East of the business center, that opened in early 2003; and the 

Ballet Rincon Studio, originally located one block South of the business center (and now 

in the business center), which opened in 2001.  The remainder of the services at the 

business center (Café de Aura, UNO Bicycle Shop, and Skin & Body Fitness) opened 

between May and August of 2009. 

The verdict on whether Civano will become a complete new urbanist development 

is still out.  One prominent resident stated his opinion in an interview last summer, 

“Civano as a full new urbanist town appears to no longer be a possibility.”  While he may 

be right that Civano will never achieve every aspect spelled out in the new urbanist 

charter, it already has quite a number of new urbanist features and should be getting more 

in the future in terms of more business services, a public transportation system, and most 

likely a commercial center in the next four or five years, as the Tucson Medical Center 

has already purchased land designated for the commercial center and plans to build a 

hospital and a commercial center there in the next couple of years.  With a number of 
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future new urbanist upgrades to the community, Civano will be an ideal place to conduct 

a follow up study in few years time. 

 

The History of Sierra Morado (Civano II?)  

 

The history of Sierra Morado is an interesting one.  The space that Sierra Morado 

occupies was designated in the initial planning phases of Civano.  Planning for the 

community began soon after residents started moving into Civano in about 2000.  The 

developer, Pulte Homes, agreed to develop the land just south of Civano in a new 

urbanist style.  However, once the project started Civano planners began to realize that 

Pulte had no desire to create a new urbanist community.  This became clear almost from 

the beginning when Pulte refused to hold a new urbanist style design charette with 

planners, public officials and other relevant actors within the community.  Soon after 

Pulte went to the City of Tucson and asked for changes in the IMPACT specifications so 

that they could avoid building in a new urbanist manner, and instead build in a more 

traditional suburban style in order to save money. In the interest of not having the 

development come to a halt, the city caved and allowed the changes, content to have a 

developer who was willing to take on the project. After these developments one 

prominent resident stated, “(I believed) as a neighborhood association, working with the 

city, we could drive Pulte to do the right thing.  I was wrong.”  Unfortunately, public 

protest does not always succeed in getting developers to listen.  Whether or not the city of 

Tucson was right in their decision to abandon the IMPACT plan for a new urbanist 
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Civano II and allow for a traditional suburban Sierra Morado is up for debate.  It is 

certainly a possibility that if the city of Tucson had decided to rigidly enforce the 

IMPACT plan for Civano II that it may never have been built at all because it was too 

cost prohibitive for any developer to take on.   

As a result of these changes Sierra Morado (which was originally to be called 

Civano II until the Civano neighborhood association made it clear they wanted nothing to 

do with it) does not have many new urbanist features.  Instead of being connected, as are 

streets in a new urbanist development, most streets in Sierra Morado end in large parking 

areas.  The sidewalks lack trees and are not very pedestrian friendly.  Not all homes have 

front porches, and the ones that do have porches are so small that once a plant is placed in 

them there is hardly room for a chair.  The houses are all track houses, with only two or 

three real differences in design (and even those are minor).  All garages are front-loaded 

instead of back-loaded (i.e. they face the street rather than an alley).  Lastly, the 

development completely left out any mixed-use structures: not any work/home buildings, 

nor any sort of neighborhood business center.  This is unfortunate, because mixed-use 

zoning is one of the most important, if not the key, design feature of new urbanism.  If 

the Pulte design neglected everything else, but left in the mixed-use zoning, you could 

still think of Sierra Morado as a pseudo new urbanist community, but without the mixed-

use zoning the community is more-or-less your standard suburb.   

 

Conclusion: History of Civano and Sierra Morado  
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A simple stroll through Civano and Sierra Morado is all it takes to see the 

difference between the two communities.  Civano is much more inviting, is nicer to look 

at, feels safer, and is just a more vibrant community.  It should also be noted that the 

developers need for short terms profits is very short-sided.  If you look at property value 

in Civano versus those in Sierra Morado, Civano has become a much more desirable 

place to live because of its old neighborhood feel and beautiful architecture.  It seems that 

if this type of community design is going to be successful in other areas it would be 

necessary to figure out how to share long-term profits in property values with developers 

as an incentive to build higher quality neighborhoods.   

As stated previously, you could write an entire dissertation on the processes 

involved in trying to bring to fruition a more expensive new urbanist development in a 

world with limited resources.  It is a complicated process.  The developers in both Civano 

and Sierra Morado failed to achieve the new urbanist goals they set out to achieve.  

Although in the case of Civano many more new urbanist outcomes were achieved, and 

this community can be thought of as a genuine, if not complete, new urbanist community.  

Regardless of the end results, it is hard to place too much blame on the developers.  If 

they had not taken the steps they did, it is likely that neither of these communities would 

have been built in the first place.   
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CHAPTER 4:  METHODS 

 

This chapter will describe the methods and procedures for which data was collected 

and analyzed for this study.  First, the populations under study are described and the 

overall study design is explained.  Next, the data collection methods for the study are 

explained, including how data was collected and a detailed analysis of the survey 

instruments.  This is followed by a description of the variables used in the study, starting 

with the background variables, then the dependent variables, and ending with a 

description of the independent variables.  The last section of this chapter describes the 

data analysis strategies that are used to examine the data in the study with regards to the 

hypothesis being tested. 

The study design can be thought of as two separate study designs.  The first was a 

longitudinal design in which the same population was studied at two different points in 

time.  During the time period from 2001 to 2010 when the two studies were completed 

many aspects of the Civano community changed.  The population grew from a little 

under 100 residents to over 550 residents, and the duration that residents had lived in 

their households changed as well.  In terms of demographics, the community became a 

bit more educated.  Also, between the two studies the commercial sector of the mixed-use 

planning blossomed with a small neighborhood business center being formed in 2008 to 

2009.  Because of a lack of critical data that respondents in the original study did not 

provide, this first analysis is only a very brief description of the demographic and social 

interaction/connection differences between Civano in 2001 and Civano in 2010.  More 
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detailed analysis will have to wait for a future study.  It seems that data from this first 

data collection period could provide useful in an examination of the differences between 

a population of early adopters (Civano 2001) and a the same population once it settles 

into to being a more main stream community (Civano 2010). 

The second study was cross-sectional design in which two populations are 

compared in cross-section.  One population was a traditional suburban community called, 

Sierra Morado.  The second population was a new urbanist community called Civano.   

This second community was specifically designed to promote social interaction, social 

connections, and a sense of place and belonging for residents.  The urban designs meant 

to foster these community outcomes were the following: mixed-use zoning (combing 

residential and commercial uses), a local school, HOA meeting, grouped mailboxes, 

winding, connected roads that promote walking, porches, some houses in which the front 

doors face walking trails rather than sidewalks, back facing garages, different styles of 

houses, as well as different price points for housing that will promote home ownership 

for both higher and lower income residents. 

One reason that these two communities presented an ideal study comparison is 

because they are very similar in many ways.  They are literally right next to one another.  

They both have a large number of parks and recreation areas for residents to use.  They 

both have grouped mailboxes.  They both have regular HOA’s with regular meetings.  

They also both have porches (although the ones in Civano are significantly larger and 

more usable as social interaction places than the ones in Sierra Morado).  One truly 

fascinating fact about Sierra Morado is that it was supposed be exactly like Civano.  It 
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was even supposed to be called Civano II.  However, politics and economics, as they 

often do, got in the way of the design process.  The housing market started to show signs 

of stress as Sierra Morado was being built and as a response the builders fought 

successfully against the “new urbanist” design in favor of a standard suburb design, 

which is infinitely cheaper to design, permit, and construct, than a more organic 

community like Civano.  Thus, Sierra Morado has some of the same features as Civano—

as many as the urban designers of Civano could win in their fights with the developers—

but is essentially a cheaper suburban knockoff of the original prototype of Civano, 

providing an exceptional opportunity to study the differences in the two almost identical 

communities with some very crucial differences in terms of “new urbanist” design (see 

History of Civano and Sierra Morado chapter for more details). 

The between-group study between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, seeks to 

understand how differences in new urbanist design (winding connected streets, local 

businesses, porches, a local school, front yard trails, back-entry garages, back facing 

garages, different house styles, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, as well as variation 

home prices) affect social interaction, social connection, and a sense of community. 

The final study that the data supports is a comparative analysis between the four 

different neighborhood “zones” within Civano.  Because the sample sizes for the 

populations in this analysis were very small, this will be only an exploratory analysis 

designed to facilitate future studies in new urbanism.  There are essentially five different 

neighborhoods in Civano.  Each contains the basic Civano new urbanist model, while 

some have a slight tweak.  This allows for a comparative analysis in which we have one 
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“standard” zone (standard Civano new urbanist design) and four “comparison” zones, 

which are each compared against the standard zone.  The particular way in which Civano 

is set up with five distinct neighborhood zones, it almost seems as if the community of 

Civano was designed by the planners with the idea in mind of testing different new 

urbanist design strategies to determine which were effective and which were not.  The 

four zones to be compared against the standard zone were (Zone 3: Barrio) a barrio study 

neighborhood in which streets are very narrow with no sidewalks and a having a very 

intimate feel, (Zone 4: Front Driveway) these houses have driveways that face the street 

instead of an alley, (Zone 5: Row Houses) these houses are smaller and in much closer 

proximity to one another (and are supposedly “lower income” houses), (Zone 6: Trails) 

these houses have front doors that lead to a system of trails that connect to other front 

doors, rather than sidewalks.   

 

Data Collection Procedures  

 

Two separate survey instruments were used for this study, over two rounds of data 

collection.  The first round of data collection (Time 1) used what I will call “Survey 1” 

and was administered in April of 2001.  The second round of data collection (Time 2) 

used both Survey 1 and what I will call “Survey 2.”  The first survey (Survey 1) was 

completed by the three populations (Civano 2001, Civano 2010, and Sierra Morado 

2010), while the second survey (Survey 2) was completed by the populations of Civano 

2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, but not Civano 2001. 
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Survey 1 

 

Survey 1 is a condensed version Robert Putnam’s, Social Capital Benchmark 

Survey, written in 2001 (Social Capital Benchmark Survey 2001).  Of the 181 multiple 

choice questions in the original Social Capital Benchmark Survey, 107 questions were 

used on the condensed Survey 1.  The questions used were those deemed to be most 

viable in understanding the social interactions and connections between residents within 

the community of Civano under study.  Survey one was administered to the residents of 

Civano 2001, Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  The details of the data collection 

procedures are explained below.  (See Appendix A.) 

 

Survey 2 

 

Survey 2 was written by the principal investigator, Joseph Cabrera.  Survey 2 was 

written to supplement Survey 1, which the principal investigator felt was lacking in areas 

regarding social interaction and social connections.  A network component was also 

added, with the idea that the network data would complement the tradition survey data of 

the study.  Survey 2 is devised of 67 questions.  Of the 67 questions, 16 were open-ended 

and 51 were multiple choice.  These questions were written specifically to examine how 

many of the features of the urban planning in Civano were or were not creating social 

interactions and social connections.  These questions examined the walking culture of the 
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populations, different levels of social connections, the physical locations of interaction 

places, added pertinent background variables, negative consequences of social 

interaction, resident associations, local businesses and business use (i.e. mixed-use 

planning), and network connections.  The questions all examined areas of interest that the 

original survey did not address.  Questions from the first survey were not added to the 

second survey.  Instead both Survey 1 and Survey 2 were administered to the two 

populations at time two (Civano 2010 and Civano 2010).  Survey 2 was not administered 

to the residents of Civano 2001.  The details of the data collection procedures are 

explained below.  (See Appendix B.) 

 

Time 1: 2001 

 

This initial study was originally completed for use in a graduate class project in the 

Department of Sociology at the University of Arizona.  For this study the principal 

investigator and three classmates used a map of Civano and randomly selected addresses 

and went door-to-door administering the survey (Survey 1) to respondents.  Some 

respondents were also interviewed over the phone instead of face-to-face.  Civano 

addresses and phone numbers were received from an HOA member, with ties to one of 

our classmates.  This HOA member let others in the community know that a team of 

researchers would be coming through Civano and not to be surprised if someone showed 

up at their door or called asking for an interview.   
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For both the telephone and face-to-face respondents, interviews were conducted the 

same way.  First, the researcher asked to speak with the family member who had the most 

recent birthday in the household, and who was over 18 years of age.  If this person was 

not home, a time was scheduled to return for the interview (or make a return phone call).   

Respondents were then read a waiver and told they had the right to stop the 

interview at any time without repercussions if they so chose.  Respondents were not 

compensated in any way for their participation in the study. 

At this point in time, data from this initial study has yet to be published. 

 

Time 2: 2010 

 

In the second phase of the study the scope and size of the study was increased.  

Instead of one community, the study now involved two communities, Sierra Morado and 

Civano.  Sierra Morado at this time had 538 residents while Civano had increased to 558 

residents.  This data was collected from November 2009 through April 2010. 

Before any interviews were conducted a meeting took place with eight of the 

prominent members of these two communities, including early adopters, the school 

principal, the president of the HOA, and other HOA board members.  This meeting was 

used to both drum up support within the communities for the study, as well as to better 

understand the nature of the communities and if there were any questions that still needed 

to be added to the study.  This meeting was conducted in July of 2009. 



! %&!

To further solicit the support of the two communities an article was written for a 

local paper, The Town Crier, which has a readership of over 1,000 residents, located in 

both communities.  The article introduced the researcher to residents, explained the 

nature of the study, and then explained what to expect for those residents who were 

randomly selected to take part in the study.  All residents were thanked for their 

participation in advance.  The article appeared in September/October edition of the Town 

Crier.  (See Appendix C.) 

The second survey was pilot tested with a group of 15 of the researcher’s neighbors, 

friends, and acquaintances.  Once revisions were completed to Survey 2, it, along with 

Survey 1 and other study documents were submitted to the UA Human Subjects Board 

(IRB) for acceptance.  Both Surveys and the other study documents were approved by the 

University of Arizona IRB on 10/27/2010.   

A prominent member of the Civano community provided the study with a list of all 

current residents in Civano and another list with all current residents in Sierra Morado.  

These lists contained only the addresses of each household in both Civano and Sierra 

Morado.  Neither resident names nor phone numbers were given out for privacy reasons.  

These lists were then used to compile randomly selected subject pools for each 

community.  The community of Civano was broken up into six different Zones (Zones 1-

6), although Zone 2 was later deemed unviable because the house designs were too 

similar to the houses of Sierra Morado to be considered for the Civano pool.  The 

population of Civano was stratified prior to randomized subject selection to ensure that 

enough residents from each zone were included in the study for statistical analysis.  The 
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558 residents in Civano were placed into one of the six zones depending on their 

addresses.  Once the different zones were created (see earlier Methods section in this 

chapter for Civano Zone details), residents were randomly selected to a subject pool from 

each of the 6 zones within Civano.  In Civano a total of 207 residents were selected to the 

subject pool.  In Sierra Morado 220 were selected to the subject pool.  Because the urban 

designs were the same throughout Sierra Morado, it was unnecessary to stratify this 

population. 

 

Data Collection 

 

Because a higher population size was necessary in Civano than Sierra Morado to 

ensure that each of the zones had enough power for statistical analysis more attempts 

were made to recruit subjects in this community.  Each resident in Civano who was 

selected to participate in the study received three recruitment letters.  Once a subject 

responded they were sent no more letters. 

Beginning November 2009 letters were mailed to each of the 207 residents in the 

Civano subject pool.  For those households who either opted out or were vacant, new 

subjects were randomly selected to the subject pool within that particular zone in order to 

replace each of these subjects.   Subjects were able to opt out in three ways, (1) on the 

study website, (2) by calling the researcher, and (3) through a written letter to the 

researcher.  None of the respondents who opted out of the study did so through a written 

letter.  Vacancies were noted when letters to respondents were returned from the post 
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office with a “Return to Sender: Vacant” notice on them.  There were two zones (Zone 4 

& Zone 5) in which the subject pool was the size of the entire zone, and thus it was not 

possible to replace vacancies or opt outs in either of these zones.  In total 19 vacancies 

and 10 opt outs were replaced with other Civano Residents from the same zones.  In the 

final mailing, 5 vacancies were found (along with 4 opt outs, which did not get removed 

from the pool), thus the final size of the subject pool for Civano was 202 residents.  (See 

next chapter, Data Analysis, for survey response data.) 

Beginning January 2010 letters were mailed to 220 Sierra Morado residents.  

Because a smaller number of responses were needed in Sierra Morado than Civano, there 

was no subject replacement for this population.  Each resident in the Sierra Morado 

subject pool received three recruitment letters.  Once a subject responded they were sent 

no more letters.  Of the 220 households recruited, 19 were vacant (along with 11 opt outs, 

which do not get removed from the pool), leaving a total subject pool of 201 residents for 

Sierra Morado. 

The mailings for each Civano and Sierra Morado resident included a packet with 

the same documents.  The packet included a copy of the informed consent form, a self 

addressed stamped envelope in which to return the signed waiver, and a letter to the 

subject explaining the study.  The initial letters explained to the subjects how to contact 

the researcher via telephone to set up a phone interview, and also how to opt out of the 

study if they so chose (see Appendix D).  By the time the second and third letters were 

sent out, both surveys and had been added to the study website, and thus, participants 

were given the option to take the surveys online instead of via the telephone (see 
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Appendix E and Appendix F).  Those subjects who opted to take the surveys online still 

had to contact the researcher via telephone in order to receive a password with which to 

take the survey.  For both the telephone interviews and online interviews, subjects called 

the researcher and the researcher went over the Informed Consent form with them over 

the phone.  Subjects were then instructed to sign the Informed Consent form and send it 

back in the pre-addressed, pre-stamped envelope included in the packet sent out.   

 

Of the 61 Civano residents who took part in the study 23 of them completed the 

surveys online and 38 of them completed the surveys via the phone.  Of the 33 Sierra 

Morado residents who took part in the study 11 of them completed the surveys online and 

TABLE 1: DIFF. BETWEEN PHONE AND ONLINE RESPONSES

Phone Resp. Online Resp. P-value
Sample Size 60 34

% Female 65% 62%
Weeks in Civano 186 202

Ideology 3.17 3.69 †

Religions:
- Christian 61% 66%

- Other 6% 8%
- None 32% 35%

% Retired 16% 14%
Work Hours/Wk 39.4 42.6

% Married 64% 67%
% w/ Kids 46% 50%

Age 48.6 40.5
Education 5.13 4.89 †

% Non-White 7% 9%
Income $78,300 $75,900

Time Nei 2.01 1.90
Close Nei 1.92 1.84

Close Knit 1.47 1.39

TABLE 1: PHONE VS. ONLINE REPONSES

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01
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22 completed the surveys via the phone. For all subjects, they were given the option of 

taking the two surveys (Suvey1 & Survey 2) concurrently, or to take them one at a time 

as they their schedules dictated.  Statistical analysis showed that there were no significant 

differences between subjects who completed the survey online versus those who 

completed the survey via the telephone (see Table 1 above.) 

 

Survey Response Rates: Civano 2001 Survey 

 

In the first phase of this study conducted back in 2001, 91 households were present 

in Civano.  There were a few more houses than this, but the rest were still unoccupied at 

the time.  (Note: This first survey represents most of the very first residents in Civano 

and, thus, gives a good perspective on any differences that may be present between “early 

adopters” and those residents who move into such communities at a later time.)  Out of 

the 91 occupied households in Civano in 2001, 65 were randomly selected as participants 

for the study.  Of these 65 households, 37 participated in the study and 4 were vacant, for 

a response rate of 61%.  Of the 28 households who did not complete the survey, 12 

refused to take the survey, 7 were not home at any of the three times researchers went out 

to their home to administer the survey, 4 households were vacant, and 5 were not able to 

be reached after three attempts by telephone including a message with instructions on 

how to contact the researchers.  Of the 37 interviews that were conducted in 2001, 33 

were conducted face-to-face and 4 were conducted via the telephone.  (See Table 2.) 
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Survey Response Rates: Civano 2010 Survey 

 

For the second phase of the study conducted in late 2009 and early 2010, the 

population of Civano has grown to 558 households, most of which are now occupied, 

except for those houses being sold or foreclosed upon, as in all neighborhoods.  Of these 

558 households, 207 households are randomly selected to participate in the study.  In 

each of the first three rounds of participant solicitation all vacancies (19) and opt outs 

(10) are replaced with other randomly chosen households from the original population.  

After the final round of solicitations, there are 5 un-replaced vacancies and 4 un-replaced 

opt outs.  Thus, subtracting the 5 un-replaced vacancies, the total population size is 202 

randomly selected participants.  Of these randomly selected participants, 61 completed 

the survey, for a response rate of 30%.  Of the completed surveys 39 were conducted via 

the telephone and 33 were taken via the online survey. (See Table 2.) 

It was determined that there are five distinct zones within Civano that are unique 

enough in terms of their urban design that the Civano sample was randomly stratified to 

ensure equal participation from each zone.   

 

Survey Response Rates: Civano 2010 Zones 1-6   

 

Zone 1 (Standard): a total of 68 households were chosen to participate out of a 

population of 248 households.  Of these households, 20 participated in the survey, with 3 
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un-replaced vacancies and 1 un-replaced opt out for a response rate of 31% (20 out of 

65).  (See Table 2.) 

Zone 2 (Suburb like): no households were selected, population deemed unviable.  

The houses in Zone 2 were located in areas that were much more similar to a traditional 

suburban style of planning of Sierra Morado than the new urbanist planning of Civano, 

and thus were deemed unsuitable for the Civano population.  I could have added them to 

the Sierra Morado study, but again, because they were located in Civano this seemed not 

to much of a difference.  (See Table 2.) 

Zone 3 (Barrio): a total of 41 households were chosen to participate out of a 

population of 64 households.  Of these households, 8 participated in the survey, with 0 

un-replaced vacancies and 2 un-replaced opt outs for a response rate of 20% (8 out of 

41).  (See Table 2.) 

Zone 4 (Front Drive): a total of 18 households were chosen to participate out of a 

population of 18 households.  Of these households, 8 participated in the survey, with 1 

un-replaced vacancy and 1 un-replaced opt out for a response rate of 47% (8 out of 17). 

(See Table 2.) 

Zone 5 (Row Houses): a total of 26 households were chosen to participate out of a 

population of 26 households.  Of these households, 6 participated in the survey, with 0 

un-replaced vacancies and 1 un-replaced opt out for a response rate of 23% (6 out of 26). 

(See Table 2.) 

Zone 6: a total of 53 households were chosen to participate out of a population of 

170 households.  Of these households, 16 participated in the survey, with 1 un-replaced 
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vacancy and 0 un-replaced opt outs for a response rate of 31% (16 out of 52). (See Table 

2.) 

Note:  While the response rates for each of these zones were good, because many of 

the populations were small, the samples are too small in many cases to have enough 

power to run statistical models on this data. 

 

Survey Response Rates: Sierra Morado 2010 Survey 

 

For the second phase of the study conducted in late 2009 and early 2010, the 

population of Sierra Morado had reached 538 households.  Of these 538 households, 220 

were randomly selected to participate in the study.  Of these households, 19 were un-

replaced vacancies and 11 were un-replaced opt outs.  Subtracting the vacancies, 20133/ 

surveys were sent to actual participants and 33 participated in the survey, for a response 

rate of 16%. Of the completed surveys 23 were conducted via the telephone and 10 were 

taken via the online survey. (See Table 2.) 
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TABLE 2: CIVANO 2010 + SM 2010 SURVEY RESPONSES

SURVEYS SENT OUT 236 SURVEYS SENT OUT 220

REPLANCED VACANCIES 19 REPLANCED VACANCIES 0

REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 10 REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 0

UNREPLACED VACANCIES 5 UNREPLACED VACANCIES 18

UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 4 UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 11

POPULATION SIZE = 202 POPULATION SIZE = 202

SAMPLE SIZE = 61 SAMPLE SIZE = 33

RESPONSE RATE = 30% RESPONSE RATE = 16%

SURVEYS SENT OUT 77 SURVEYS SENT OUT 18

REPLANCED VACANCIES 8 REPLANCED VACANCIES 0

REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 1 REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 0

UNREPLACED VACANCIES 3 UNREPLACED VACANCIES 1

UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 0 UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 1

POPULATION SIZE = 65 POPULATION SIZE = 17

SAMPLE SIZE = 20 SAMPLE SIZE = 8

RESPONSE RATE = 31% RESPONSE RATE = 47%

SURVEYS SENT OUT SURVEYS SENT OUT 31

REPLANCED VACANCIES REPLANCED VACANCIES 2

REPLACED  OPT  OUTS REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 3

UNREPLACED VACANCIES UNREPLACED VACANCIES 0

UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 1

POPULATION SIZE = POPULATION SIZE = 26

SAMPLE SIZE = SAMPLE SIZE = 6

RESPONSE RATE = RESPONSE RATE = 23%

SURVEYS SENT OUT 47 SURVEYS SENT OUT 60

REPLANCED VACANCIES 2 REPLANCED VACANCIES 6

REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 4 REPLACED  OPT  OUTS 1

UNREPLACED VACANCIES 0 UNREPLACED VACANCIES 1

UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 2 UNREPLACED  OPT  OUTS 0

POPULATION SIZE = 41 POPULATION SIZE = 52

SAMPLE SIZE = 8 SAMPLE SIZE = 16

RESPONSE RATE = 20% RESPONSE RATE = 31%

CIVANO COMPLETE (N=558)

CIVANO ZONE 1 (Standard)

CIVANO ZONE 2 (Removed)

CIVANO ZONE 3 (Barrio)

SIERRA MORADO (N = 538)

CIVANO ZONE 4 (Front Drive)

CIVANO ZONE 6 (Trails)

CIVANO ZONE 5 (Row Houses)
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Background Variables  

 

In this study, as with many social science studies, a large number of variables were 

used for the analysis of phenomenon within the study.  The following is a description of 

each pertinent variable in the data analysis and an explanation of how each variable 

relates to concepts used in the study.  Recall that there were two surveys (Survey 1 and 

Survey 2) in this study.  Survey 1 was administered to all resident of Civano in 2001 as 

well as all residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  Survey 2 was administered 

to only residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, but not those in Civano 2001.  

For a chart indicating which variables were asked which survey and for which population 

please see Table 3.  Also, recall that Survey 1 was a reduced version of Robert Putnam’s 

Social Capital Benchmark Survey, while Survey 2 was created and pretested by the 

principal investigator. 

The study asked residents to answer questions for 15 background variables: gender, 

time in community, ideology, religion, work status, work hours, marriage status, kids, 

education, age, race, income, and three importance of social connection variables.  All of 

the background variables with the exception of the three importance of social connection 

variables (TIMENEI, CLOSENEI, and CLOSEKNIT) were included in the first survey, 

which was administered to residents in all three populations.  The importance of social 

connection variables were only included in the second survey, which was administered to 

residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, but not Civano 2001. (See Table 3 

below.)  Please note that for all variables in the survey, respondents had the choice to list 
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their answer as either “don’t know” or “refused” as well (see Appendix A and Appendix 

B). 

In a second analysis of the background variables, the eight variables that were 

deemed statistically significant between the two populations of Civano 2010 and Sierra 

Morado 2010 were combined with two “electronic media” variables Putnam suggested 

were strong constraints on social interaction/connection: TV wating (TVHRS) and time 

spent online (WWWTIME).  Note two other “Putnam constraint” were already included 

in the subset of background variables: hours worked in a typical week (WRKHRS) and 

number of children the household (KIDS).  Putnam argued both of these variables 

constrained social interaction/connection, as they increased work and family demands on 

a respondent’s time.  All of the ten potential control variables were regressed with the 

dependent variables in the study to determine which variables would be used as control 

variables in regression models involving the independent variables in the study.  All of 

these background, and “Putnam constraint” variables are described below. 

 

, Gender (FEMALE):  The variable FEMALE = 1 if a respondent is female and 0 if 

male. 

 

, Time in Community (DATE):  The variable DATE indicates year and month a 

respondent moved into their community.  For the study, the variable WEEKS was 

created.  This variable was created by subtracting the “date of the study” from the 

date the respondent moved into their community (in Microsoft excel when two 
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dates are subtracted from one another it returns the number of weeks between the 

two dates).   For the study at Time 1 the “date of the study” was April 1, 2001.  

For the study at Time 2 the “date of the study” was April 1, 2010. 

 

, Ideology (IDEO): The variable IDEO measures the ideological view of the 

respondent.  Respondents were asked, “Thinking, politically and socially, how 

would you describe your own general outlook?”  The possible responses were: 1 

(very conservative), 2 (moderately conservative), 3 (middle-of-the-road), 4 

(moderately liberal), and 5 (very liberal). 

 

, Religion (RELIG):  The variable RELIG indicates the religious affiliation of the 

respondent.  For the study three dichotomous religious variables were used, 

CHRIST, OTHER, and NONE.  The variable CHRIST = 1 if the respondent was a 

Protestant, a Catholic, or Another Christian and zero otherwise.  The variable 

OTHER = 1 if the respondent said they had another religion and zero otherwise.  

And the variable NONE =1 if the respondent said they had no religion and zero 

otherwise. 

 

, Work Status (LABOR):  The variable LABOR indicates the current work status of 

the respondent.  For the study a dichotomous variable RETIRED was created.  

RETIRED = 1 if a respondent is RETIRED and zero if they are working (full or 

part-time), unemployed, a homemaker, or a student.  The reason the LABOR 
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variable was condensed into only one variable representing retirement is because 

this variable represents most of the differences between the three populations in 

terms of work status. 

 

, Work Hours (WORKTIME):  The variable WORKTIME measures the number of 

hours a respondent works in the average week. 

 

, Marital Status (MARITAL):  The variable MARITAL indicates the respondents 

marital status.  For the study one dichotomous variable was created, MARRIED.  

The variable MARRIED = 1 if a respondent was married and zero if they were 

never married, separated, or divorced. 

 

, NKIDS:  The variable NKIDS measures the number of children 17 or under a 

respondent has living in their household.  For the study this variable was used, 

along with a dichotomous variable that was created, KIDS.  The variable KIDS 

=1 if the respondent has children and 0 otherwise. 

 

, Birth Year (YEAR): The variable YEAR is the birth year of the respondent.  For 

the study the variable AGE was created.  Age is the respondent’s age in years 

obtained from subtracting the year 2010 from the respondent’s birth year, or 2001 

if they participated in the study at time 1. 
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, Education (EDUC):  The variable EDUC indicates the furthest level of education 

the responded reached.  There were seven possible values for this variable: 1 (less 

than high school [grade 11 or less]), 2 (high school diploma [including GED]), 3 

(some college), 4 (assoc. degree [2 year] or specialized technical training), 5 

(bachelor’s degree), 6 (some graduate training), 7 (graduate or professional 

degree). 

 

, Race (RACE):  The variable RACE indicates the race that the respondent most 

identifies with (White, African American, Asian, or Other).  Another question 

asked the respondent if they considered their ethnicity to be either Hispanic or 

Latino.  Because of the small number of minorities in the populations, the study 

created a variable called NONWHITE.  NONEWHITE = 1 if a respondent was a 

minority (any race other than white, including “yes” to Hispanic) and zero if the 

respondent was white. 

 

,  INCOME:  The variable INCOME measures the respondent’s income in dollars, 

ranging from 1 (less than $20,000) to 4 ($100,000 or more).  For the study this 

variable was recoded to dollar figures.  Less than $20,000 = $20,000, $100,000 or 

more = $100,000.  The other figures were coded based on ranges (e.g. $50,000 

but less than $75,000), where the middle of the range was used as the dollar figure 

(e.g. $62,500).  For the respondent’s in the initial study, the original figures were 
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used for measurement without adjusting for inflation.  This adjustment was made 

during the data analysis portion of the study. 

 

, The three “importance of community” variables came from three questions: (1) Is 

spending time with your neighbors important to you (TIMENEI)?  (2) Is having a 

close relationship with your neighbors important to you (CLOSENEI)?  (3) Is 

having a close-knit community important to you (CLOSEKNIT)?  These 

dichotomous variables were added to the follow-up study (Study 2) as a means to 

control for differences in the populations due to potential selection biases of 

residents.  Thus, residents who answered yes (=1) to any of these questions may 

be more inclined to want social interactions and social connections than those 

who answered no (=0).  Using these variables as control variables in regression 

analysis helps to insure that a particular independent variable is affecting the 

dependent variable (e.g. social interactions), controlling for residents who are 

more interested in such interactions to begin with.  Because this variable was only 

included in Study 2, but not Study 1, residents in Civano 2001 did not answer 

these questions. 

 

, Time spent on internet (WWWTIME):  The variable WWWTIME measures the 

number of hours per a typical week a respondent spends online, not counting time 

done so for work.  This variable had six possible values: 1 (none), 2 (less than one 
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hour), 3 (1 to 5 hours), 4 (6 to 10 hours), 5 (11 to 20 hours), and 6 (more than 20 

hours).   

 

, Time spent watching TV (TVHRS):  The variable TVHRS measures, for the 

average weekday (M-F), the number of hours a respondent spends watching TV.  

The responses were a simple count provided by the respondent and had no 

maximum (if a number greater than 12 was input, it was re-coded as 12). 

 

Dependent Variables  

 

All twelve of the dependent variables in this study are designed to examine different 

aspects of social life in a respondent’s community, from how much interaction they have 

with neighbors to how connected they are with their neighbors and to their communities. 

 

Social Interaction Variables 

 

There are two social interactions variables, both from the second survey (Survey 2).  

The two social interaction variables are spontaneous interactions (SPONTINT), and 

planned interactions (PLNDINT).  Both of these variables are from the second survey 

(see Table 3 below). 
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, Spontaneous interaction with neighbors (SPONTINT):  The variable SPONTINT 

measures the number of times per week a respondent has spontaneous interactions 

(i.e. no plans, spontaneous interaction) with people in their community.  Many 

urban design theories focus specifically on how urban design effects generalized 

interactions, which are conceptualized in this study as spontaneous interactions.  

This variable measures weekly interactions that occur:  “never” (re-coded as 0),  

“less than once a week” (re-coded as .5), “once a week” (re-coded as 1), “a few 

times a week” (re-coded as 2), “every other day” (re-coded as 3.5), “almost every 

day” (re-coded as 6), and “more than once a day” (re-coded as 8.5).  This variable 

was recoded so that statistical models would provide more easily interpretable 

results.  

 

, Planned interaction with neighbors (PLNDINT):  The variable PLNDINT 

measures the number of times per month a respondent has planned interactions 

with neighbors (e.g. sets up a time to meet for lunch, dinner, movies, etc.).  This 

variable is the obverse of the SPONTINT variables and seeks to understand any 

differences in the study between spontaneous interaction and planned interaction.  

In the data analysis section one will see a clear pattern in which planned 

interactions are not effected by the independent variables as much as spontaneous 

interactions are. This variable measures monthly interactions that occur:  “never” 

(re-coded as 0), “less than once a month” (re-coded as .5), “once a month” (re-

coded as 1), “twice a month” (re-coded as 2), “three times a month” (re-coded as 
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3), “four times a month” (re-coded as 4), and “more than four times a month” (re-

coded as 7).  This variable was recoded so that statistical models would provide 

more easily interpretable results. 

 

Please note that for the first population comparison between Civano 2001 and 

Civano 2010, because the second survey was not asked of Civano 2001 residents, two 

different variables are used as measures of social interaction: NEISOC and NEICOOP 

(see Table 3).  These measurements were not used for the main study comparing Civano 

2010 to Sierra Morado 2010 because they do not give a good measure of spontaneous 

interactions, which is the key interaction variable for the study.  Nevertheless, because 

this first analysis is more descriptive than analytical, these variables (NEISOC & 

NEICOOP) should be adequate to provide an understanding of the differences in social 

connection between the two communities (Civano 2001 and Civano 2010).  

 

, Socializing with immediate neighbors (NEISOC):  The variable NEISOC 

measures the frequency with which respondents “talk to or visit with [their] 

immediate neighbors (10-20 households closest to their own)”.  This variable had 

seven possible values: 1 (just about everyday), 2 (several times a week), 3 

(several times a month), 4 (once a month), 5 (several times a year), (one a year or 

less), and 7 (never). This variable was re-code in reverse order so that it would 

correlate with the directionality of the other dependent variables. 
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, Cooperating with immediate neighbors (NEICOOP): The variable NEICOOP 

indicates whether a respondent has “worked with others to get people in [their] 

neighborhood to work together to fix or improve something?” in the past five 

years.  This variable was coded 1 if they have and 0 if they have not. 

 

Social Connection Variables 

 

There are four social connection variables, all are from the second survey (Survey 

2).  The four social connection variables are number of people in community known by 

name (KNOWNAME), number of acquaintances in community (ACQ), number of 

intermediate-level friends in community (JUSTFR), and number of close friends in 

community (CLOSEFR).  These four social connection variables are from the second 

survey (Survey 2).  (See Table 3 below.) 

All four of the social connection variables (described below) differ from the social 

interaction variables in that they measure the social bond or connection a subject has 

made with another person rather than an interaction that they have had with another 

person.  It is presumed that social interactions will eventually lead to social connections, 

but different types of social interactions should lead to different types of social 

connections.  The two social connection variables used in Putnam’s Social Capital 

Benchmark survey were not used in this study for two important reasons.  First (1), they 

both measure either close or intimate connections but not less intimate and weaker forms 

of social connections.  The current survey (Survey 2) asks respondents about a whole 
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spectrum of social connection bonds, ranging from knowing a person’s name to sharing 

intimate personal details of ones life.  Second (2), in Putnam’s survey respondents were 

asked only about social connections in general.  In the current survey (Survey 2) 

respondents were asked specifically about social connections with persons in their 

communities.  This is a very important distinction.  If we wish to understand how urban 

design affects social connection we have to ensure that these social connections are inside 

rather than outside of one’s community.  It is very unlikely that urban designs would 

affect social connections outside of one’s community.  It should also be noted that such 

variables measuring weaker forms of social connections are important to measure 

because many urban design theories predict that urban design principals will be more 

likely to affect less intimate, rather than more intimate bonds.  These types of weaker 

bonds are also theorized to lead to more bridging types of bonds as well as community 

cohesion.  Thus, this social connection “spectrum” is an important theoretical 

conceptualization.   

The social connection “spectrum” begins with knowing a person’s name, followed 

by being an acquaintance with a person, followed by being a “just friend”, and ending 

with being a close friend (all of these states are define below).  These states are not 

mutually exclusive.  Thus, I can know someone’s name and be his/her close friend.  The 

spectrum is conceived of as a range of possible friendship states that you must pass 

through to reach the final state of being close friends.  You must pass through each state 

to get to the next.  Thus, before becoming a close friend of another, you must first be an 
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acquaintance, even if the relationship does not last long in this state.  Similarly, before 

you are an acquaintance of another you must first learn their name. 

The four social connection variables map onto the theoretical concepts discussed in 

Chapter 2 in the following way: 

A. KNOWNAME, ACQ  = weak ties 

B. JUSTFR = intermediate-level ties (used on the porch analysis) 

C. CLOSEFF = strong ties  

These variables are defined below: 

 

, Number of people you know by name (KNOWNAME):  The variable 

KNOWNAME measures the number of persons a respondent knows the name of 

within their community.  On the social connection spectrum, this variable is the 

first state, and least strong (in terms of relationship quality) of the four social 

connection variables in the second survey and is conceived of as a weak tie.  This 

variable had six possible values: “less than 15” (re-coded as 7.5), “between 15 

and 30” (recoded as 22.5), “between 31 and 45” (recoded as 37.5), “between 46 

and 60” (recoded as 52.5), “between 61 and 75” (recoded as 67.5), and “more 

than 75” (recoded as 85).  This variable was recoded so that statistical models 

would provide more easily interpretable results. 

 

, Number of acquaintances (ACQ):  The variable ACQ measures the number of 

acquaintances a respondent has within their community.  On the social connection 
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spectrum, this variable is the second state, and second weakest (in terms of 

relationship quality) of the four social connection variables in the second survey, 

and is conceived of as a weak tie.   Acquaintances are defined as “people you 

speak with occasionally but are not too close with.” This variable had six possible 

values: “less than 5” (re-coded as 2.5), “between 5 and 10” (recoded as 7.5), 

“between 11 and 15” (recoded as 12.5), “between 16 and 30” (recoded as 22.5), 

“between 31 and 50” (recoded as 30), and “more than 50” (recoded as 60).  This 

variable was recoded so that statistical models would provide more easily 

interpretable results. 

 

, Number of just friends (JUSTFR):  The variable JUSTFR measures the number of 

intermediate-level friendships a respondent has within their community.  On the 

social connection spectrum, this variable is the third state, and second strongest 

(in terms of relationship quality) of the four social connection variables in the 

second survey, and is conceived of as an intermediate-level tie.   Just friends are 

defined as people you “chat with often and know on a personal level.” This 

variable had six possible values: “less than 5” (re-coded as 2.5), “between 5 and 

10” (recoded as 7.5), “between 11 and 15” (recoded as 12.5), “between 16 and 

20” (recoded as 17.5), “between 21 and 25” (recoded as 22.5), and “more than 

25” (recoded as 30).  This variable was recoded so that statistical models would 

provide more easily interpretable results. 
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, Number of close friends (CLOSEFR):  The variable CLOSEFR measures the 

number of close friendships a respondent has within their community.  On the 

social connection spectrum, this variable is the fourth state, and strongest (in 

terms of relationship quality) of the four social connection variables in the second 

survey, and is conceived of as a strong tie.   Close friends are defined as people 

you “share intimate connections and private information with.”  Respondents 

were asked not to include family members in their response. This variable had 

seven possible values: “none” (re-coded as 0), “one” (recoded as 1), “”two” 

(recoded as 2), “three” (recoded as 3), “four” (recoded as 4), “five” (recoded as 

5), and “more than 5” (recoded as 7).  This variable was recoded so that statistical 

models would provide more easily interpretable results. 

 

Again, please note that for the first population comparison between Civano 2001 

and Civano 2010, because the second survey was not asked of Civano 2001 residents, 

two different variables are used as measures of social connection: FRIENDS and 

CONFIDE (see Table 3).  These two social connection variables were not used in the 

main study because they were lacking in two very important ways.  First, they both 

measure either close or intimate connections but not less intimate and weaker forms of 

social connections.   Second, in the first survey respondents were asked only about social 

connections in general, but not about social connections with persons in their 

communities.  This is also a very important distinction.  If we wish to understand how 

urban design affects social connection we have to ensure that these social connections are 



! ()(!

inside rather than outside of one’s community.  Nevertheless, because this first analysis is 

more descriptive than analytical, these variables (FRIENDS & CONFIDE) should be 

adequate to provide an understanding of the differences in social connection between the 

two populations.  This first analysis of the differences between Civano 2001 and Civano 

2010 is the only time you will see the variables NEISOC, NEICOOP, FRIENDS, or 

CONFIDE.  It is also the only time you will see data on Civano in 2001.  Any meaningful 

analysis between Civano 2001 (early adopters) and Civano 2010 will have to wait for a 

future project, as the analysis in the present study is simply descriptive in nature. 

 

, Number of close friendships (FRIENDS):  The variable FRIENDS measures the 

number of close friends a respondent has in their life in general, inside or outside 

their community.  Close friends are defined as “people you feel at ease with, can 

talk to about private matters, or call on for help.” This variable had five possible 

values: 1 (no close friends), 2 (1-2 close friends), 3 (2-5 close friends), 4 (6-10 

close friends), and 5 (more than 10 close friends). 

 

, Number of confidents (CONFIDE):  The variable CONFIDE measures the 

number of confidents a respondent has in their life in general, inside or outside 

their community.  Confidents are defined as people “with whom you can share 

confidences or discuss a difficult decision.” This variable had four possible 

values: 1 (nobody), 2 (one), 3 (two), and 4 (three or more). 
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Community Satisfaction Variables 

  

There are four community satisfaction variables; all are from the first survey (and, 

thus, answered by respondents in all three populations).  The four community satisfaction 

variables are trust in neighbors (TRNEI), overall happiness (HAPPY), desire to stay in 

community (STAY), and rating of community (QOL).   

 

, Trust in neighbors (TRNEI):  The variable TRNEI measures how much trust a 

respondent has in their neighbors. The researcher assumes that those respondents 

who trust their neighbors are more satisfied with their communities than those that 

do not trust their neighbors.  This variable had four possible values: 1 (trust them 

a lot), 2 (trust them some), 3 (trust them only a little), and 4 (trust them not at all).  

The variable TRNEI was re-coded in reverse order so that it would correlate with 

the directionality of the other dependent variables. 

 

, Overall happiness (HAPPY):  The variable HAPPY measures a respondent’s 

general level of happiness.  While this measure is not a direct measure of 

community satisfaction, it is assumed that respondents who are happy would also 

be happier with their community than those who are unhappy.  This variable had 

four possible values: 1 (very happy), 2 (happy), 3 (not very happy), and 4 (not 
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happy at all).  The variable HAPPY was re-coded in reverse order so that it would 

correlate with the directionality of the other dependent variables. 

 

, Desire to stay in community (STAY):  The variable STAY is a dichotomous 

variable and measures a respondent’s desire to remain in their community.  

Respondents were asked if they “expect to be living in [their] community five 

years from now.”  Again, it is assumed that those who say yes (1) are more 

satisfied with their community than those who say no (0). 

 

, Rating of community (QOL):  The variable QOL measures a respondent’s rating 

of their community “as a place to live.”  Of the four community satisfaction 

variables this is the most direct measure of a respondent’s community satisfaction. 

This variable had four possible values: 1 (excellent), 2 (good), 3 (only fair), and 4 

(poor).  The variable QOL was re-coded in reverse order so that it would correlate 

with the directionality of the other dependent variables. 

 

Independent Variables  

 

There are two different types of independent variables, and both fall under the 

category of new urbanist design variables.  The first are social interaction places.  These 

are variables that relate directly to different aspects of the urban design of the 

communities being studied and are theorized to affect social interactions/ connections 
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within a community.   (There were many more than four social interaction places in the 

survey (see Appendix B), however, these were the only ones that were both related to new 

urbanist theories of social interaction/ connection and were deemed to have the necessary 

data to perform the desired analysis).  There are four social interaction place variables: 

porch use as an interaction place (PORCHUSE), group mailbox use as an interaction 

place (MAILBOXUSE), HOA meetings as an interaction place (HOAUSE), and 

neighborhood school use as an interaction place (SCHOOLUSE).    

The second type of new urbanist strategies are mixed-use zoning strategies.  These 

strategies are represented by three variables: neighborhood business center use 

(BUSCNTRUSE), in-home business use (INHOMEUSE), and working in Civano 

(WORKCIV).  These variables are described in more detail below.  Note that all seven of 

these variables were included in only the second survey and, thus, are only available for 

analysis on the Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 populations, but not the Civano 

2001 population (See Table 3 below). 

 

New Urban Design: Social Interaction Place Variables 

 

, Use porch as social interaction place (PORCHUSE):  The variable PORCHUSE is 

a dichotomous variable that measures whether a respondent does (1) or does not 

(0) use their porch for social interaction.  This variable was derived from question 

#7 on the second survey, which asked respondents to place a checkmark next to 

all places within their community in which they have spontaneous social 
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interactions.  If they checked the porch box, they received a 1 for the variable 

PORCHUSE, and a 0 if the box was not checked. 

 

, Use grouped mailboxes as social interaction place (MAILBOXUSE):  The 

variable MAILBOXUSE is a dichotomous variable that measures whether a 

respondent does (1) or does not (0) use the grouped mailbox area for social 

interaction.  This variable was derived from question #7 on the second survey, 

which asked respondents to place a checkmark next to all places within their 

community in which they have spontaneous social interactions.  If they checked 

the grouped mailbox box, they received a 1 for the variable MAILBOXUSE, and 

a 0 if the box was not checked. 

 

, Use HOA meetings as social interaction place (HOAUSE):  The variable 

HOAUSE is a dichotomous variable that measures whether a respondent does (1) 

or does not (0) use their HOA meetings for social interaction.  This variable was 

derived from question #7 on the second survey, which asked respondents to place 

a checkmark next to all places within their community in which they have 

spontaneous social interactions.  If they checked the HOA box, they received a 1 

for the variable HOAUSE, and a 0 if the porch box was not checked. 

 

, Use neighborhood school as social interaction place (SCHOOLUSE):  The 

variable SCHOOLUSE is a dichotomous variable that measures whether a 
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respondent does (1) or does not (0) use the neighborhood school for social 

interaction.  This variable was derived from question #7 on the second survey, 

which asked respondents to place a checkmark next to all places within their 

community in which they have spontaneous social interactions.  If they checked 

the neighborhood school box, they received a 1 for the variable SCHOOLUSE, 

and a 0 if the porch box was not checked. 

 

New Urban Design: Mixed-Use Zoning Variables 

 

, Business Center Use (BUSCNTRUSE):  The variable BUSCNTRUSE measures 

how many of the different services available at the neighborhood business center 

are used by each respondent.  There are eight business center services, so 8 is the 

maximum number for the variable BUSCNTRUSE, 0 is the minimum.  The eight 

business center services are a nursery, café, yoga studio, Bed & Breakfast (3 of 

them), bicycle shop, an Inn, skin and body fitness business, and a ballet studio.  

This variable is was calculated by adding up the number of business center 

services each respondent had checked on a question that asked them to place a 

check mark next to each of the neighborhood business center services they use.  

This variable, as well as the next two (INHOMEUSE and WORKCIV), are all 

indicators of mixed-use zoning in practice, and are used in order to test theories of 

mixed-use zoning and its effect on social interaction and social connection. 
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, In-Home Business Use (INHOMEUSE):  The variable INHOMEUSE measures 

how many of the different in-home business services available in the community 

are used by each respondent.  There are over 20 in-home businesses in Civano, 

although no one was found to use more than 5 of them. Like the BUSCNTRUSE 

variable, this variable was calculated by adding up the number of in-home 

businesses services each respondent uses.  However, this question was open-

ended, as residents simply listed the in-home business they use, rather than 

checking them off a list.  This question was left open-ended as a complete list of 

these services was not available before the survey, and thus, a checklist would 

have been incomplete. 

 

, Work in Civano (WORKCIV):  The variable WORKCIV is a dichotomous 

variable that indicates whether a respondent works in Civano (1) or outside of 

Civano (0).  Urban theories of mixed-use planning suggest that residents who 

work within their communities will have more social interactions and more social 

connections. 
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TABLE 3: VARIABLE BY POPULATION CHECKLIST

SURVEY 1

CIVANO 2001 CIVANO 2010 SM 2010

Dependent Vars

NEISOC X X X

NEICOOP X X X

SPONTINT X X

PLNDINT X X

KNOWNAME X X

ACQ X X

JUSTFR X X

CLOSEFR X X

TRNEI X X X

HAPPY X X X

STAY X X X

QOL X X X

Independent Vars

PORCHUSE X X

MAILBOXUSE X X

HOAUSE X X

SCHOOLUSE X X

BUSCNTRUSE X X

INHOMEUSE X X

WORKCIV X X

Background Vars

GENDER X X X

WEEKS X X X

IDEO X X X

RELIG X X X

WORKSTATUS X X X

WRKTIME X X X

MARITAL X X X

KIDS X X X

AGE X X X

EDUC X X X

RACE X X X

INCOME X X X

WWWTIME X X X

TVHRS X X X

TIMENEI X X

CLOSENEI X X

CLOSEKNIT X X

SURVEY 1 & SURVEY 2
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Data Analytical Strategies  

 

Regression & Means Testing 

 

To study the differences between the two populations (Civano 2010 vs. Sierra 

Morado 2010) simple means difference testing using regression and confidence intervals 

was used.  First means testing comparing the differences between the two populations in 

terms of social interaction, social connection, and sense of community (i.e. community 

satisfaction) was employed.  This first analysis provided an understanding of whether or 

not the dependent variables in the study were varying over time or had remained 

constant.  To the extent that there were changes in the dependent variables the 

examination then focused on understanding which factors lead to these differences.   

The next step was to understand if there was variability in the independent variables 

between the two populations.  Again simple means and confidence interval testing was 

used to determine if there were statistically significant differences between the two 

populations in terms of the independent variables.  By determining that there was indeed 

variation in the independent variables over time, two analysis could be employed, one at 

the level of analysis of the community and one at the level of analysis of the residents. 

To examine the community-level effects the study examined the main dependent 

variables (social interaction and social connection) to see if there was also variation in 

any of the independent variables.  For example, if there were more social interactions in 

Civano in Time 2 than Time 1 and residents in Time 2 had lived in Civano on average 
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longer than those in Time 1, we may infer duration of time in a community has a positive 

effect on social interactions.  However, this was not a strong indicator of correlation 

between these two variables because we do not know if other variables were affecting the 

dependent variable.  First we must control for the other differing factors in these 

populations that may be causing this variation.  In order to accomplish this goal, a 

regression model was used in which a dependent variable (e.g. social interactions) was 

regressed on an independent variable (e.g. duration) with a dummy variable for 

population (i.e. residents of Civano 2001 = 0 and residents of Civano 2010 =1) along 

with any pertinent control variables (e.g. education).  A statistically significant difference 

in the dummy variable indicates there was still a difference in the means of these two 

populations even after controlling for variables x, y, and z.  Thus, it can be reasonably 

inferred that the independent variable has an effect on the dependent variable. 

To examine residential-level effects, the effects of an independent variable (e.g. 

porch use) on a dependent variable (e.g. social interaction) were examined.  Thus, if it 

was shown that at the individual level there was a significant correlation between 

duration and social interaction, and it was known from the community-level analysis that 

the two communities have variation in the variable duration, it can reasonably be inferred 

that duration is a factor in the variation of social interaction between the two populations.  
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Civano Zone Analysis 

 

In order to test the effects of different new urbanism techniques in Civano, the data 

for this analysis was set up to conduct a comparative analysis between the standard zone 

in Civano (C1) and the four comparison zones (C3-C6).  Thus, for dependent variable x 

(i.e. social interaction) a simple table was set up, showing the means for each comparison 

zone in Civano (Zones 3-6) as well as the mean for the standard zone (C1) in Civano 

(Zone 1, i.e. standard new urbanist design).  For example, for the dependent variable 

social interaction we may have the following table: 

 

 C1 C3 C4 C5 C6 

Social 

Interaction 

10 14 7 25 3 

 

By using means testing or chi squared testing, or other similar statistics (e.g. 

ANNOVA) we can determine that both C5 and C6 are statistically significant from the 

control group (C1).  We can then conclude that the comparison zone in each of these two 

groups is having an effect on the dependent variable.  Recall that C5 (Civano Zone 5) is 

the “row house” group and C6 is the “trails” group within Civano.  Thus, based on this 

example, we would infer from the data that the new urbanism design of making smaller 

houses closer together, has a positive effect on social interaction and the new urbanism 
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design of having front doors face trails rather than the street is having a negative effect on 

social interaction. 

 

Network Methods/Analysis  

 

The network analysis was added to the study as a means to complement the 

standard survey data seen in other community studies.  Network data is very rare in new 

urbanist community studies, and the collection of this type of data allowed for another 

way of examining some of the hypotheses in the study.  It also allowed a different means 

to examine similar questions using network data to complement survey data analysis.  

Unfortunately, because the sample size for the network data collected was very small, the 

network data analysis was limited.  That being said, the data still allowed for a number of 

interesting analyses. 

The populations for the network study were the same populations used in Time 2 of 

the survey analysis: Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  The network study was not 

administered to residents of Civano 2001.  By administering the network study to the 

population of Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, it allowed for an analysis of the 

network differences between these two populations, differences that may be explainable 

using the urban design characteristics of each community. 

The network study questions were included at the end of Survey 2.  The network 

questionnaire (see Appendix B, pp.10-19) included one geographical network analysis in 

which respondents indicated on a map the physical locations of the three persons in their 
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community with whom they interact with most. (See Appendix G for Civano and Sierra 

Morado numbered maps.  Note that respondents could enlarge these maps online to make 

them more readable.)  This analysis was followed by twelve questions for each of the 

three persons in the community respondents interact with most.  Thus, a total of 37 

questions were possible for each respondent who filled out the network survey.  

However, not all respondents answered all questions.  Those respondents who said they 

interacted with no one filled out no network questions.  Those who had only one 

interactant filled out 13 network questions.  Those who had two interactants filled out 25 

network questions.  And those who had three interactants filled out all 37 questions.  Of 

the 93 respondents who filled out Survey 2, 46 (35 in Civano and 11 in Sierra Morado) 

answered questions regarding 3 interactants, 56 (41 in Civano and 15 in Sierra Morado) 

answered questions regarding 2 interactants, and 62 (43 in Civano and 19 in Sierra 

Morado) answered questions regarding just one interactant.  Further, only 48 of the 93 

respondents in the study filled out the network map question, which allows for analysis of 

respondent interactant ties within physical space.    Thus, for the actual network portion 

of the study only 48 of 93 respondents completed the network questionnaire (51.6%), 

while only 48 (37 in Civano and 11 in Sierra Morado) out of the 403 respondents 

randomly selected to participate in the study at Time 2 completed the network study, a 

response rate of 11.9%.  The possible reasons for this low response rate are discussed 

below. 

The first question on the network questionnaire asked respondents to locate the 

households of the three persons in their community whom they “interact with most.”  
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Each was provided with a map that had each house in Civano or Sierra Morado 

“numbered” (see Addendum G) and asked to note the number on the map that 

corresponded with each of the interactants they have (three at most).  Respondents were 

also told that if they did not know the exact number of the house for a particular 

interactant that they should note a number that is in the “general area” where this 

interactant lives.  Further, the instructions specified that if the respondent did not have 

any idea where a particular interactant lived, they should choose a different interactant for 

the study.  They were also prompted to assign a letter to each interactants name (i.e. 

A=150, B=185, and C=493), and write down these letters on a separate piece of paper 

with each interactant’s letter and name on the paper (for privacy reasons, these pieces of 

paper were not collected).  These letter identifiers were then used later in the survey so 

that respondent’s could recall who each interactant was. 

Regrettably, many of the issues with the response rate for the network survey came 

because of the complexity of the survey.   For the residents who participated in the study 

via the telephone before the surveys were online, they were asked to download a map of 

their community on the study website, to fill out the questions, and then to call the 

researcher back with the answers once they had completed this section.  For those 

residents who participated in the telephone survey after the online surveys were 

completed, they were asked to go online and complete the network survey online when 

they had a chance.  Unfortunately, many telephone respondents never returned phone 

calls (51%) to complete the network portion of the survey.  Similarly, a large number of 



! ((#!

respondents who completed the survey entirely online also failed to finish the network 

portion of Survey 2 (52%).  

It is now believed that issues with the pretest may have led to many of the small 

response rate problems with the network questionnaire.  The surveys (Survey 1 and 

Survey 2) were pretested either in face-to-interviews or online, but not in telephone 

interviews.  During the pretests respondents were provided pre-printed “numbered” maps 

to use with the network questionnaire.  Unfortunately, this did not simulate well the 

reality of respondents having to download such maps on their own and follow up with the 

researcher to complete the questionnaire.  With hindsight, it seems it would have been 

preferable to include these “numbered” maps with the initial mailings so that the 

interview would not have to be concluded at a later point in time.   

Another problem with the pretest is that most persons involved in the pretest were 

either friends or acquaintances of the principal investigator.  Thus, it seems likely that 

they would be more inclined to complete the questionnaire than a true respondent that 

had no link what so ever to the PI.  Further, the persons included in the pretest were also 

a highly educated group of people, most with advanced degrees and knowledge of 

research techniques.   Those pretested did not mention any issues with the complexity of 

the network questionnaire, but this may say less about the complexity of the 

questionnaire and more about the intelligence of the pretest group.  

Once the respondents filled out the “numbered map” portion of the network 

questionnaire they were then prompted to answer 12 questions for each interactant they 

listed, starting with “Person A,” then “Person B,” and lastly “Person C” (as needed).  For 
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the online survey after completing the 12 questions for each interactant, the respondent 

was asked if “they have more community interactants?”  Those that said yes were led to 

the set of questions relating to the next interactant, those that said no were taken to the 

end of Survey 2.   

 

Network Variables 

 

The twelve variables that came out of the network questionnaire are length of time 

known person X (KNOWNX), number of weekly spontaneous interactions with person X 

(SPONTINTX), number of monthly planned interactions with person X (PLNDINTX), 

places where you have spontaneous interactions with person X (PLACEX), planned 

interaction activities with person x (PLNDINTACTX), percent of planned interaction 

with person X that occurs in within community (PERPLNDINTX), gender of person X 

(GENDER X), age of person X (AGEX), race of person X (RACEX), profession of 

person X (JOBX), parental status of person X (PARENTX), and similar religious beliefs 

as person X (RELIGX).  All of these variables are described below.  Note that in the data 

set these variables are labeled using the letter of each interactant (i.e. KNOWNA, 

KNOWNB, KNOWNC).  Recall, that each of these twelve variables was part of 

SURVEY 2, and thus, were asked of residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, 

but not Civano 2001. 
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, Length of time know person X (KNOWNX):  The variable KNOWNX indicates 

the length of time (in years) a respondent has know interactant X.  This variable 

was a simple count (in years) provided by the respondent.  There was no 

maximum response.  

 

, Number of spontaneous interactions (SPONTINX):  The variable SPONTINTX 

indicates the number of weekly interactions a respondent has with interactant X.  

This variable was a simple count provided by the respondent. There was no 

maximum response. 

 

, Number of planned interactions (PLNDINTX):  The variable PLNDINTX 

indicates the number of monthly planned interactions the respondent has with 

interactant X. This variable was a simple count provided by the respondent. There 

was no maximum response. 

 

, Spontaneous interactions places (PLACEX):  The variable PLACEX indicates the 

different places a respondent has had spontaneous interactions with interactant X.  

For this variable respondents were asked to check any of 13 different possible 

spontaneous interaction places, in which they interact with person X (front porch, 

sidewalk, trails, café or business center, park, mailboxes, Civano Neighbors 

meeting, Civano or Sierra Morado HOA meeting, the Civano School, at a 

community association meeting, riding on a bike, or other).  Respondents who 
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checked “other” were given the option to type in another spontaneous interaction 

place.  The variable PLACEX provides a list of each interaction place that a 

respondent interacts with interactant X. 

 

, Planned interaction activities (PLNDINTACTX):  The variable PLNDINTACTX 

indicates the different activities a respondent has done with interactant X.  For this 

variable respondents were asked to check any of 13 different possible planned 

interaction activities that they do with person X (don’t have any, lunch date, 

dinner date, watch sports on TV, watch TV show together, go out to see a movie, 

crafts/hobbies, children’s play date, play sports together, going to a live show, 

weekend outings, vacations, other).  Respondents who checked “other” were 

given the option to type in another spontaneous interaction place.  The variable 

PLNDINTACTX provides a list of each planned interaction activity that a 

respondent does with interactant X. 

 

, Percentage of planned interactions (PERPLNDINTX):  The variable PERPLNDX 

indicates the percentage of a respondent’s planned interactions that occur within 

the community.  The respondent was free to input any percentage between 0 and 

100. 

 

, Gender of person X (GENDERX):  The variable GENDERX indices the gender 

of interactant X.  This variable has two values, female or male. 
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, Age of person X (AGEX):  The variable AGEX indicates the age of interactant X.  

This variable had seven possible values:  under 20, in their 20’s, in their 30’s, in 

their 40’s, in their 50’s, in their 60’s, or in their 70’s or above.  The respondent 

was given a “decade” to check, rather than stating an actual age, for 2 reasons.  

The first was that many in the pretest did not know the exact age of interactants, 

but did know their “general age.”  Second, a few in the pretest noted that they 

didn’t feel comfortable providing the exact age of a friend, but did not have 

similar reservations about providing a “general age” of this person. 

 

, Race of person X (RACEX):  The variable RACEX indices the race of interactant 

X.  This variable has five values: White, African American, Asian, Hispanic, 

Native American, and other.  Those respondents who listed other were provided 

an opportunity to input a different race.  The ethnicity, Hispanic, was included as 

a race in an attempt to reduce the length and time constraints of the network 

questionnaire. 

 

, Profession of person X (JOBX):  The variable JOBX indicates the profession of 

interactant X.  This respondent was free to key in the name of any profession they 

wished into the data questionnaire. 
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, Parental status of person X (PARENTX): The variable PARENTX indicates 

whether a respondent’s interactant is a parent or not a parent.  The variable asks 

whether an interactant “has kids” or “does not have kids” living at home.  This 

variable had three values: “has kids,” “does not have kids,” and “other.” Those 

respondents who listed other were provided an opportunity to input a different 

parental status.    

 

, Similar religion to respondent (RELIGX):  The variable RELIGX indicates 

whether interactant X has the same religion as person.  This was a dichotomous 

variable in which the respondent either could choose “yes” or “no,” as the answer 

to whether interactant X has the same religion as them.  They could also choose to 

the answer “I don’t know,” if they weren’t sure. 

 

Two variables for use in standard regression models were derived from the network 

map data: the average distance (in feet) from the respondent to each of their 1-3 

interactants (AVGDIST) and the standard deviation of the distances from the respondent 

to each interactant (STDEV).  These variables are described below. 

 

, Average distance (AVGDIST):  The variable AVGDIST measures the average 

distance from the respondent’s household to each of the three persons they 

interact with most in the community.  Google Maps was again used to determine 

the distance (in feet) from each respondent’s household to each of their 
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interactants’ households.  This variable provides a measure of how far a 

respondent’s network travels within their community.  Respondents with longer 

average distances have friends farther away from their homes than do respondents 

with shorter average distances. 

 

, Standard deviation (STDEV):  The variable STDEV measures the standard 

deviation of the distance from the respondent’s household to each of the three 

persons they interact with most in the community.  The standard deviation for 

each resident was calculated using the distances calculated for the above variable 

(AVGDIST).   The standard deviation measure provides more understanding to 

the AVGDIST variable.  If a respondent has a large average distance to their 

interactants’ households, we can look at their STDEV measure to determine if all 

of their interactants are far away or if they have a mixture of close and far 

interactants.  The same calculation can be made for respondents with smaller 

average distances. 

 

Network Analytic Strategies 

 

There were two analyses done using data from the network questionnaire.  Both 

were examining hypothesized relationships between community cohesion, measured in 

terms of either diverse interactions or bridging ties.  The first analysis examined the 

differences between community cohesion between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, 
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conceptualized as diverse social interactions.   This analysis was conducted in two parts, 

one using the community as the unit of analysis and the other using the individual as the 

unit of analysis.  The second analysis examined the conceptualization of community 

cohesion as bridging ties.  This analysis was conducted in three parts.  First differences in 

bridging ties between the two populations (Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010) were 

examined.  This was followed by an examination of the composition of bridging ties, 

examining hypothesis that suggest bridging ties are more likely to be spontaneous 

(generalized) interactions as well as weak ties.  The third analysis, examines the 

relationship between new urban design strategies (i.e. social interaction places and 

mixed-use zoning) and bridging ties, in an attempt to understand what new urbanist 

strategies may facilitate the formation of bridging ties.  All of these network analytic 

techniques are described below.  Recall that the network questionnaire was only 

completed by residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, thus, network analyses 

were only possible for these two communities. 

 

Community Cohesion: Diversity Analysis 

 

In order to test the differences between the two populations (at the community and 

individual-level) in terms of diversity (i.e. heterophily), two percentages were computed: 

(1) the probability that a person would choose a homophilous relationship, and (2) the 

percentage of residents in a population that actually chose homophilous relationships.  

Note that an understanding of heterophily in a community can be determined using 
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homophily, as it is the obverse of this measure.  This examination of 

homophily/heterophily allows for a test of those urban design theories which suggest that 

new urbanist design techniques (such as different priced houses: mixed housing) will 

create a more integrated society in which disparate groups of residents (e.g. rich and 

poor) will be more likely to interact than in a traditional “suburban” type of community. 

The probability that a subject would choose a homophilous relationship within their 

community was determined using the percentages of different aspects of the population.  

For example, to determine the probability that a female in population x would choose to 

interact with another female in population x, the percentage of females in population was 

determined (i.e. 65 percent of the population is female).  Thus, in this example, a female 

resident in population x would have a 65 percent probability of choosing another female 

as an interaction partner. 

To determine the actual percentage of residents in a population that choose 

homophilous relationships the study examined the number of times residents chose 

homophilous relationships when given a chance to select an interaction partner.  In the 

network data set for this study a question asked residents to indicate the sex, race, age, 

religion, and # of kids, of each of the three persons they chose to interact with most in 

their community.  Each of these variables was then turned into a dichotomous variable 

(i.e. female/male, white/non-white, 20s/not 20s, 40s/not 40s (etc.), Christian/not 

Christian, faith/no-faith, and kids/no kids).  Then using the status of the subject it can be 

calculated how often subjects of the same status make homophilous choices in social 

interaction.  For example, suppose we are looking at the actual percentage of the time 
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females make homophilous choices in interaction partners.  For the network data set, 

suppose females in the population have a total of 100 interaction partners, and out of 

these 100 interaction partners females choose to interact with other females 90 percent of 

the time.  Thus, for this example, females have a 65 percent probability of choosing to 

interact with another female, but make this chose 90 percent of the time.  Before any 

conclusions can be drawn, the next step is to ensure the differences are statistically 

significant. 

In order to test statistical significance a simple confidence interval test for 

probabilities can be conducted.  If the confidence intervals of the two percentages 

(probability of homophilous choice vs. actual homophilous choice) do not intersect we 

can conclude that the two percentages are different (note: the # of females in the 

population is the n for the former confidence interval (probability of homophilous choice) 

and the # of total female interaction choices is the n for the latter confidence interval 

(actual homophilous choice)).  If there is a statistically significant difference between the 

percentages, we can then compare the probability of homophilous interaction for females 

(65 percent) and the actual percentage of homophilous interaction for females (90 

percent).  Because females in this example are much more likely to choose interaction 

partners based on sex homophily, we would say that females in the population are 

making social interaction choices based on homophily. 

A last homophily/heterophily analysis was conducted to test the theory that 

residents in new urbanist communities will have more cohesive communities in terms of 

diverse social interactions than suburban type communities.  To test whether the two 
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populations have significant differences in their levels of homophilous/heterophilous 

interactions all of the interactions for each of the five homophilous categories (GENDER, 

AGE, RACE, KIDS, and RELIG) were added together.  This gave a total percentage of 

homophilous interactions that occurred with respondents and their interactants.  By 

multiplying the percentage of each category times the number of respondents in each 

category it was possible to predict the probability of homophilous interactions “in 

general” within the community.  The difference in the probabilities was then used to 

adjust the actual probabilities of interaction in each population, to correct for differences 

due to differences in probability of homophilous interaction in each population.  The 

adjusted percentages of actual homophilous interaction between the two communities are 

then compared using means difference testing to determine if they are statistically 

significant.  If one population has a higher level of “adjusted” homophilous interaction 

than another, it can be inferred that this population has less diversity in its social 

interactions.  

 

Community Cohesion: Bridging Ties Analysis 

 

Because the network structure of one of the populations (Sierra Morado 2010) was 

not a closed network, comparing differences between the two populations in terms of 

network measures was very difficult, as most of these measures (i.e. betweenness, 

closeness, centrality) do not provide accurate results in an open network.  Instead, two 

variables were created using the distances between each of the network ties for a 
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respondent: AVGDIST and STDEV (see above for definitions of these variables).  The 

means of these two variables were then used to compare differences between the two 

populations.  The AVGDIST variable allows for a comparison of which population has 

more long distance (in terms of feet) relationships.  I conceive of these long distance 

relationships as “random” or bridging ties in the sense that Watt’s and Putnam refer to 

these types of ties.  This allows for a test of theories which argue that new urbanism 

design will lead to more social connections, especially those that are considered bridging 

connections.  The two variables AVGDIST and STDEV can be used in conjunction to 

test the number of bridging and bonding ties in a community.  A cohesive community is 

theorized to have a large number of bonding ties (in-group ties), with a fewer number of 

important bridging ties that help to form a more cohesive community.  Thus, a healthy 

community would be expected to have a good number of boding ties as well as a fair 

number of bridging ties (high AVGDIST and high STDEV).  An unhealthy community 

would have  “very few” bridging ties, with many, many bonding ties, forming small 

isolated cliques (low AVGDIST and low STDEV).  

To gain a better understanding of the structural differences between the network 

connections of residents in Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, and to supplement 

findings of AVGDIST and STDEV from the above analysis, a network tie map was 

produced defining a tie as a relationship in which the respondent interacts often with 

someone in a particular household.  Thus, the tie can be thought of as a tie between two 

households in which a person within each of the households (either the respondent or the 

interactant) took on the characteristics of that person with regards to age, race, sex, etc.  
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The instructions specifically forbid ties from a respondent to an interactant living in their 

own home.   

The “household interaction” ties were then used to create a network matrix for each 

population.  The matrix from each population was then input into the program UCINET, 

V 6.0 (Borgatti, Everett, Freeman 2002).  Using the UCINET program, visual 

representations of a population’s structural network can be made.  In order for the 

network matrices to be easily interpreted all household nodes were moved to their actual 

locations in physical space.  This allowed for a visual representation of the differences 

between the two populations in terms of their network structures.  This analysis allowed 

for a more thorough understanding of the differences between the two populations in 

terms of how network ties are being created. 

The final analyses again used the variable AVGDIST, but instead used a set of 

regression analyses.  For these analyses AVGDIST was used as the dependent variable in 

the regression analysis.  The previous analysis indicated that longer average distances 

between residents was a positive thing for a community (assuming there was also a good 

number of bonding ties as well, which is almost a given).  Thus, two of these analyses 

were conducted to test hypothesis regarding the content of bridging ties (i.e. 

spontaneous/weak ties).  Then a third, and final, analysis was conducted to examine what 

new urbanist design strategies (i.e. porches, grouped mailboxes, mixed-use zoning, etc.) 

may lead to the formation of longer distance (bridging) interactions and relations, 

relations that help to form a cohesive community.   
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In order to understand what may be contributing to the formation of these long 

distance, or what Watts calls “random,” ties regression analysis is used, with AVGDIST 

as the dependent variable and the following variables used as independent variables: 

PORCHUSE, MAILBOXUSE, HOAUSE, SCHOOLUSE, BUSCNTRUSE, 

INHOMEUSE, WORKCIV.  These independent variables are presumed to potentially 

affect the formation of these longer, “random,” community ties.  Thus, the findings of 

this regression analysis will suggest which factors might lead to the formation of these 

important “random” types of ties.  This type of analysis will also be use to examine the 

makeup of bridging (i.e. weak ties, spontaneous interaction).  Because the sample size 

was low for the network sample, step-wise regression analysis is used in which variables 

are dropped in stages, with a cutoff point of 0.20 for inclusion in the final result. 

 

Conclusion: Methods  

 

This chapter has described the methods of this study, including the populations, 

data collection methods, survey instruments, variables, and data analysis strategies.  It 

started with a description of the standard study analysis and ended with a discussion of 

the network portion of the study.  Now that the methods and strategies for this study have 

been described we move into a description of the actual results for the study and we begin 

to understand how the data support or fail to support the various theories and hypotheses 

of social interaction and urban design presented in the previous chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5:  DATA ANALYSIS 

 

In this chapter a variety of analyses will be conducted examining the many ways in 

which social interactions and social connections are facilitated by new urbanist planning 

strategies.  First a quick review of the background characteristics for each population in 

the study (Civano 2001, Civano 2010, and Sierra Morado 2010) will be conducted.   This 

will identify potential control variables that may affect the dependent variables in the 

study.  This will be followed by an examination of the differences in terms of social 

interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction between the new urbanist 

community (Civano 2010) and the traditional suburban community (Sierra Morado 

2010).  Next, we examine the effects of new urbanism design techniques, looking at the 

effects of both social interaction places and mixed-use zoning on social interaction and 

social connection.  The spontaneous interaction places analyzed are the porch, grouped 

mailboxes, HOA, and the local school.  The analyses of mixed-use zoning in Civano 

includes an analysis of the neighborhood business center, in-home businesses, and 

working within Civano, to better understand the relationship between these mixed-use 

strategies and social connections and social interactions in the community of Civano.  

This chapter ends with an analysis of each of the independent variables in the study put 

into a single regression model for each of the dependent variables in the study.  This will 

allow an understanding of which of these new urbanism strategies relates most to the 

dependent variables, controlling for the effects of the other new urbanist strategies.  We 
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will go through each analysis in detail, discussing the most important findings of each 

analysis. 

 

Background Characteristics  

 

For the most part, the demographics between the three communities being 

examined in this study are fairly similar.  However, there are some important differences.  

I will quickly go over the demographics that are similar and then in more detail explain 

the differences between the three populations: Civano 2001, Civano 2010, and Sierra 

Morado 2010.   

 

Similar Demographics 

 

There are no significant differences between the three communities in terms of 

percent female, religion, percent married, and percent non-white.  It should be noted that 

for religion, there isn’t a statistically significant difference between any of the groups, 

however, Civano in 2001 had more than twice as many persons respond as “other” 

(17.1%) than Civano in 2010.  Also, Civano in 2010 had almost twice as many persons 

respond as having “no religion” (41.7%) compared to either Civano in 2001 (22.9%) or 

Sierra Morado in 2010 (26.7%).  Also, for Sierra Morado in 2010 twice as many persons 

report as “non-white” (10.3%) than either Civano 2001 (5.4%) or Civano 2010 (5.1%), 

however, as with the religion variables, these are not statistically significant differences.  
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Dissimilar Demographics 

 

Because there are three populations (Civano 2001, Civano 2010, and Sierra Morado 

2010), and 2 pertinent comparison groups (Civano 2010 vs. Civano 2001) and (Civano 

2010 vs. Sierra Morado 2010), I will address each comparison group separately for 

clarity.  

 

Civano 2010 vs. Civano 2001 

 

There are three statistically significant background variables when comparing 

Civano in 2001 to Civano in 2010: length of time lived in community (WEEKS), 

education (EDUC), and income (INCOME).  However, the effect of income disappears 

when inflation is accounted for (See Table 4.) 

For, the variable WEEKS residents of Civano in 2001 lived in their community on 

average 195 weeks less than Civano 2010 residents.  While this difference can be 

explained due to the fact that Civano in 2001 was a brand new community and had been 

“open” for less than 2 years, it nevertheless is an important difference between the two 

communities and is explored later in detail.  The difference between populations in the 

variable WEEKS is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 
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For the EDUC variable, residents in Civano 2001 were less educated than those in 

Civano 2010, 4.57 compared to 5.61, on a scale where 4 = “associates degree (2 year) or 

specialized training,” 5 = “Bachelor’s Degree,” and 6 = “some graduate training.”  These 

results indicate that residents in Civano 2001 have on average not quite finished a four 

year Bachelor’s degree, while residents in Civano 2010 on average have finished a 

Bachelor’s degree and had some additional education.  The difference between 

populations in the variable EDUC is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

For the INCOME variable, residents in Civano 2001 earn significantly less money 

than residents in Civano 2010, $62,500 compared to $76,700 respectively.  However, 

when controlling for inflation (23.2% from 2001 to 2010) the income of Civano 2001 

residents is actually slightly larger, $76,980, than incomes in Civano 2010.  When 

controlling for inflation the statistically significant difference in income disappears.  The 

difference between populations in the variable INCOME is statistically significant at the 

0.10 level, before controlling for inflation. 

For all statistical models comparing Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 both the 

WEEKS variable and the EDUC variable are used as control variables. 
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Civano 2010 vs. Sierra Morado 2010 

 

When comparing the background differences between Civano 2010 and Sierra 

Morado 2010, it should be noted that because Survey 2 was given to both residents of 

Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 but not Civano 2001, there are an additional three 

background variables included in this analysis that were not included in the previous 

demographic analysis.  These three additional variables examine the value residents place 

in (1) spending time with neighbors, (2) having a close relationship with neighbors, and 

(3) having a close-knit community.  These three variables are included in the study as 

TABLE 4: CIVANO 2001 + CIVANO 2010 DEMOGRAPHICS

Civano 2001 Civano 2010 P-value
Sample Size 37 61

% Female 57% 64%
Weeks in Civano 48 243 **

Ideology 3.55 3.77
Religions:
- Christian 60.0% 50.0%

- Other 17.1% 8.3%
- None 22.9% 41.7%

% Retired 19.4% 23.3%
Work Hours/Wk 39.0 37.3

% Married 49.3% 68.4%
% w/ Kids 35.1% 27.1%

Age 55.5 54.4
Education 4.57 5.61 *

% Non-White 5.4% 5.1%
Income $62,500 $76,700

TABLE 4: CIV2001 & CIV2010 DEMOGRAPHICS

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01
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way to control for differences in communities that might be found in terms of selection 

bias.  Thus, if in one community there are more residents interested in creating a “close-

knit” community than in another, this selection bias effect can be determined using these 

three variables, and more importantly, controlled for in the models. 

There are many more statistically significant background differences between 

Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 than between Civano 2001 and Civano 2010.  

These two populations differed in the following background characteristics: length of 

time lived in community (WEEKS), ideology (IDEOL), percent retired (RETIRED), work 

hours (WORKHRS), percent with children (KIDS), AGE, education (EDUC), and 

importance of spending time with neighbors (TIMENEI).  (See Table 5.) 

The difference in the WEEKS variable between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 

2010 is similar to that of Civano 2001 and Civano 2010.  Residents have lived in Civano 

2010 much longer (243 weeks) than Sierra Morado 2010 (123 weeks), an effect that is 

due to the fact that Sierra Morado 2010 is a “younger” community than Civano 2010.  

Sierra Morado has been in existence for a little over 5 years while Civano has now been 

in existence a little over 10 years.  However, I again acknowledge that the difference in 

length of time resided in a community may impact the independent variables in this study 

and this link is examined thoroughly later in the data analysis section.  The difference 

between populations in the variable WEEKS is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 

For the IDEO variable there is a statistically significant difference between Civano 

2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 that is not found when comparing Civano 2010 to Civano 

2001.  Civano 2010 is more liberal in terms of ideology (3.77) than is Sierra Morado 
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(2.94).  In the survey, an ideology score of 2 = “moderately conservative,” 3 = “middle-

of-the-road,” and 4 = “moderately liberal.”  On average the data indicate that Sierra 

Morado 2010 is essentially middle-of-the-road while Civano 2010 leans closer to 

moderately liberal.  Neither population can be considered conservative.  The difference 

between populations in the variable IDEO is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

The RETIRED variable offers a major contrast between these two populations.  

Civano 2010 has a healthy retired contingent in which 23.3 percent of the population is 

retired.  In stark contrast, the population in Sierra Morado has zero retired persons.  The 

difference between populations in the variable RETIRED is statistically significant at the 

0.01 level. 

In terms of age, residents in Civano 2010 are on average 14 years older than 

residents in Sierra Morado.  In Civano 2010 residents average 54.4 years of age, while 

residents in Sierra Morado average a much lower 40.5 years of age.  The difference in 

age in this population is reflected in many of the other background variables including 

RETIRED, KIDS, and I believe WORKHRS as well.  The difference between 

populations in the variable AGE is statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 

For the variable KIDS, Sierra Morado 2010 has a larger population of residents 

with children than does Civano 2010, as may be expected because of the age differences 

between the two populations.  In Sierra Morado 2010 over half the population has 

children (56 percent) compared to less than 30 percent of the population in Civano 2010.  

The difference between populations in the variable KIDS is statistically significant at the 

0.01 level. 
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For the variable WORKHRS there is a statistical difference between the two the 

populations.  Residents in Sierra Morado 2010 work on average almost 10 hours more 

per week than residents in Civano.  This result is not due to the large number of retired 

persons in Civano 2010, because the question was only asked to persons who were 

actively working.  It may, however, be explainable by the difference in ages between the 

two the populations.  Because persons in Civano 2010 are on average older than residents 

of Sierra Morado 2010, there may be more Civano 2010 residents at a place in their 

careers where they are semi-retired or working less hours as they wind down their 

careers.  The difference between populations in the variable WORKHRS is statistically 

significant at the 0.10 level. 

The variable EDUC also shows differences between the two populations.  In Civano 

2010 (5.61) the population is slightly more educated than the population in Sierra Morado 

2010 (4.84).  In the survey, an education score of 4 = “associated degree (2 years) or 

technical degree,” 5 = “Bachelor’s degree,” and 6 = “some graduate training.”  For the 

two populations, Civano 2010 residents average a little more than a Bachelor’s degree, 

while Sierra Morado 2010 residents average a little less than a Bachelor’s degree.  The 

difference between populations in the variable EDUC is statistically significant at the 

0.10 level. 

When comparing the three “community valuing” variables between the two 

populations only the variable spending time with neighbors (TIMENEI) is statistically 

significant.  Residents in Civano 2010 feel that spending time with neighbors is more 

important (1.59) than do residents in Sierra Morado 2010 (2.10).  For the survey 2 



! (+%!

question, “Is spending time with neighbors important to you?,” 1 = “yes,” 2 = “don’t 

know,” and 3 = “no.”  Thus, residents in Civano on average are much closer to a “yes” 

answer than are residents in Sierra Morado who were a closer to the “don’t know” 

answer.  This result indicates that residents in Civano have a slight selection bias in terms 

of “desiring” to live in a community in which neighbors spend time with one another.  

The difference between populations in the variable TIMENEI was statistically significant 

at the 0.05 level. 

 

All of the background variables that were found to be statistically significant are 

used in the next analyses to explore which variables to use as control variables for the 

TABLE 5: CIVANO 2010 + SM 2010 DEMOGRAPHICS

Civano 2010 Sierra Morado 2010 P-value
Sample Size 61 33

% Female 64% 61%
Weeks in Civano 243 123 **

Ideology 3.77 2.94 *

Religions:
- Christian 50.0% 70.0%

- Other 8.3% 3.3%
- None 41.7% 26.7%

% Retired 23.3% 0.0% **
Work Hours/Wk 37.3 44.9 †

% Married 68.4% 59.4%
% w/ Kids 27.1% 56.3% †

Age 54.4 40.5 **

Education 5.61 4.84 †
% Non-White 5.1% 10.3%

Income $76,700 $77,400
Time Nei 1.59 2.10 *
Close Nei 1.71 1.94

Close Knit 1.25 1.53

TABLE 5: CIV2010 & SM2010 DEMOGRAPHICS

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01
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models involving new urbanist planning techniques.  Note that when comparing the 

Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado populations those variables found to be statistically 

significant in this background analysis will be used as controls (this is the more 

conservative regression model).  These variables are: WEEKS, IDEO, RETIRED, 

WORKHRS, KIDS, AGE, EDUC, and TIMENEI.   

 

Control Variable Analysis 

 

In this section the background variables found to be significantly different in the 

above analysis of differences between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 will be 

combined with the Putnam control variables of time watching TV (TVHRS) and time 

spent online—not including work time (WWWTIME).  Putnam suggests that electronic 

media is a major contributor to the decline in social interaction and social connections in 

American communities (see Literature Review chapter for more details).  We use 

regression analysis to test the relationship between the dependent variables (SPONTINT, 

PLNNDINT, KNOWNAME, ACQ, JUSTFR, and CLOSEFR) and the ten potential 

control variables (WEEKS, IDEO, RETIRED, WRKTIME, KIDS, AGE, EDUC, 

TIMENEI, TVHRS, and WWWTIME).  Those variables that are deemed to have 

statistically significant relationships with the dependent variables will be used as control 

variables in the regression models for the analyses involving new urbanism design 

strategies.  The regressions indicate that six of these ten variables affect at least two of 

the six dependent variables: IDEO, RETIRED, KIDS, AGE, EDUC, and TIMENEI (see 
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Table 6).  These variables will all be used as control variables (except for in the next 

regression model comparing the interaction/connection differences in Civano 2010 and 

Sierra Morado 2010, in which case the more conservative controls of the eight 

differences found in background characteristics will be used as controls (see next 

section)).  The statistically significant control variables are discussed below. 

The control variable IDEO has a statistically significant relationship with two of the 

dependent variables: KNOWNAME and ACQ.  These findings suggest that residents in 

these two populations who are more liberal have more “weak ties” in terms of the number 

of people they know by name and the number of acquaintances they have.  The difference 

between IDEO and the dependent variables was statistically significant at the .10 alpha 

level or better. 

The control variable RETIRED has a statistically significant relationship with three 

of the dependent variables: KNOWNAME, ACQ, and JUSTFR.  These findings suggest 

that residents who are retired have less “weak ties” in terms of the number of people they 

know by name, the number of acquaintances they have, and the number of just friends 

they have.  The difference between RETIRED and the dependent variables was 

statistically significant at the .10 alpha level or better. 

The control variable KIDS has a statistically significant relationship with two of the 

dependent variables: KNOWNAME and ACQ.  These findings suggest that residents 

who have children living in their household have more “weak ties” in terms of the 

number of people they know by name and the number of acquaintances they have.  The 
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difference between KIDS and the dependent variables was statistically significant at the 

.10 alpha level or better. 

The control variable AGE has a statistically significant relationship with two of the 

dependent variables: KNOWNAME and ACQ.  These findings suggest that residents 

who are older have more “weak ties” in terms of the number of people they know by 

name and the number of acquaintances they have.  The difference between AGE and the 

dependent variables was statistically significant at the .10 alpha level or better. 

The control variable EDUC has a statistically significant relationship with two of 

the dependent variables: KNOWNAME and JUSTFR.  These findings suggest that 

residents who more educated have more “weak ties” in terms of the number of people 

they know by name and the number of just friends they have.  The difference between 

EDUC and the dependent variables was statistically significant at the .10 alpha level or 

better. 

The control variable TIMENEI has a statistically significant relationship with all of 

the dependent variables: SPONTINT, PLNNDINT, KNOWNAME, ACQ, JUSTFR, and 

CLOSEFR.  These findings suggest that residents who value spending time with 

neighbors have more spontaneous and planned interactions.  They also suggest these 

residents know the names of more neighbors and have more acquaintances, just friends, 

and close friends.  TIMENEI is a critical control variable and is intended to control for 

residents who are more biased towards social interaction and social connection even 

before they come across any urban interventions designed promote social interaction and  
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social connection.  The difference between TIMENEI and the dependent variables was 

statistically significant at the .10 alpha level or better. 

Based on theses findings the six variables to be used for controls in regression 

models of new urbanist design strategies are: IDEO, RETIRED, KIDS, AGE, EDUC, and 

TIMENEI. 

 

Conclusion: Control Variables 

 

The absence of findings in some of the potential control variables was interesting.  

First, the variable WEEKS was only related to the dependent variable CLOSEFR.  This 

finding indicates that the amount of time a resident has been living in their community 

TABLE 6: POTENTIAL CONTROL VARIABLES

R
2

N

Sponaneous. 

Interactions

.0003   

(.839)

.045  

(.834)

-.214  

(.834)

.003  

(.861)

-.156  

(.600)

.004  

(.858)

-.045  

(.771)

.545  

(.062)

.065  

(.649)

-.172  

(.436)

3.56  

(.103)
0.07 80

Planned 

Interactions

-.0011  

(.470)

.191  

(.273)

-1.21  

(.148)

-.019  

(.116)

.029  

(.904)

-.016  

(.354)

.149  

(.279)

.680  

(.005)

.213  

(.072)

-.106  

(.552)

2.58  

(.136)
0.24 80

Know by Name
.0074  

(.538)

3.04  

(.037)

-19.3  

(.006)

-.156  

(.117)

3.84  

(.056)

.245  

(.091)

2.75  

(.016)

3.95  

(.043)

.113  

(.906)

-1.21  

(.446)

-4.98  

(.724)
0.38 81

Aquaintences
.0059  

(.528)

2.02  

(.073)

-11.0  

(.041)

.014  

(.856)

4.23  

(.008)

.290  

(.011)

1.27  

(.150)

3.62  

(.018)

-.176  

(.813)

-.476  

(.677)

-10.9  

(.323)
0.33 81

Just Friends
.0035  

(.406)

.370  

(.458)

-5.31  

(.028)

-.052  

(.135)

.718  

(.300)

.052  

(.300)

.832  

(.036)

1.56  

(.022)

-.085  

(.797)

-.977  

(.059

5.51  

(.265)
0.30 81

Close Friends
.0028  

(.065)

.035  

(.843)

-.685  

(.422)

-.016  

(.195)

.017  

(.945)

-.014  

(.452)

-.060  

(.671)

.858  

(.001)

.054  

(.647)

-.231  

(.208)

5.06  

(.005)
0.27 81

(dependent vars)

* Used as a control variable.
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only effects the number of close friendships they have, and even this happens very 

slowly.  It takes about one year of living in a community to increase a resident’s number 

of close friendships by just one person. 

In addition, three variables that Putnam considered to be constraints on social 

interaction and social connection (see Literature Review chapter for more details), were 

not: WRKTIME, TVHRS, and WWWTIME.  Neither the number of hours a resident 

works, nor the amount of time they spend on the internet had any relationship with social 

connections or social interactions when controlling for other background variables.  Even 

more unexpectedly, the variable TVHRS, did have a relationship with one of the social 

interaction variables, PLNNDINT, but was found to be a facilitator, rather than a 

constraint of this type of interaction.  Putnam (2000) argued that time constraints of work 

and family as well as electronic media (TV being the biggest culprit) were constraints on 

residents forming social interactions and social connections within their communities.  

These findings do not support Putnam’s arguments. 

The next section analyzes the differences between Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 as 

well as between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 in terms of social interactions and 

social connections.  New urbanist theories suggest that we would expect to find many 

more social interactions and social connections in a new urbanist development as 

opposed to a traditional suburban development.  Please note that when examining the 

differences between these two populations the background variables found to be different 

between each pair of populations will be used as the control variables (see Table 4 and 

Table 5).   
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Social Interactions, Social Connections, and Community Satisfaction (New Urbanism 

Versus Traditional Suburbanism)  

 

Next, in what is really the critical analysis for this study I examine the differences 

in social interaction and social connection (defined below) between the three populations 

(Civano 2001, Civano 2010, and Sierra Morado 2010).  For the purposes of this analysis I 

examine two types of social variables, what I call “social interactions” and “social 

connections.”  Recall from the Methodology chapter of this dissertation that social 

interactions are measuring actual interactions between persons, while social connections 

are measuring connections that have been established whether through social interaction 

or via some other method.  Lastly, four variables are examined that measure “community 

satisfaction.” 

The study examines two social interaction variables: spontaneous interactions 

(SPONTINT) and planned interactions (PLNDINT).  These variables come from the 

second survey and are reported only for Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  (Recall 

that for the comparison of Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 these two variables are replaced 

with the variables socializing with neighbors (NEISOC) and cooperating with neighbors 

(NEICOOP)—See Methods chapter for more details on why this was done.) 

The study then examines four variables that measure social connection at an 

individual level: number of neighbors a subject knows by name (KNOWNAME), number 

of acquaintances a subject has (ACQ , number just friends a subject has (JUSTFR), and 
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number of close friends a person has (CLOSEFR).  Recall that these four variables 

essentially measure how many friends a subject has in their community ranging in 

friendship strength from only knowing a person’s name, KNOWNAME, to having a 

close relationship in which you share intimate connections and private information, 

CLOSEFR.  (Recall that for the comparison of Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 these four 

variables are replaced with the two variables number of friends (FRIENDS) and number 

of confidents (CONDFIDE)—See Methods chapter for more details on why this was 

done.) 

Lastly, this part of the study examines four variables that measure “community 

satisfaction”: trust of neighbors (TRUSTNEI), general happiness (HAPPY), rating of 

quality of community (QOL), and a subject’s desire to stay in their community (STAY). 

Before moving into an analysis of the differences between the two groups (Civano 

2001 vs. Civano 2010 and Civano 2010 vs. Sierra Morado 2010) I first want to point out 

the strong pattern in Table 7 (see below) when examining all three communities together.  

Notice that there is a clear pattern with all the social interaction, social connection, and 

community satisfaction variables when comparing the three populations.  Civano 2001 

has the highest levels on all of these measures, followed by Civano 2010, followed by 

Sierra Morado 2010.  This is true for all social interaction measures, all social connection 

measures and all community satisfaction measures.  While not all of these differences are 

statistically significant, it is still quite striking that all are clearly in the same direction.   
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Civano 2010 versus Civano 2001 

 

Social Interaction Variables 

 

In this section we compare Civano 2001 and Civano 2010.  The results presented 

here are descriptive, because we did not formulate any hypotheses related to how 

socializing patterns might change over time within Civano.  Both the variables measuring 

social interaction (NEISOC and NEICOOP) in Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 show 

statistically significant differences between the two populations. (See Table 8 below.)  

The data indicate residents in Civano 2001 socialize (NEISOC) more with neighbors 

(5.83) than do residents in Civano 2010 (4.72).  For the variable NEISOC, a 7 indicates 

that a subject interacts with their immediate neighbors “just about every day,” 6 = 

“several times a week,” and 5 = “several times a month.”   The data indicate residents in 

Civano 2001 interact with neighbors about several times a week, while residents in 

Civano 2010 interact with neighbors closer to several times a month.  The difference 

TABLE 7: SOCIAL INT/CONN. VARIABLES (C1-C2-SM)

Civano 2001 Civano 2010 Sierra Morado

Socialize w/ Neighbors 6.19 5.36 4.75

Cooperate w/ Neighbors 1.62 1.44 1.19

# Friends 3.41 3.36 2.97

# Confedents 3.78 3.64 3.56

Trust Neighbors 3.75 3.43 2.94

Happy 3.59 3.36 3.12

Stay in Civano 1.84 1.72 1.64

QOL 3.68 3.52 3.19

TABLE 7: SOCIAL INT/CONN. VARIABLES (C1-C2-SM)
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between populations in the variable NEISOC is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

after control variables are introduced to the model. 

The data also indicate that Civano 2001 residents work together more with 

neighbors to fix or improve something (NEICOOP) than Civano 2010 residents.  In 

Civano 2001, 62 percent of residents said they had worked with neighbors to fix or 

improve something, while only 44 percent answered yes to this question in Civano 2010.  

The difference between populations in the variable NEICOOP was statistically significant 

at the 0.05 level after control variables are introduced to the model. 

These two measures indicate that residents in Civano 2001 have more social 

interactions with their neighbors than do residents in Civano 2010. 

 

Social Connection Variables 

 

Because the first survey only asked two questions relating to social connection, we 

only have two variables (number of friends (FRIENDS) and number of confidents 

(CONFIDE)) with which to measure the differences between Civano 2001 and Civano 

2010.  These two variables will only be used in comparisons between Civano 2001 and 

Civano 2010 because I do not believe they get at the friendship relations as well those in 

the second survey.  The first survey asks respondents about their relationships “in 

general,” in contrast to the second survey, which asks respondents about their 

relationships “within their community.”  Further, both of these variables seem to ask 

about relationships that are very similar: close friendship (FRIENDS) versus really close 
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friendship (CONFIDE).  Nevertheless, because these are the only measures I have for this 

population, I use them for this analysis. (See Table 8 below.) 

Again, there were no hypothesis predicting change over time, so the results of this 

analysis are purely descriptive.  While Civano 2001 residents have higher averages for 

both the FRIENDS (3.09 to 2.85) and CONFIDE (3.71 to 3.58) variables than Civano 

2010, neither of these differences are statistically significant.  In survey 1, for the 

FRIENDS variable, 3 = “2-5 close friends”, and 4 =”6-10 close friends.”  The data 

indicate that residents in both Civano 2001 and Civano 2010 have slightly less than 6-10 

friends, with Civano 2010 being closer to this number.  It is impossible to know what the 

outcome of these analysis would be had the questions been framed in terms of 

“community” relations rather than relations in general.  However, for this analysis it must 

be assumed that there are no differences in relationships between residents in these two 

populations. 

 

Community Satisfaction Variables 

 

Recall, in terms of community satisfaction the four variables I employ for this 

analysis are TRUSTNEI, HAPPY, QOL, and STAY.  Of these four variables one has a 

statistically significant difference: TRUSTNEI. (See Table 8 below.)  For the variable 

TRUSTNEI, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2001 generally trust their 

neighbors more (3.58) than residents in Civano 2010 (3.20).  For the variable TRUSTNEI 

4 = “trust them a lot” and 3 = “trust them some.”  Residents in Civano 2001 were closer 
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to trusting their neighbors a lot than were residents in Civano 2010.  The difference 

between populations in the variable TRUSTNEI is statistically significant at the 0.05 

level after control variables are added to the model. 

These results indicate that residents in Civano 2001 in general feel higher levels of 

community satisfaction than do residents in Civano 2010 in terms of having trust in their 

neighbors.   

 

TABLE 8: SOCIAL INT/CONN. VARIABLES (C1-C2)

R
2

N

Socialize w/ Neighbors
-1.11  

(.001)

.001 

(.349)

.073 

(.335)

5.83 

(.000)
0.12 93

Cooperate w/ Neighbors 

(ordered log. Regression)

-1.12  

(.048)

.001 

(.590)

.124 

(.337)
-- 0.19 93

# Friends
-.244  

(.317)

.000 

(.524)

.073 

(.190)

3.09 

(.000)
0.03 93

# Confidents
-.126  

(.452)

-.000 

(.610)

.020 

(.603)

3.71 

(.000)
0.02 93

Trust Neighbors
-.376  

(.021)

.000 

(.898)

.035 

(.342)

3.58 

(.000)
0.08 93

Happy
-.160  

(.300)

-.000 

(.934)

-.013 

(.715)

3.61 

(.000)
0.03 93

Stay in Civano
-.073  

(.481)

-.000 

(.467)

-.018 

(.458)

1.94 

(.000)
0.04 93

QOL
.157  

(.442)

-.001 

(.036)

-.036 

(.445)

3.86 

(.000)
0.06 93

(dependent vars)

TABLE 8:                

SOCIAL INTER/         
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Conclusion: Civano 2010 versus Civano 2001 

 

For the three types of variables studied, social interactions, social connections, and 

community satisfaction, two of the three areas (social interaction and community 

satisfaction) clearly indicate that residents in Civano 2001 had higher levels of social 

cohesion than do residents in Civano 2010.  The findings indicate that residents in Civano 

2001 have more interactions with neighbors, cooperate more with neighbors, have more 

trust in neighbors, and are in general, happier. 

As you will see when we compare the levels of social interaction, social 

connections, and community satisfaction between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010, 

even though Civano 2010 has less social interaction/connection and community 

satisfaction than Civano 2001, Civano 2010 still has very strong measures for these 

measures, compared to other communities such as Sierra Morado. 

 

Civano 2010 versus Sierra Morado 2010 

 

Social Interaction Variables 

 

In Chapter 2 we outlined several hypothesis.  H1(a) and H1(b) stipulated that in 

new urbanist communities, i.e. Civano, people should have more social interactions and 

more social connections than in more traditional suburban communities, i.e. Sierra 

Morado.  For the analysis of Civano 2010 vs. Sierra Morado 2010, we have two social 

interaction variables with which to compare these two populations: SPONTINT, 
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PLNDINT.  When comparing these two populations one of these social interaction 

variables, SPONTINT, is statistically significant. (See Table 9 below.) 

For the variable SPONTINT, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 have 

more spontaneous interactions than residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  In Civano 2010 

residents have an average of 1.32 more spontaneous interactions per week than do 

residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  The difference between populations in the variable 

SPONTINT is statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level after control variables are 

added to the model. 

The social interaction variables indicate that Civano 2010 has more social 

interaction than Sierra Morado 2010, in terms of spontaneous social interactions.  This 

result partially supports Hypothesis 1(a) in terms of spontaneous interactions but not in 

terms of planned interactions.  Hypothesis 1(a) states that residents of new urbanist 

communities will have more social interactions than residents in traditional suburban 

communities 

 

Social Connection Variables 

 

We compare the findings of the four social connection variables from the second 

survey.  Of these variables two out of four are statistically significant and indicate that 

Civano 2010 has higher levels of social connection than does Sierra Morado 2010.  These 

two variables are KNOWNAME and JUSTFR.  (See Table 9 below.) 



! (#(!

For the variable KNOWNAME, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 

know the names of more persons in their community than residents in Sierra Morado 

2010.  Residents in Civano 2010 on average know the names of roughly 9 more persons 

in their community than do residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  The difference between 

populations in the variable KNOWNAME is statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha 

level after control variables are added to the model. 

For the variable JUSTFR, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 have more 

“just friends” (people you know personally and chat with often) than do residents in 

Sierra Morado 2010.  Residents in Civano 2010 have an average of 3 more just friends 

than do residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  The difference between populations in the 

variable JUSTFR is statistically significant at the 0.05 level after control variables are 

added to the model. 

The result for the social connections variables support Hypothesis 1(b), which states 

that residents of new urbanist communities will have more social connections than 

residents in traditional suburban communities.  However, there is no significant 

difference between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 in terms of either number of 

acquaintances (ACQ) or number of close friendships (CLOSEFR).  Recall from the 

section above that there is also no significant difference between Civano 2010 and Sierra 

Morado 2010 in terms of planned interactions (PLNDINT). What you will see as you 

move through this data analysis is a pattern in which close friendships and planned 

interactions are not significant in the models.  It seems that the factors affecting the 

differences in social interactions and social connections between Civano 2010 and Sierra 
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Morado 2010, do not extend to planned interactions and closer (i.e. stronger) social 

connections. 

 

Community Satisfaction Variables 

 

In Chapter 2 Hypothesis 10 argued that people who lived in new urbanist 

communities would be more satisfied with the community than people who lived in 

traditional suburban communities.  Recall the four community satisfaction variables used 

for this analysis are TRUSTNEI, HAPPY, QOL, and STAY.  Of these four variables two 

have statistically significant differences: TRUSTNEI and QOL.  (See Table 9 below.) 

For the variable TRUSTNEI, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 

generally trust their neighbors more (2.54) than residents in Sierra Morado 2010 (2.24).  

For the variable TRUSTNEI 3 = “trust them some” and 2 = “trust them only a little.”  On 

average, residents in Civano 2010 are between trusting their neighbors “some ” and 

trusting them “a little”, while residents in Sierra Morado 2010 on average trust their 

neighbors “some”.  The difference between populations in the variable TRUSTNEI is 

statistically significant at the 0.10 alpha level after control variables were added to the 

model.  

For the variable QOL, the data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 are more 

satisfied with their community than are residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  In Civano 2010 

residents on average report a 3.52 QOL score compared to 3.19 for Sierra Morado 2010.  

For the variable QOL 4 = “excellent” and 3 = “good,” in terms of how residents rate their 
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community as a place to live.  The difference between populations in the variable QOL is 

statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level. 

The results for the variables TRNEI and QOL support Hypothesis 10, which states 

that residents of new urbanist communities will have a higher quality of life (i.e. 

community satisfaction) than residents in traditional suburban communities.  The data 

indicate that residents of Civano 2010 have more community satisfaction in terms of trust 

in their neighbors and the rating they give their community.  However, the results for the 

variables HAPPY and STAY did not support Hypothesis 10. 

 

 

 

TABLE 9: SOCIAL INT/CONN. VARIABLES (C2-SM)

R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
1.32  

(.048)

-.001 

(.774)

-.049 

(.818)

-.138 

(.887)

.011 

(.415)

.096 

(.729)

.005 

(.801)

-.108 

(.501)

.533 

(.048)

2.54 

(.130)
0.13 81

Planned Interactions
-.152  

(.783)

-.001 

(.660)

.240 

(.177)

-1.16 

(.155)

-.016 

(.173)

.113 

(.629)

-.004 

(.806)

.163 

(.231)

.753 

(.001)

1.87 

(.175)
0.24 81

Know by  Name
8.96  

(.038)

.000 

(.974)

2.37 

(.088)

-19.2 

(.003)

-.094 

(.294)

5.60 

(.003)

.257 

(.294)

2.46 

(.003)

4.86 

(.063)

-11.2 

(.021)
0.44 82

Aquaintences
5.29  

(.117)

.002 

(.843)

1.60 

(.145)

-11.5 

(.023)

.049 

(.485)

5.44 

(.000)

.310 

(.005)

1.22 

(.144)

4.13 

(.003)

-15.7 

(.064)
0.39 82

Just Friends
3.08  

(.050)

.001 

(.791)

.205 

(.685)

-5.00 

(.033)

-.024 

(.470)

1.60 

(.017)

.068 

(.176)

.665 

(.086)

1.48 

(.022)

-.683 

(.861)
0.31 82

Close Friends
-.133  

(.815)

.003 

(.044)

.081 

(.661)

-.643 

(.447)

-.011 

(.374)

.209 

(.388)

.002 

(.904)

-.028 

(.844)

.830 

(.001)

2.91 

(.044)
0.25 82

Trust Neighbors
.298  

(.092)

.000 

(.387)

.108 

(.059)

-.719 

(.007)

-.002 

(.662)

.126 

(.092)

.012 

(.034)

-.009 

(.842)

.075 

(.294)

2.24 

(.000)
0.30 81

Happy
.134  

(.463)

-.000 

(.774)

-.009 

(.875)

-.380 

(.163)

-.005 

(.206)

-.020 

(.797)

-.001 

(.874)

.058 

(.200)

.081 

(.277)

3.33 

(.000)
0.10 82

Stay in Civano
.068   

(.542)

-.000 

(.293)

.023 

(.532)

-.140 

(.398)

-.001 

(.613)

-.020 

(.669)

.006 

(.107)

-.088 

(.002)

.039 

(.391)

1.79 

(.000)
0.23 82

QOL
.487   

(.018)

-.001 

(.014)

.098 

(.138)

-.771 

(.012)

-.007 

(.107)

.048 

(.576)

-.007 

(.250)

-,016 

(.744)

.104 

(.209)

3.88 

(.000)
0.30 82

(dependent vars)
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Conclusion: Civano 2010 versus Sierra Morado 2010 

 

For the three types of variables studied, social interactions, social connections, and 

community satisfaction, all three areas indicate that residents in Civano 2010 in some 

areas, but not all, have higher levels of these variables than do residents in Sierra Morado 

2010.  The findings indicate that residents in Civano 2010 cooperate more with 

neighbors, have more spontaneous interactions, know more neighbors names, have more 

just friends, more trust in neighbors, and more community satisfaction.   However, there 

were differences between the two populations in terms of planned interactions, number of 

acquaintances, number of close friends, and either residents desire to stay in the 

community or their levels of happiness.  Of the twelve social cohesion measures 

examined five were statistically significant and indicated higher values of social 

interaction, social connection, and community satisfaction for Civano 2010 than Sierra 

Morado 2010.  The data provide support for the conclusion that residents of Civano 2010 

have more social interactions, more social connections, and more community satisfaction, 

than those in Sierra Morado 2010. 

In the following sections we will address these differences and see if we can 

understand what factors may be related to these differences, specifically in terms of social 

interactions and social connections between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  

Because the second survey was not filled out by Civano 2001 residents, at this point, the 

analysis will not focus on the differences between Civano 2010 and Civano 2001, 

although it is noted that residents in Civano 2001 have more social interaction and more 

community satisfaction than those in Civano 2010. 
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New Urbanist Design Strategies: Social Interaction Places and Mixed-Use Zoning  

 

Next, we begin to explore whether any of the proposed new urbanist design 

strategies discussed in Chapter 2 have a relationship with social interactions (Hypotheses 

2a-8a) and social connections (Hypotheses 2b-8b).  We examine two types of new 

urbanist design strategies, what I will call spontaneous interactions places (i.e. porches, 

grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, and the neighborhood school) (Hypotheses 2a-5b & 

2b-5b), and mixed-use zoning in the form of the neighborhood business center, the 

neighborhood in-home business (Hypotheses 6a-8a & 6b-8b), and the residents who work 

within the neighborhood.   

 

Spontaneous Interaction Places 

 

In terms of social interactions, the study is most interested in understanding how 

spontaneous interactions arise and whether or not such spontaneous interactions are 

related to the physical characteristics of a community.  Recall in the literature that a 

number of different physical places were theorized to be related to social interactions 

within a community.  The physical places that are theorized to have a relationship with 

social interactions include: porches, grouped mailboxes, recreation areas, park areas, 

having a downtown business area, and trails that front neighborhood houses. 
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The first analysis of physical place that the data allow is the analysis of a question 

in the second survey asking residents to put a check next to each physical property in 

which they have spontaneous interactions with neighbors.   

 

 

 

Table 10 shows the data when examining Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 

together.  As could be expected, the top interaction place for residents is the sidewalk, as 

79 percent of residents from these two communities say they interact on the sidewalk. 

The other major spontaneous interaction places the front porch (46%), the grouped 

TABLE 10: SPONTAEOUS INTERACTION PLACES (ALL)
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mailboxes (43%), the trails (41%), the Recreation Areas (33%), the parks (33%), and the 

Business Center (21%). 

While most residents have their interactions on the sidewalk, one could ask the 

question, What brings residents out to the sidewalk?  This question will be addressed in a 

later portion of the data analysis section. 

The fact that 46 percent of residents have spontaneous interactions on the porch is a 

good indication that porches may be an effective physical design feature of a community 

that wishes to promote social interactions.   

One unusual community feature that is present in both Civano and Sierra Morado is 

grouped mailboxes.  These mailboxes are grouped in areas away from front porches so 

that residents have to go to a single meeting place in order to get their mail.  The idea is 

that residents will interact when they run into other residents at the mailboxes.  The data 

in this survey support this idea as 43 percent of residents have spontaneous interaction at 

the grouped mailboxes.   

The data also suggest that the trails in both Civano and Sierra Morado (around 

perimeter of developments and within the developments) are related to social 

interactions, as 41 percent of residents interact on the trails.   

As to be expected both the parks and recreation areas are used as social interaction 

places, as 33 percent of the residents in each population use these physical areas for 

spontaneous interactions.  
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Lastly, it is encouraging that 21 percent of residents say they have spontaneous 

interactions at the neighborhood business center within Civano.  This is theorized to be a 

major component of social interactions within planned communities. 

 

Civano 2010 vs. Sierra Morado 2010 

 

When comparing the spontaneous interactions in physical places of both Civano 

and Sierra Morado a number of differences become apparent.  There is also one expected 

similarity: in both populations almost 80 percent of residents use the sidewalks for social 

interaction.  The major differences in terms of spontaneous interaction places are the 

parks, the porches, the mailboxes, and the business center.  (See Table 11.) 

Interestingly, residents in Sierra Morado 2010 use their parks for spontaneous 

interactions more often than residents in Civano 2010, 38 percent compared to 28 percent 

respectively.  There are many possible reasons for this disparity.  One such reason is that 

residents in Sierra Morado have more kids and, thus, use the parks more.   

In contrast to the parks, the recreation areas are used by the same percentage of 

residents (33 percent) for social interaction in both Sierra Morado 2010 and Civano 2010.  

There are major differences in porch use between Sierra Morado and Civano.  In 

Civano more than 50 percent of residents use the porch for social interactions, while in 

Sierra Morado only 28 percent do.  This could be a sign that either (1) porches are used 

more as secondary interaction places (i.e. only after social connections have been made in 
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other places) or (2) that the size of porches matters, as porches in Sierra Morado are on 

average much smaller than Civano porches.   

There is also a major difference between the two populations in terms of 

spontaneous interactions at the mailboxes. In Civano over 50 percent of residents have 

spontaneous interactions at the mailboxes, while only 22 percent of Sierra Morado 

residents have such interactions.  Again, this finding leads me to believe that mailboxes 

may be important places for interactions only after such interactions have been initiated 

elsewhere.  

 

 

TABLE 11: SPONTANEOUS INTERACTION PLACES (C2-SM)
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Not surprisingly, only 3 percent of Sierra Morado residents use the business center 

for spontaneous interactions compared to 30 percent of Civano residents.  Sierra Morado 

residents live much farther from the business center and do not come to use it as often as 

Civano residents do.  The fact that Sierra Morado residents do not use the business center 

as much provides an ideal means in which to test how the absence/presence of such a 

space is related to social interactions within a community. 

The data in this analysis indicate that sidewalks, porches, mailboxes, recreation 

areas, parks, and the business center all are important areas for spontaneous interaction 

within a community.  They also indicate that porches and recreation areas may potentially 

be important secondary spontaneous interactions places.   

The next analyses examine more rigorously the relationship between four new 

urban social interaction places theorized to effect social interactions and social 

connections within communities that have such features.  These design features are 

porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, and a neighborhood schools.  Recall that the 

variables PORCHUSE, MAILBOXUSE, HOAUSE, and SCHOOLUSE, are dichotomous 

variables that indicate whether a resident uses or doesn’t use each of these particular 

places for social interaction.  These dichotomous new urban design variables are 

regressed with the six social interaction and social connection variables to test if there is a 

relationship between them.  The regression models also include the six control variables 

discussed previously (IDEO, RETIRED, KIDS, AGE, EDUC, and TIMENEI).  Because 

both populations (Civano and Sierra Morado) include these features the regression 

analysis includes both populations. 
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Porch Use 

 

This analysis examines the relationship between porch use and social interaction 

and social connection.  The findings indicate that residents who use their porches have 

more social connections, but not more planned or spontaneous social interactions, than 

residents who do not use their porches.  These social connections are the three weak tie 

connections of KNOWNAME, ACQ, and JUSTFR (see Table 12). 

The findings for the variable KNOWNAME indicate that people who use their 

porches for social interaction on average know the names of 9.12 more neighbors than 

those who do not use their porches for social interaction.  The difference between people 

who use their porches versus those who do not for the variable KNOWNAME is 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level after controls are added to the model. 

The findings for the variable ACQ indicate that people who use their porches for 

social interaction on average have 7.43 more acquaintances than those who do not use 

their porches for social interaction.  The difference between people who use their porches 

versus those who do not for the variable ACQ is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

after controls are added to the model. 

The findings for the variable JUSTFR indicate that people who use their porches for 

social interaction on average have 3.80 more acquaintances than those who do not use 

their porches for social interaction.  The difference between people who use their porches 
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versus those who do not for the variable JUST is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

after controls are added to the model. 

 

 

 

The findings for the new urbanist design of porches indicate that building porches 

in developments may increase the number of social connections residents in these houses 

have, assuming residents use their porches (at least if they have them they have the option 

to do so).  These findings support Hypothesis 2(b), which states that residents who use 

their porches will have more social connections (and more intermediate level 

connections) than those who do not.  These findings do not support Hypothesis 2(a), 

which states that residents who use their porches will have more social interactions than 

those who do not. 

TABLE 12: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = PORCH USE)

porchuse R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
.761   

(.136)

-.004  

(.985)

-.230  

(.813)

-.084  

(.763)

.003  

(.884)

-.045  

(.775)

.509  

(.069)

3.02  

(.058)
0.09 81

Planned Interactions
.582  

(.182)

.246  

(.157)

-.855  

(.310)

.104  

(.666)

-.006  

(.730)

.080  

(.554)

.717  

(.003)

1.40  

(.299)
0.20 82

Know by  Name
9.12    

(.007)

3.27  

(.015)

-17.8   

(.007)

4.66  

(.013)

.370  

(.003)

2.33  

(.026)

4.28  

(.020)

-20.4  

(.048)
0.41 82

Aquaintences
7.43   

(.003)

1.71  

(.085)

-12.2  

(.012)

4.42  

(.002)

.306  

(.001)

1.16  

(.133)

3.22  

(.019)

-14.8  

(.055)
0.40 82

Just Friends
3.80   

(.001)

.441  

(.334)

-4.79  

(.033)

1.20  

(.061)

.101  

(.018)

.646  

(.072)

1.61  

(.011)

-2.66  

(.452)
0.35 82

Close Friends
.583    

(.181)

.083  

(.629)

-.409  

(.625)

.134  

(.578)

.002  

(.903)

-.087  

(.518)

.927  

(.000)

3.42  

(.012)
0.23 82

(dependent vars)
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Group Mail Box Use 

 

This analysis examines the relationship between group mailbox use and social 

interaction and social connection.  The findings indicate that residents who engage in 

social interaction at their group mailboxes do not see an increase in either social 

interactions or social connections, in comparison to residents who do not engage in social 

interaction at their group mailboxes (see Table 13).  

 

 

 

These findings suggest that the new urbanist design of grouped mailboxes does not 

seem to be related to either social interaction or social connection within communities.  

TABLE 13: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = GROUP MAILBOX USE)

mailboxuse R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
.263      

(.613)

.029  

(.886)

-.128  

(.897)

-.043  

(.882)

.001  

(.956)

-.022  

(.890)

.554  

(.050)

3.14  

(.056)
0.06 81

Planned Interactions
-.057     

(.898)

.263  

(.135)

-.762  

(.369)

.105  

(.676)

-.007  

(.681)

.098  

(.471)

.764  

(.002)

1.66  

(.236)
0.18 82

Know by  Name
2.08     

(.552)

3.60  

(.011)

-16.5  

(.015)

5.05  

(.012)

.356  

(.007)

2.62  

(.016)

4.81  

(.013)

-.18.7  

(.092)
0.36 82

Aquaintences
-3.09     

(.239)

1.87  

(.073)

-10.8  

(.032)

4.13  

(.006)

.288  

(.003)

1.39  

(.086)

3.99  

(.006)

-9.53  

(.249)
0.34 82

Just Friends
-.481   

(.698)

.548  

(.262)

-4.17  

(.080)

1.19  

(.090)

.094  

(.041)

.765  

(.046)

1.93  

(.005)

-.851  

(.827)
0.26 82

Close Friends
-.377   

(.393)

.093  

(.594)

-.294  

(.727)

.094  

(.706)

.000  

(.982)

-.069  

(.608)

.998  

(.000)

3.95  

(.005)
0.22 82

(dependent vars)
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These findings fail to support Hypothesis 3(b), which states that residents who use their 

group mailboxes for social interaction will have more social connections than those who 

do not.  These findings also do not support Hypothesis 3(a), which states that residents 

who use their group mailboxes for social interaction will have more social interactions 

than those who do not. 

 

Community Meetings (HOA) 

 

This analysis examines the relationship between HOA attendance and social 

interaction and social connection.  In general the findings indicate that residents who 

attend their HOA meetings have more social interactions and more social connections, 

than residents who do not attend these meetings.  The relationship is clearly there for 

planned interaction (PLNDINT).  There is no relationship for spontaneous interaction 

(SPONTINT).  The results indicate that people who attend HOA meetings have on 

average 1.85 more planned interactions than those who do not attend HOA meetings.  

The difference between those attending HOA meetings versus those who do not for the 

variable PLNNDINT is statistically significant at the 0.10 level after controls are added to 

the model (see Table 14). 

There are also results for our social connection variables.  The findings for the 

variable ACQ indicate that people who attend HOA meetings have on average 10.6 more 

acquaintances than those who do not attend these meetings.  The difference between 

people who attend HOA meetings versus those who do not for the variable ACQ is 
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statistically significant at the 0.10 level after controls are added to the model.  The 

findings for the variable JUSTFR indicate that people who attend HOA meetings have on 

average 6.19 more just friends (people they “chat with often and know on a personal 

level”) than those who do not attend HOA meetings.  The difference between people 

attend HOA meetings versus those who do not for the variable JUSTFR is statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level after controls are added to the model. (See Table 14.) 

 

 

 

The findings for the new urbanist strategy of community meetings (HOA meetings) 

indicate that attendance at HOA meetings is positively related to the number of social 

interactions and social connections residents have.  These findings support Hypothesis 

4(b), which states that residents who attend HOA meetings will have more social 

TABLE 14: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = HOA USE)

hoause R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
-.938   

(.430)

.027  

(.894)

-.073  

(.941)

-.096  

(.735)

.002  

(.901)

-.006  

(.968)

.583  

(.038)

3.25  

(.043)
0.07 81

Planned Interactions
1.85    

(.067)

.255  

(.138)

-.840  

(.312)

.152  

(.527)

-.010  

(.547)

.068  

(.613)

.737  

(.002)

1.81  

(.174)
0.22 82

Know by  Name
12.6    

(.114)

3.49  

(.012)

-16.9  

(.012)

5.06  

(.009)

.333  

(.010)

2.41  

(.026)

4.80  

(.011)

-15.7  

(.138)
0.37 82

Aquaintences
10.6     

(.079)

1.89  

(.067)

-11.5   

(.022)

4.75  

(.001)

.275  

(.005)

1.22  

(.129)

3.64  

(.010)

-10.9  

(.168)
0.36 82

Just Friends
6.19    

(.027)

.528  

(.264)

-4.45  

(.054)

1.39  

(.039)

.084  

(.058)

.664  

(.075)

1.82  

(.006)

-.595  

(.870)
0.30 82

Close Friends
.994    

(.328)

.097  

(.577)

-.360  

(.668)

.163  

(.502)

-.001  

(.964)

-.085  

(.531)

.958  

(.000)

3.75  

(.006)
0.22 82

(dependent vars)

Control Variables
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connections than those who do not.  These findings also support Hypothesis 4(a), which 

states that residents who attend HOA meetings will have more social interactions than 

those who do not. 

 

Neighborhood School 

 

This analysis examines the relationship between persons who interact at the 

neighborhood school and social interaction and social connection.  The findings indicate 

that residents who interact at the neighborhood school have many more social 

interactions and more social connections, than residents who do not interact at the 

neighborhood school.  These social interactions/connections are the spontaneous social 

interaction variable, SPONTINT, the weak tie variable, KNOWNAME, the intermediate-

level tie variable, JUSTFR, and the close tie variable CLOSEFR (see Table 15).   

The findings for the variable SPONTINT indicate that residents who interact at the 

neighborhood school have on average 2.12 more spontaneous interactions than those who 

do not.  The difference between residents who interact at the neighborhood school versus 

those who do not for the variable SPONTINT is statistically significant at the 0.10 level 

after controls are added to the model. 

The findings for the variable KNOWNAME indicate that residents who interact at 

the neighborhood school, on average know the names of 15 more neighbors than those 

who do not.  The difference between residents who interact at the neighborhood school 
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versus those who do not for the variable KNOWNAME is statistically significant at the 

0.05 level after controls are added to the model. 

The findings for the variable JUSTFR indicate that residents who interact at the 

neighborhood school have on average 7.62 more intermediate-level social connections 

(people they “chat with often and know on a personal level”) than those who do not.  The 

difference between residents who interact at the neighborhood school versus those who 

do not for the variable JUSTFR is statistically significant at the 0.01 level after controls 

are added to the model. 

 

 

 

The findings for the variable CLOSEFR indicate that residents who interact at the 

neighborhood school have on average 2.59 more close social connections than those who 

TABLE 15: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = SCHOOL USE)

schooluse R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
2.12    

(.076)

.074  

(.715)

-.141  

(.883)

-.142  

(.612)

.005  

(.801)

-.074  

(.639)

.569  

(.039)

3.20  

(.042)
0.10 81

Planned Interactions
1.65    

(.110)

.305  

(.082)

-.790  

(.344)

.060  

(.804)

-.004  

(.816)

.057  

(.673)

.760  

(.002)

1.51  

(.257)
0.21 82

Know by  Name
15.0     

(.066)

3.92  

(.005)

-16.6  

(.013)

4.32  

(.025)

.379  

(.003)

2.25  

(.038)

4.95  

(.008)

-18.0  

(.088)
0.38 82

Aquaintences
2.34     

(.706)

2.00  

(.060)

-11.1  

(.030)

4.45  

(.003)

.296  

(.003)

1.34  

(.107)

3.77 

(.009)

-12.2  

(.132)
0.33 82

Just Friends
7.62    

(.007)

.746  

(.114)

-4.31  

(.058)

1.01  

(.124)

.108  

(.015)

.578  

(.118)

1.90  

(.003)

-1.72  

(.631)
0.33 82

Close Friends
2.59   

(.011)

.165  

(.327)

-.357  

(.659)

.060  

(.798)

.005  

(.729)

-.133  

(.316)

.971  

(.000)

3.48  

(.008)
0.28 82

(dependent vars)
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do not.   The difference between residents who interact at the neighborhood school versus 

those who do not for the variable CLOSEFR is statistically significant at the 0.01 level 

after controls are added to the model. 

The findings for the new urbanist strategy of building neighborhood schools 

indicates that there is a positive relationship between having local schools in 

developments and the number of social interactions and social connections residents in 

these developments have. These findings support Hypothesis 5(b), which states that 

residents who interact at the neighborhood school will have more social connections than 

those who do not.  These findings also support Hypothesis 5(a), which states that 

residents who interact at the neighborhood school will have more social interactions than 

those who do not. 

 

Conclusion: Spontaneous Interaction Places 

 

Overall, from the initial examination of social interaction places it seemed that 

sidewalks were a major interaction place, as were recreation areas.  While parks also 

were important interaction places, they seemed less important in a community with other 

types of interaction places.  Both mailboxes and porches seemed to be important 

interaction places, but also seemed to play more of a role in secondary interactions (i.e. 

more established relationships) than primary ones.   

The more rigorous analysis of four new urbanist design strategies found similar 

results.  These findings suggest that developments with HOA’s and neighborhood schools 
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will have increased levels of both social interaction and social connection, while 

developments with porches can expect to see increases in social connections.  However, 

it seems that the new urbanist design strategy of grouped mailboxes may not be related to 

either social interactions or social connections in developments.   

In the next analysis we examine the relationship between mixed-use zoning and 

social interactions/connections. 

 

Mixed-Use Zoning 

 

This section of the data analysis examines the relationship between mixed-use 

zoning and social interactions/connections between residents of a community.  We 

examine three aspects of local business: (1) the neighborhood business center, (2) in-

home neighborhood businesses, (3) and residents who live and work in their 

communities.  Each of these aspects of mixed-use zoning is theorized to relate to social 

interaction and social connection in a community.  These analyses test Hypotheses (6a-8a 

& 6b-8b). 

 

Neighborhood Business Center 

 

Most urban theories on social interaction/connection purport the idea that having a 

small business center within a neighborhood will be positively related to social 

interactions and social connections.  The business center not only should be related to 
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interactions within the business area itself, but should also bring more residents out onto 

the streets as they make their way to the business center, increasing the chance for 

interactions to occur on neighborhood sidewalks.   

First we examine some of the characteristics of the neighborhood business center.  

There are currently eight different types of businesses located in the neighborhood 

business center: a plant nursery, a café, a yoga studio, three Bed & Breakfasts, a bicycle 

shop, an Inn, a skin and body shop, and a ballet studio.  The numbers below indicate the 

percent of residents that use each service: 

 

(1) Nursery:   78% 

(2) Café:    39%  

(3) Yoga studio:   21% 

(4) B&B’s:   13% 

(5) Bicycle shop:  11% 

(6) Inn:   07% 

(7) Skin & Body Fitness 07% 

(8) Ballet studio:  03%   

 

The nursery, café, and the yoga studio get the most use, with the nursery far 

outstripping all other services.  It should be noted that the nursery has been in Civano 

since the day it opened, while most of the other services have only been around for a year 

or so. 
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Using a variable called BUSCNTRUSE, that measures the number of different 

business center services a resident uses, I examine the relationship between business 

center use and social interaction/connection variables (SPONTINT, PLNDINT, 

KNOWNAME, ACQ, JUSTFR, and CLOSEFR).  Of these 6 variables, only 1 has a 

positive relationship with the variable BUSCNTRUSE: KNOWNAME. (See Table 16.)  

Please note that because the mixed-use zoning is only found in Civano these models use 

only the population of Civano 2010 and do not include the population of Sierra Morado 

2010.   

 

 

 

 

TABLE 16: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = BUSINESS CENTER USE)

buscntruse R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
.411    

(.142)

.119  

(.682)

-.056  

(.959)

.230  

(.582)

-.004  

(.870)

-.085  

(.693)

.369  

(.359)

2.50  

(.257)
0.10 53

Planned Interactions
-.038   

(.858)

.188  

(.405)

-.693  

(.416)

.573  

(.080)

.004  

(.850)

.074  

(.658)

.779  

(.015)

.134  

(.430)
0.24 53

Know by  Name
3.97    

(.028)

3.91  

(.039)

-14.9  

(.038)

9.90  

(.000)

.332  

(.045)

1.85  

(.181)

4.28  

(.098)

23.0  

(.103)
0.51 53

Aquaintences
.952  

(.527)

2.51  

(.117)

-11.8  

(.052)

7.66  

(.001)

.360  

(.012)

1.00  

(.393)

3.99  

(.072)

-17.6  

(.145)
0.40 53

Just Friends
.911    

(.190)

.692  

(.341)

-4.09  

(.139)

2.43  

(.023)

.089  

(.163)

.704  

(.193)

1.67  

(.098)

-3.30   

(.545)
0.32 53

Close Friends
.021    

(.928)

.265  

(.280)

-.581  

(.530)

.234  

(.504)

.016  

(.443)

-.121  

(.505)

.981  

(.005)

2.46  

(.185)
0.22 53

(dependent vars)
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The regression analysis shows the following relationships:  The average resident 

who use the business center… 

 

- …knows the names of an additional 4 residents (KNOWNAME) for each service 

they use. 

 

Note: after the addition of control variables to the regression model above, it is 

statistically significant at the 0.05 apha level. 

This model lends only partial support to the theory that residents’ use of 

neighborhood businesses will be related to social interactions/connections in a 

community.  The results do not support Hypothesis 6(a), which states that mixed-use 

zoning will be positively related to social interaction in a community.  The results for 

KNOWNAME support Hypothesis 6(b), while the results for ACQ, JUSTFR, and 

CLOSEFR do not.  Hypothesis 6(b) states that mixed-use zoning will positively related to 

social connections for residents in these communities. 

Next we examine to see if another form of mixed-use zoning, in-home businesses, 

also has a similar relationship with social interaction and social connection. 

 

In-Home Businesses 

 

A unique feature of Civano is the allowance of in-home businesses anywhere in the 

neighborhood.  The community planners of Civano felt that neighborhood businesses 
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were so vital to facilitating social interaction and social connection within their 

community they allowed for in-home businesses as an additional means to promote such 

connections. 

In examining the nature of in-home business use by residents of Civano 

(INHOMEUSE), a similar pattern emerges as when we analyzed the residential use of the 

neighborhood business center.  Of the 6 social interaction and social connections 

variables only 1 has a positive relationship with INHOMEUSE: SPONTINT.  (See Table 

17.) 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 17: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = IN-HOME USE)

inhomeuse R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
.631    

(.030)

-.039  

(.894)

.333  

(.761)

.053  

(.898)

-.013  

(.617)

.007  

(.972)

.339  

(.384)

3.29  

(.127)
0.15 53

Planned Interactions
-.149  

(.507)

.225  

(.331)

-.817  

(.347)

.617  

(.064)

.007  

(.739)

.063  

(.696)

.802  

(.011)

1.20  

(.478)
0.25 53

Know by  Name
1.29    

(.510)

3.58  

(.079)

-15.8  

(.040)

9.68  

(.001)

.365  

(.040)

2.63  

(.065)

5.08  

(.061)

-18.9  

(.200)
0.46 53

Aquaintences
.524    

(.741)

2.38  

(.151)

-11.9  

(.058)

7.54  

(.002)

.362  

(.013)

1.19  

(.297)

4.13  

(.062)

-16.4  

(.173)
0.40 53

Just Friends
.730    

(.320)

.509  

(.499)

-3.87  

(.174)

2.24  

(.040)

.086  

(.190)

.893  

(.094)

1.76  

(.084)

-2.04  

(.710)
0.31 53

Close Friends
.339    

(.161)

.180  

(.465)

-.264  

(.775)

.131  

(.708)

.009  

(.685)

-.109  

(.528)

.909  

(.008)

2.72  

(.134)
0.26 53

(dependent vars)
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The regression analyses for INHOMEUSE shows the following relationship:  The 

average residents who uses the in-home businesses… 

 

- …has an additional .631 spontaneous interactions (SPONTIT) per day, per each 

service they use. 

 

Note: after the addition of control variables to the regression model above, the regression 

model with SPONTINT is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 

These models partially support the theory that in-home businesses will be positively 

related to social interactions/connections within a community.  These results partially 

support, in terms of spontaneous but not planned interactions, Hypothesis 7(a), which 

states that in-home business use will be positively related to social interaction in a 

community.  They do not, however, support Hypothesis 7(b), which states that in-home 

business use will be positively related to social connections for residents in these 

communities.  One interesting finding is that the mixed-use zoning strategies of a 

neighborhood business center and the allowance of in-home businesses complement one 

another nicely in that business center use (BUSCNTRUSE) is related to social 

connections while the other, in-home business use (INHOMEUSE), is related to social 

interaction.   

Next we examine another mixed-use design, working within a community.  This 

analysis will examine the relationship between those residents who work in their 

communities and those who don’t with their social interactions/connections. 
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Working in the Community 

 

This analysis examines whether or not residents who work in Civano have more 

social interactions/connections than those who work outside of the community.  In the 

second survey all residents were asked if they work in Civano.  Of the 61 Civano 

residents in the survey 13 (21 percent) stated that they work in Civano.  It should be 

noted that many of these residents run in-home businesses that are not their only job.  

Unfortunately, I do not have a variable to assess this in more detail. 

Regression analysis is used to compare the differences between the Civano 

residents that work in the community (WORKCIV=1) and those residents that work 

outside of the community (WORKCIV=0).  Again, the same 6 social interaction and 

social connection variables are used for the analysis.  Of the 6 variables, 4 indicate 

significant differences between those who work in Civano and those who work outside of 

Civano.  These five variables are: SPONTINT, KNOWNAME, JUSTFR, and CLOSEFR.  

(See Table 18.) 

The average resident who work in Civano… 

 

- …has an additional 1.78 spontaneous interactions (SPONTINT) per day 

- …knows the names of an additional 12.2 residents (KNOWNAME)  

- …has an additional 5.93 intermediate-level friends (JUSTFR)  

- …has an additional 2.04 close friends (CLOSEFR) 
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Note: after the addition of control variables to each of the regression models above, each 

is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or lower. 

 

 

 

Unlike the neighborhood business center and in-home business uses, these results 

support both hypothesis of social interaction social connection.  These results support 

Hypothesis 8(a), which states that mixed-use zoning will be positively related to social 

interaction in a community and Hypothesis 8(b), which states that mixed-use zoning will 

be positively related to social connections for residents in these communities.  Unlike the 

other two types of mixed-use design, business center use and in-home business use, 

TABLE 18: REGRESSIONS (INDEP. VARIABLE = WORK CIVANO USE)

workciv R
2

N

Spontaneous Interactions
1.78   

(.032)

.155  

(.586)

-.281  

(.791)

.129  

(.752)

.006  

(.802)

-.033  

(.871)

.491  

(.203)

2.33  

(.278)
0.14 53

Planned Interactions
.390    

(.543)

.195  

(.385)

-.674  

(.423)

.546  

(.096)

.004  

(.840)

.061   

(.705)

-.770  

(.014)

1.20  

(.478)
0.25 53

Know by  Name
12.2    

(.025)

4.15  

(.029)

-17.1  

(.017)

9.26  

(.001)

.421  

(.011)

2.43  

(.073)

5.43  

(.034)

-23.3  

(.099)
0.51 53

Aquaintences
3.87    

(.392)

2.58  

(.106)

-12.4  

(.041)

7.44  

(.002)

.383  

(.007)

1.13  

(.322)

4.27  

(.050)

-17.9  

(.136)
0.40 53

Just Friends
5.93     

(.003)

.810  

(.230)

-4.59  

(.072)

2.07  

(.036)

.116  

(.049)

.791  

(.105)

1.95  

(.035)

-4.23  

(.403)
0.42 53

Close Friends
2.04     

(.002)

.306  

(.168)

-.597  

(.469)

.100  

(.753)

.021  

(.270)

-.146  

(.358)

.996  

(.002)

1.91  

(.252)
0.37 53

(dependent vars)
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working in the community also is positively related to the stronger form of social 

connections.  This finding is not predicted by the literature.   

Overall, the data indicate that residents who work within the neighborhood have 

higher levels of both social interaction and social connection.  It is interesting to note that 

WORKCIV is the only mixed-use zoning variable that has a positive relationship with a 

respondent’s close friendships. 

 

Conclusion: Mixed Use Zoning 

 

The data analyses in this section indicate that mixed-use zoning is positively related 

to social interaction and social connection within a community.  The findings suggest that 

the “local business” effect on social interaction/connection is very different in terms of 

(1) a neighborhood business center, (2) in-home neighborhood business, and (3) residents 

who work within the community.  The findings suggest that the neighborhood business 

center will be related to weak ties, while having in-home businesses will be related to 

spontaneous social connections.  Further, they suggest that having local jobs for residents 

is related to both social interactions and social connections.  Thus, in terms of urban 

planning, it seems that it might be better to incorporate both a neighborhood business 

center and in-home business into a development as they complement each other well.  

Similarly, if there was only enough money to incorporate one form of mixed-use zoning 

it seems that it would be better to include local jobs for residents in a development in lieu 

of the neighborhood business center or in-home businesses as working in a community 
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facilitates both social interaction and social connection.  Finally, a striking finding that 

came from the second survey was from a question that asked residents of Civano and 

Sierra Morado if they would want to work in their communities if they could. A 

whopping 60% of residents in each community said they would want to work in their 

communities if they could.   

 

Overall New Urbanist Design Strategies Analysis  

 

In this analysis a regression test is used to examine which new urbanist strategy 

variables in the study have the greatest relationships with the social interaction/social 

connection variables. This analysis looks at the six social interaction/connection 

dependent variables from the second survey: SPONTINT, PLNDINT, KNOWNAME, 

ACQ, JUSTFR, CLOSEFR.  The independent variables used in the examination were the 

three mixed-use variables (BUSCNTRUSE, INHOMEUSE, and WORKCIV) and the 

four social interaction place variables (PORCHUSE, MAILBOXUSE, HOAUSE, and 

SCHOOLUSE). Note that for these regression models all new urbanist design strategy 

variables are included in the same regression model in order to determine which have the 

strongest relationships with the dependent variables in the study, controlling for the 

others.  This analysis uses only the population of Civano 2010, but not Sierra Morado 

2010, as the mixed-use zoning variables only apply to the Civano 2010 population, 

because Sierra Morado does not have any mixed-use features.  It should also be noted 

that because the Civano survey data only has 61 subjects and there are 13 independent 
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variables for each regression model when the control variables are added to the models, a 

step-wise regression analysis is used.  This step-wise regression has a criterion of 0.20 or 

lower for inclusion in the model and in each iteration the independent variable with the 

highest p-value is dropped until all remaining variables have p-values less than 0.20.  

Of all the new urban design strategies, community meetings (HOA) and working 

within the community (WORKCIV) seem to have the greatest relationship to both social 

interactions and social connections (see Table 19).  HOA is positively associated with 

five of the six dependent variables in the study, while WORKCIV is positively associated 

with four of the six dependent variables in the study, controlling for all other independent 

variables as well as all control variables.  They both have positive relationships with 

social interaction variables, although different ones.  The results indicate that working in 

the community is positively related to spontaneous interaction, while attending HOA 

meetings is positively related to planned interaction.  The variable HOA was also 

positively associated with all of the social connection variables.  For example the average 

resident who attends HOA meetings (compared to residents who do not attend HOA 

meeting): 

 

- …has an additional 3.13 planned interactions (PLNDINT) per month 

- …knows the names of an additional 25.8 residents (KNOWNAME)  

- …has an additional 13.2 acquaintances (ACQ)  

- …has an additional 10.4 intermediate-level friends (JUSTFR)  

- …has an additional 2.62 close friends (CLOSEFR) 
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Note: after the addition of control variables to each of the regression models above, each 

is statistically significant at the 0.05 level or lower, except the variable ACQ, which is 

statically significant at the 0.10 level (see Table 19). 

 

 

 

Both the PORCHUSE variable and the BUSCNTR variables are positively related 

to three of the six dependent variables.  Both are related to the same three social 

connection variables, the two weak tie variables (KNOWNAME, ACQ) and the 

intermediate-level tie variable (JUSTFR).  Thus, if one is looking to increase the number 

of weaker level social connections in a development (which, theoretically makes a lot of 

sense), incorporating both a neighborhood business center and homes with porches is a 

TABLE19: NEW URBAN DESIGN STRATEGIES ANALYSIS

R2 N

Sponaneous. 

Interactions

dr.7  

(.759)

dr.2  

(.963)

dr.4  

(.851)

dr.8  

(.733)

dr.10  

(.372)

.528  

(.035)

1.36  

(.081)

dr.1  

(.978)

dr.5  

(.819)

dr.3  

(.861)

dr.9  

(.765)

dr.6  

(.771)

dr.11  

(.285)

1.87   

(.000)
0.18 53

Planned Interactions
.651  

(.161)

dr.6  

(.509)

3.13  

(.002)

1.56  

(.150)

dr.1  

(.874)

dr.2  

(.800)

dr.7  

(.386)

dr.3  

(.692)

-.916   

(.173)

.441  

(.128)

dr.5  

(.519)

dr.4  

(.535)

.761  

(.005)

2.01  

(.001)
0.43 53

Know by Name
7.57  

(.065)

-5.31  

(.177)

25.8  

(.004)

-25.2  

(.014)

6.67  

(.000)

dr.3  

(.392)

15.0  

(.004)

dr.2  

(.312)

-10.3  

(.079)

11.3  

(.000)

dr.4  

(.337)

dr.1  

(.589)

dr.5  

(.255)

1.60  

(.747)
0.62 53

Aquaintences
.820  

(.016)

-9.04  

(.006)

13.2  

(.073)

-19.3  

(.023)

2.58  

(.061)

dr.3  

(.465)

6.22 

(.128)

dr.2  

(.893)

-10.5  

(.045)

8.63  

(.000)

.223  

(.079)

dr.1  

(.899)

2.55  

(.170)

-2.09  

(7.95)
0.60 53

Just Friends
3.14  

(.027)

-1.89  

(.164)

10.4  

(.001)

dr.4  

(.477)

1.25  

(.024)

dr.1  

(.907)

6.37  

(.000)

dr.2  

(.797)

-3.29  

(.104)

1.68  

(.040)

dr.5  

(.413)

dr.3  

(.728)

1.39  

(.078)

4.50  

(.043)
0.58 53

Close Friends
dr.5  

(.698)

dr.8  

(.241)  

2.62  

(.015)

dr.7  

(.319)

dr.1  

(.895)

.307  

(.120)

1.94  

(.002)

dr.6  

(.432)

dr.4  

(.703) 

dr.3  

(.773)

dr.2  

(.826)

-.210  

(.161)

.925  

(.002)

3.95  

(.000)
0.43 53

(dependent vars)
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good way to accomplish such a task.  After the addition of control variables to these 

regression models each is statistically significant at the 0.10 level or lower (see Table 19). 

The variable INHOMEUSE (i.e. use of in-home businesses) is positively related to 

only one of the six dependent variables.  However, the one variable in-home use is 

related to, SPONTINT, is related to only one other new urbanist design strategy (working 

in the community (WORKCIV)) and, thus, if one’s desire is to promote spontaneous 

social interaction within a development (which theoretically makes sense) this may very 

well be an important design feature to include in the development.  This regression model 

is statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level. 

The variable SCHOOLUSE (i.e. social interaction at the neighborhood school) is 

positively related to only one dependent variable, ACQ.  This result suggests that 

residents who interact at the neighborhood school have more acquaintances than those 

who do not.  This regression model is statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level. 

The variable MAILBOXUSE is not statistically significant with any of the 

dependent variables.  This result suggests that the new urban design strategy of grouped 

mail may not be a good strategy to promote either social interaction or social connection. 

 

Conclusion: Overall New Urbanist Design Strategies Analyses 

 

There are a couple of interesting results when examining all the new urbanist design 

strategies while controlling for the others.  The first is that two design strategies become 

more strongly related with the dependent variables than they had been previously: 
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BUSCNTRUSE and HOA.  The variable BUSCNTRUSE went from being positively 

related with only one of the six dependent variables to being positively related to three of 

them.  In a similar fashion, the variable HOAUSE went from being positively related to 

three of the six variables to being positively related to five of the six.  Conversely, the 

SCHOOLUSE become less relevant to social interaction/connection when controlling for 

the new urban design features.  This variable went from being positively related to four 

out of the six dependent variables to only being positively related to one of the six after 

controlling for all other independent variables.   

Overall, to get the biggest bang for one’s buck in new urbanist design, one would 

want to include a neighborhood business center, jobs for residents, homes with porches, 

and a community HOA type of group, in any development that wished to promote social 

interaction and social connection.  Again, if increasing spontaneous interaction is an 

important goal then including in-home businesses may also be an important new urbanist 

feature.  The new urbanist design strategies of grouped mailboxes and having a 

neighborhood school were not related to social interaction/connection after controlling 

for all other new urban design strategies. 

In the next analysis we examine four different zones within Civano, to determine if 

different types of new urbanist design are related to social interaction, social connections, 

and community satisfaction. 
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New Urban Design: Zone Analysis  

 

Before beginning this section of the data analysis chapter I wish to state that this 

analysis is purely exploratory as the sample sizes are too small for significant statistical 

analysis.  It is hoped that these results may be useful in future studies of new urbanist 

communities, and understanding what might be furtive areas of study for future research.   

This portion of the data analysis uses the zonal data collected in Civano 2010 to 

examine which new urban design features (one is tied to each zone) are related to social 

interaction, social connections, and community satisfaction, and which are not.  These 

analyses do not test a specific hypothesis, but are rather more of an exploratory nature to 

test the benefits of different types of new urbanist design.  Recall, Zone 1 (C1) is the 

standard Civano new urbanist design with curved roads, mixed-used, back-loaded 

garages, grouped mailboxes, and tree-lined sidewalks.  Zone 3 (C3) is the standard new 

urbanist model, but with a barrio style in which there are no sidewalks and streets are 

very narrow and curved.  Zone 4 (C4) is the standard new urbanist model, but with front-

loaded (i.e. garage is accessed from the front road rather than a back alley), rather than 

back-loaded garages.  Zone 5 (C5) is the standard new urbanist model, but with smaller 

row house style houses, promoting higher densities.  In C5 the houses are smaller, with 

smaller lots, and are closer together.  And lastly, Zone 6 (C6), is the standard new 

urbanist model, but with houses that face a set of walking trails rather than a sidewalk 

and a street.  Using this zonal analysis it is possible to test whether or not the four new 

urbanist designs represented in these four zones help to promote or hinder social 
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interaction/connection and community satisfaction.  The four new urban designs tested in 

this analysis are: 

 

1. Barrio Style (C3):  small streets, no sidewalks 

2. Front-Loaded Garages (C4):  garages in front 

3. Row Houses (C5):  higher density 

4. Trails (C6):  trails in front of homes 

 

An analysis comparing the means of each comparison zone (C3-C6) to the standard 

zone (C1) for each of the 8 social interaction and social connection variables (NEISOC, 

NEICOOP, SPONTINT, PLNDINT, KNOWNAME, ACQ, JUSTFR, and CLOSEFR), 

and the 4 community satisfaction variables TRNEI, HAPPY, STAY, and QOL) was 

conducted.  Because of the very small n’s for this analysis there were only 7 out of 48 

means comparisons that were statistically significant at the 0.10 alpha level (see Table 

20).  However, in terms of sheer volume, the data do show some intriguing patterns, 

leading to the conclusion that front-loaded garages as well as urban trails may have a 

positive relationship with social interaction/connection and community satisfaction for 

both the front-loaded garages as well as the trails urban design style.  An even clearer 

pattern emerges for the barrio style new urban design, where the data indicates that this 

barrio design strategy has a negative relationship with social interaction/connection and 

community satisfaction  (see Table 20).  To make the results more interpretable a 

separate table was created in which the means for each means test was replaced with a 
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“+” if the mean was higher than the control (C1) mean, a “-“ if the mean was smaller than 

the control (C1) mean, and an “n/d” (no difference) if the mean was determined to be the 

same as the control (C1) mean (anything less than ! a standard error was considered to 

be “no different” than the control mean (see Table 21). 

Table 11 shows the pluses and minuses for each type of community benefit.  You 

can see that for C3 (Barrio Zone) there are many more minuses than pluses and the 

overall score for C3 is a -7.  A score of zero indicates no difference from the control 

zone, a negative score indicates a negative effect for the zone and a positive score 

indicates the zone has a positive effect on the variables in question.  Further, these scores 

do not count the effects of PLNDINT or CLOSEFR, as it was apparent in the theoretical 

discussions that higher levels of these variables may actually be negative for a 

community.  Especially when combined with the presence of low levels of the weaker 

forms of social connections (KNOWNAME, ACQ, and JUSTFR).  This is exactly what 

we see in Zone 3 (C3), low levels of weak social connections compared to the control 

zone (C1), with higher levels of strong social connections (CLOSEFR) compared to the 

control zone (C1).  This pattern may indicate strong bonding ties and group isolation 

from the greater community. 

For both Zone 4 (C4) and Zone 6 (C6) we see a possible relationship in terms of 

social connection, social interaction, and community satisfaction.  These zones both score 

a 5, indicating that overall, they are 5 points higher than the control zone (C1).  These 

positive scores indicate that Zone 4 (Front-Loaded Garages) and Zone 6 (Trails) may 

have urban design features that help to facilitate beneficial community outcomes. 
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TABLE 20: CIVANO 2010 ZONE ANALYSIS (FULL)

CONTROL

C1           

(n=20)

C3          

(n=8)

C4          

(n=8)

C5         

(n=6)

C6         

(n=8)

neisoc 5.30 5.00 5.63 5.67 5.40

neicoop 1.30 1.50 1.50 1.33 1.69

spontint 3.00 1.69 3.14 2.08 3.04

plndint 0.87 1.75 1.75 2.36 1.43

knowname 24.0 16.9 20.4 27.9 28.9

acq 13.4 6.9 17.1 17.9 17.7

justfr 6.50 6.25 9.64 11.25 8.75

closefr 1.80 3.13 2.86 1.67 1.93

trustnei 3.60 2.86 3.34 3.33 3.44

happy 3.25 3.00 3.63 3.17 3.56

stay 1.70 1.56 1.94 1.67 1.69

qol 3.40 2.88 3.88 3.83 3.69

TREATMENT
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TABLE 21: CIVANO 2010 ZONE ANALYSIS (REDUCED)

CONTROL

C1           

(n=20)

C3          

(n=8)

C4          

(n=8)

C5         

(n=6)

C6         

(n=16)

neisoc 5.30 - + + n/d

neicoop 1.30 + + n/d +

spontint 3.00 - n/d - n/d

plndint 0.87 + + + +

knowname 24.0 - - n/d +

acq 13.4 - + + +

justfr 6.50 n/d + + +

closefr 1.80 + + n/d n/d

trustnei 3.60 - - - -

happy 3.25 - + - +

stay 1.70 - + n/d n/d

qol 3.40 - + + +

#(+) = 1 7 4 6

#(-) = 8 2 3 1

#(n/d) = 1 1 3 3

SCORE = -7 5 1 5

* n/d (no difference) if number is not at least .5(se) from mean of C1.

TREATMENT
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Zone 5 (C5: Row Houses) seems to have no relationship with social 

interactions/connections or community satisfaction compared to the control zone (C1).  

The score of “+1” indicates that the new urban design feature of row houses, does not 

seem to be related to beneficial community outcomes, it however, does not seem to have 

a negative relationship with them either. 

 

Conclusion: Zone Analysis 

 

The zonal analysis indicates that the new urbanist design of houses facing trails may 

be related to more social interaction/connection and community satisfaction for residents.  

The evidence also indicates that the new urbanist design of barrio style neighborhoods 

may be negatively related to social interaction/connection and community satisfaction for 

residents.  Lastly, this analysis indicates that the new urbanist design of garages facing 

back alleys rather than the street, may actually be negatively related to social 

interaction/connection and community satisfaction, as residents who live in the zone with 

garages facing the street have more social interaction/connection and community 

satisfaction.  The possible reasons for these findings will be discussed in the final chapter. 

It should also be noted that because of the small sample sizes and lack of statistical 

significance of the findings, these results should be looked at as not support for the 

findings, but rather evidence that further research into these areas should be conducted. 
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Conclusion: Data Analysis  

 

Through the data analysis we have been able to see many ways in which social 

interactions and social connections are related to new urbanist design.  First we analyzed 

the differences in social interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction 

among the three populations in the study.  This was followed by an analysis of the data in 

an attempt to understand what is causing the social interaction/connection differences 

between the Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 populations.  This analysis includes an 

examination of: social interaction places and mixed-use zoning.  We go through each 

analysis briefly, discussing the most important findings of each. 

First we learned that Civano 2001 has more social interactions/connections than 

either Civano 2010 or Sierra Morado 2010.  It was also found that Civano 2010 has more 

social interactions/connections than Sierra Morado 2010.  There only difference between 

these two populations in terms of community satisfaction was in trust of neighbors.  

Residents in Civano 2001 trust their neighbors more than residents in Civano 2010.  

Because of the lack of data from the Civano 2001 population (they didn’t fill out the 

second survey), most of the analyses to understand the differences in social 

interaction/connection focused on the differences between Civano 2010 and Sierra 

Morado 2010. 

In an initial attempt to understand how the differences in social 

interaction/connection between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 come about we 

examined the differences in where residents have their spontaneous social interactions.  
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Most of the residents in both populations use the sidewalks for these types of interactions.  

Parks seemed to be less important interaction places in communities like Civano 2010 

with many other spontaneous interaction places.  Porches and mailboxes seemed to be 

important secondary social interaction places.  Thus, if residents have already formed a 

relationship they are more likely to then interact on a porch or the mailboxes then if they 

have not already become familiar with an interactant.  

The more rigorous analysis of four new urbanist design strategies found slightly 

different results than those listed above.  These findings suggest that developments with 

HOA’s and neighborhood schools will be positively related to both social interaction and 

social connection, while developments with porches will be positively related to social 

connections.  However, it seems that the new urbanist design strategy of grouped 

mailboxes may not have much of a relationship with either social interactions or social 

connections within a community.   

The data analyses regarding mixed-use zoning indicate this type of new urbanist 

design could be a good way to promote social interaction and social connection within a 

community.  The findings suggest that the “local business” effect on social 

interaction/connection is very different in terms of having (1) a neighborhood business 

center, (2) in-home neighborhood business, and (3) residents who work within the 

community.  The findings suggest that having a neighborhood business center will 

facilitate the creation of weak ties, while having in-home businesses will facilitate the 

creation of spontaneous social connections.  Further, they suggest that having local jobs 

for residents facilitates both social interactions and social connections.  Thus, in terms of 
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urban planning, it seems that it might be better to incorporate both a neighborhood 

business center and in-home business into a development as they compliment each other 

well.   The mixed-use strategy of having jobs in the community was the most successful 

of the three mixed-use strategies as it may facilitate both social interactions and social 

connections. 

When examining all the new urbanist design strategies while controlling for the 

others the data indicate that a neighborhood business center, jobs for residents, homes 

with porches, and a community HOA type of group may be important new urbanist 

design strategies to employ in any development intended to promote social interaction 

and social connection.  The new urbanist design strategies of grouped mailboxes and 

having a neighborhood school did not seem to be related to social interaction/connection 

after controlling for all other new urban design strategies. 

The zonal analysis indicated that the new urbanist design of houses facing trails 

may be related to more social interaction/connection and community satisfaction for 

residents.  The evidence also indicates that the new urbanist design of barrio style 

neighborhoods may be negatively related to social interaction/connection and community 

satisfaction for residents.  Lastly, this analysis indicates that the new urbanist design of 

garages facing back alleys rather than the street, may actually be negatively related to 

social interaction/connection and community satisfaction, as residents who live in the 

zone with garages facing the street have more social interaction/connection and 

community satisfaction.  Again, I reiterate that the findings for the zonal analysis are of 
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an exploratory nature given the small sample sizes, and findings should be viewed as no 

more than a guide for future research in studies of new urbanism. 

Overall, the results from the data analysis illustrate a few important findings.  First, 

the data indicate that new urbanist developments do have more social interactions, more 

social connections, and more community satisfaction as expected.  Second, the reason for 

the higher levels of social interact/connection in new urbanist developments appear to be 

related to a number of new urbanist design strategies.  The new urbanist strategies that 

appear to be most positively related to social interaction/connection are the presence of 

community group like an HOA, having jobs within a community, having houses with 

porches, and having a neighborhood business center.  In the next chapter we examine the 

differences in community cohesion between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  We 

measure community cohesion using network data in terms of diversity of social 

interactions (heterophily) and in terms of ties that span disparate portions of the 

community bridging.  We test the community cohesion differences between the two 

populations, and then examine which new urbanist design strategies may help to facilitate 

community cohesion in the form of bridging ties. 
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CHAPTER 6:  NETWORK DATA ANALYSES 

 

Using network data this chapter will examine community cohesion differences 

between the two populations in the study (Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010).  

Community cohesion is measured in terms, heterogeneous and diverse of social 

interactions among residents as well as people having bridging ties.  This analysis 

presumes that populations with more diverse social interactions will be more cohesive 

communities.  A second analysis examines the relationship between various new urbanist 

design strategies discussed in the previous section and community cohesion (in terms of 

bridging ties) to understand if any of these new urbanist strategies are related to 

community cohesion. 

 

Community Cohesion (Diverse Social Interactions) 

 

In this analysis we examine the number of diverse social ties found in each 

population (Civano 2010 versus Sierra Morado 2010).  Because homophily is regarded as 

a strong force in social interaction, non-homophilous (i.e. diverse) social interaction is 

assumed to indicate the presence of community cohesion (many groups coming together).  

It is presumed that populations with more diverse social interaction have higher levels of 

community cohesion.  While this analysis is not a direct test of any hypothesis, it is 

strongly related to Hypothesis 9, which states that new urbanist communities will have 

more diverse social interactions than traditional suburban communities.  This hypothesis 
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will be directly tested in the next analysis, diversity at the community level.  First we 

examine diverse social interaction using the individual as the unit of analysis.  Then we 

examine diverse social interaction using the community as the unit of analysis. 

We begin with an examination of diverse social interaction using the residents of 

Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 in separate analysis to determine if there are 

differences in homophily/heterophily between these populations (individual unit of 

analysis).  The study uses the five background characteristics, percent female 

(FEMALE), AGE, percent non-white (NONWHT), KIDS, and religious (RELIG), 

because these are the background variables that are most easy to distinguish between 

residents and thus should be highly influential in the creation of homophilous ties, and 

are of particular interest when they result in heterophilous ties instead.  They are also 

among the variables that McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook (2001) listed as the most 

common attributes that facilitate homophilous interactions.  The list includes (in order of 

most influential to least influential): race, ethnicity, age, religion, education, occupation, 

and gender. 

Network data collected in the second survey was used to perform 

homophily/heterophily tests between Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  Each 

resident was asked to list the gender, age, race, parental status, and religion of the three 

persons they interacted with most in their community.  This data was used to create a 

pool, which was used to determine the actual number of same-relation connections that 

were made between these respondents.  The study also examined the percentages of each 

relation in each community in order to determine the probability that someone would 
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chose a homophilous relation on chance alone.  For example, for GENDER, in Civano 64 

percent of the population was male while 36 percent was female, thus, a male in Civano 

has 64 percent chance of choosing a male as an interaction partner by chance alone.  

Therefore, if the actual interaction percentages are higher than 64 percent for males, this 

indicates that men are choosing more homophilous social interaction partners than chance 

alone would predict.  These scores can also be used to understand heterophily.  Any 

“homophily” score that is negative indicates the presence of heterophily.  For example, a 

score of -29 percent would indicate that for this dimension a respondent has 29 percent 

less homophilous ties than one would expect to see by chance alone (i.e. heterophily, 

more diverse ties).  On the other hand, a score of 29% would indicate that for this 

dimension there are 29% more homophilous ties than would be expected by chance alone 

(homophily, less diverse ties).  In the same vein a score of zero would indicate that there 

are exactly the number of homophilous ties one would expect to find based on chance 

alone.  As expected, most of the dimensions indicate that persons do indeed interact 

based on the principals of homophily. 

To make sure this measurement of homophily/heterophily is absolutely clear we 

examine a sample case.  Say we are interested in understanding the homophily score for 

males in Community X.  First we note that, according to our sample, 40 percent of the 

residents in Community X are male.  Thus, any male in Community X will have a 40 

percent probability of interacting with another male by chance alone.  Next, assume that 

we have a network sample of 20 respondents, 10 of whom are male, who each have 3 

interaction partners.  Thus, for males, we have 30 pairs of interaction partners (10 male 
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respondent * 3 interactants per respondent).  For each of these 30 pairs, the respondent 

had the choice to interact with someone of a similar gender or a dissimilar gender.  Thus, 

if we determine the number of these 30 interaction partners that are similar-gender (i.e. 

male), we know how many times males chose to interact with neighbors that were also 

male.  Let us assume that 18 out of the 30 interaction partners are male.  This means that 

males chose homophilous interaction partners 60 percent of the time.  In Community X 

we would expect 40 percent of males interactants to be males, based on chance alone.  If 

males choose to interact with other males 60 percent of the time, this indicates a high 

level of homophilous choice in social interaction regarding this dimension (gender), and a 

low level of heterophily.  The homophily score for males in this community would be  

[actual % of homophilous interaction / probability of homophilous interaction] - 1 

or  

(.60 / .40) -1  = 50%.  Thus, males in Community X choose homophilous 

interactions 50 percent more often than chance alone would dictate. 

To check for statistical significance of this finding we conduct a means test for both 

the actual percent of homophilous social interactions and the probability of homophilous 

interactions in Community X.  The formula for calculating the standard error for a 

probability is SQRT[(p*q)/n].  Thus, say our sample size for community x is 100 

respondents and our sample size for the male interaction choices is 30.  Therefore, the 

standard error for probability of homophilous choice is 

(PHC) = SQRT[(.40)*(.60))/100] = 0.049. 

Similarly, the standard error for the actual percentage of homophilous choices  
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(AHC) = SQRT[(.60)*(.40)/30] = 0.089.  

The z-score for a 90% confidence interval when n=30 is 1.699.  The z-score for a 90% 

confidence when n=100 is 1.658.  Thus, the confidence interval for (PHC) is  

(PHC) = 0.40 +/- (1.658)(0.049) !   0.40 + 0.08 = 0.48 

and for (AHC) is 

 (AHC) = 0.60 +/- (1.697)(.089) !   0.60 – 0.15 = 0.45 

In this case because the confidence intervals overlap, we cannot say that there is a 

statistically significant difference that the percentages are difference and we have to 

assume they are the same (at a 90 percent confidence level).  All confidence intervals 

were worked out in this way to determine statistical significance.  Please note that when a 

“homophily score” is negative, this suggests we have heterophily (diverse social 

interactions) rather than homophily. 

 

Homophily/Heterophily in Civano 2010 

 

For MALES in Civano, there is a 36 percent chance of choosing another male as an 

interaction partner.  In actuality, males in Civano chose to interact with other males 59.5 

percent of the time, and had 65 percent more homophilous interactions than would be 

predicted by chance alone.  Females were also more likely to choose similar interaction 

partners, although this result was not statistically significant.  The differences between 

actual percentage and predicted percentage in males are statistically significant at a 0.10 

confidence level.  (See Table 22.) 
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In terms of AGE, the data indicate that for Civano homophily is a powerful force in 

facilitating social interactions.  This effect is strong and statistically significant for all age 

groups, except the ones (20s) which have too small of a sample size (n =1) to be 

statistically significant.  Overall, in terms of age, subjects in Civano were 242 percent 

more likely to interact with someone their own age (same age = age +/- 10 years) than 

chance alone would dictate.  The differences in the AGE variable were statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level or lower.  (See Table 22.) 

In terms of RACE in Civano there is no homophily effect, but rather a strong 

heterophily effect.  Thus, persons of all races are much less likely to interact with 

someone of their own race than chance alone would dictate.  This effect is true for all 

races and for race in general.  While the OTHER race is easy to validate statistically 

because it had 0 percent sameness, I feel comfortable with these findings as there were 9 

interaction choices for non-whites, and all nine were made with whites.  Overall, in terms 

of race, residents in Civano were 29 percent less likely to interact with someone of the 

same race than chance alone would predict.  The differences in the RACE variable were 

statistically significant at the 0.01 level, except for the NONWHT variable which was 

statistically significant at the 0.10 level. (See Table 22.) 

For subjects with children (KIDS), homophily is a big predictor for interactions 

with other similar residents in their community.  In Civano parents had 241 percent more 

interactions with other parents than chance alone would dictate.  However, in Civano 

there is another interesting heterophilous result, that cancelled out any effects for parents 

overall.  Non-parents in Civano are much more likely to interact with parents than with 
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other non-parents than chance alone would dictate, they had 64 percent more 

homophilous interactions than chance along would predict.  The differences in the KIDS 

variable were statistically significant at the 0.01 level. (See Table 22.) 

There are no statistically significant homophilous effects found for RELIG in 

Civano. 

 

TABLE 22: HOMOPHILY (CIVANO)

N
Probability 

of Sameness

Actual % of 

Sameness

Homophily 

Scores
P

Male 13 36.0% 59.5% 65% †

Female 31 64.0% 77.8% 22%

All 44 55.7% 72.0% 29%

20s 1 3.8% 50.0% 1216%

30s 12 18.9% 51.2% 171% *

40s 5 9.4% 93.3% 893% **

50s 9 20.8% 79.2% 281% **

60s 11 30.2% 82.8% 174% **

70s+ 5 16.9% 64.3% 280% **

All 43 20.5% 70.1% 242% **

White 40 94.9% 65.5% -31% **

Non-White 4 5.1% 0.0% -100% †

All 44 86.7% 61.8% -29% **

Kids 14 27.1% 92.3% 241% **

No-Kids 28 72.9% 26.4% -64% **

All 42 57.6% 49.5% -14%

Christian 14 50.0% 56.3% 13%

Other 3 8.3% 16.7% 101%

None 13 41.7% 28.0% -33%

All 30 42.2% 41.3% -2%

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01

RELIGION

CIVANO

GENDER

AGE

RACE

KIDS
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Overall, as one would expect in any community, Civano has more homophilous 

social interactions than heterophilous ones.  For example, Civano has homophilous 

outcomes in gender, but only for males, and in age across all but one age group.  

However, Civano also has a strongly heterophilous finding for race, in which both whites 

and non-whites choose to interact with different races much more often than homophily 

alone would dictate.  Lastly, Civano has differing findings for the KIDS variable in which 

parents choose parents in a very homophilous way, while non-parents actually choose to 

interact with parents, in a very heterophilous way.  These findings suggest that Civano 

may have fairly diverse social interactions.  This hypothesis will be tested at the 

community-level after we examine the diversity of social interactions in Sierra Morado 

 

Homophily/Heterophily in Sierra Morado 2010 

 

For MALES in Sierra Morado, there is a 38.7 percent chance of choosing another 

male as an interaction partner.  In actuality, males in Sierra Morado choose to interact 

with other males 72.2 percent of the time, or 87 percent more than would be predicted by 

chance alone.  Females are actually more likely to choose males as interaction partners 

(heterophily), although this result is not statistically significant.  These differences are 

statistically significant at a 0.10 confidence level.  (See Table 23.) 

In terms of AGE, the data indicate that for Sierra Morado, as with Civano, 

homophily is a powerful force in facilitating social interactions.  This effect is strong and 

statistically significant for all age groups, except the ones (50s, 60s, and 70s) which have 
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too small of a sample size to be statistically significant.  Overall, in terms of age, subjects 

in Sierra Morado are 192 percent more likely to interact with someone their own age 

(same age = age +/- 10 years) than chance alone would dictate.  The differences in the 

AGE variable are statistically significant at the 0.01 level or lower, except for the 20s 

AGE variable which was statistically significant at the 0.10 level. (See Table 23.) 

For subjects with children (KIDS), homophily is a big predictor of interactants in 

the community.  In Sierra Morado parents are 49 percent more likely to interact with 

other parents than chance alone would dictate.  However, in Sierra Morado, unlike 

Civano, there is no statistically significant difference in interaction choices for non-

parents.  The differences in the KIDS variable for parents are statistically significant at 

the 0.01 level. (See Table 23.) 

There are no statistically significant homophilous effects found for either RACE or 

RELIG in Sierra Morado. (See Table 23.) 

Overall, Sierra Morado has homophilous outcomes in gender, but only for males, 

and in age across all but three age groups (all with small sample size).  Sierra Morado 

also has a strongly homophilous finding for parents, but not for either race or religion.  In 

terms of heterophily, or diversity of social interactions, there seem to be less diverse 

social interactions in Sierra Morado than in Civano.  This prediction is made on the basis 

that there were no statistically significant heterophilous dimensions in Sierra Morado, 

while Civano had two of them: race and residents with no children at home.  These 

findings seem to indicate that Sierra Morado may have less community cohesion (in 
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terms of diverse social interactions) than Civano.  This argument will be tested in the next 

analysis. 

 

 

In both populations examined, homophilous choices are made by males but not by 

females.  Also for both populations, interactions are highly influenced by the ages of the 

interactants.  This is true for all age categories in which the sample size is big enough to 

TABLE 23: HOMOPHILY (SIERRA MORADO)

N
Probability 

of Sameness

Actual % of 

Sameness

Homophily 

Scores
P

Male 8 38.7% 72.2% 87% †

Female 11 61.3% 44.0% -28%

All 19 51.8% 55.8% 8%

20s 3 14.3% 57.1% 300% †

30s 9 39.3% 87.5% 123% **

40s 3 17.9% 100.0% 459% **

50s 3 17.9% 60.0% 235%

60s 0 3.6%

70s+ 1 7.1% 0.0%

All 19 26.9% 78.6% 192% **

White 15 89.7% 97.1% 8%

Non-White 5 10.3% 41.7% 305%

All 20 69.9% 82.6% 18%

Kids 12 56.2% 84.0% 49% **

No-Kids 9 43.8% 47.6% 9%

All 21 50.9% 67.4% 32%

Christian 11 70.0% 68.8% -2%

Other 1 3.3% 0.0%

None 2 26.7% 33.3% 25%

All 14 59.1% 60.0% 2%

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01

RELIGION

SIERRA MORADO

GENDER

AGE

RACE

KIDS
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allow for statistical significance to be determined.  Also for both populations, parents 

choose to interact with other parents much more than chance alone would dictate.  

However, for non-parents in Civano, they choose heterophilous interaction partners, as do 

both white and non-white Civano residents. 

As expected homophily is clearly a component of social interaction choices in both 

populations, especially in terms of age.  However, especially in Civano, it seems that 

there are more diverse social ties and then one would expect to find in the population by 

chance alone.  This indicates that Civano may have more community cohesion than 

Sierra Morado.  

 

Diverse Social Interactions at the Macro-Level 

 

In this analysis we examine the effects of new urbanism design on the diversity of 

social interactions.  Before we examined diversity at the individual level.  Now we use 

the same homophilous relationships to examine diversity at the community level.  This 

section relates to Hypothesis 9, which states that new urbanist communities will have 

more diverse social interactions than traditional suburban communities.  New urbanist 

theory proposes that new urbanist design, especially mixed housing, promotes diverse 

interactions as well as diverse relationships within a community.  It is further argued that 

diversity is also related to community cohesion.  In order to test this idea, we again look 

at homophilous interactions between residents in the communities of Civano 2010 and 

Sierra Morado 2010. The data indicate that residents in Civano 2010 do indeed have 
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more diverse social interactions than residents in Sierra Morado 2010.  This is the same 

finding as the data in the previous section, although this analysis is conducted using the 

community as the unit of analysis, while the previous analysis used the individual as the 

unit of analysis. 

 

 

 

The data indicate that when adjusted for the probability of sameness* between the 

two communities, Civano residents choose similar interaction partners in terms of gender, 

age, race, parental status, and religion, 60.0 percent of the time, while residents in Sierra 

Morado choose similar interaction partners 71.3 percent of the time.  Thus, the data 

TABLE 24: DIVERSITY OF SOCIAL INTERACTIONS

PROB OF 

SAMENESS

ADJ % BASED 

ON COM CHARS

CIVANO percentage n n*%

GENDER 55.7% 44 24.508 85 118

AGE 20.5% 43 8.815 89 127

RACE 86.7% 44 38.148 97 157

KIDS 57.6% 42 24.192 55 111

RELIGION 42.2% 30 12.66 26 63

53.4% 40.0%
ADJ % BASED ON (PROB. OF SAMENESS) 52.4%

SM percentage n n*%

GENDER 51.8% 19 9.842 23 43

AGE 26.9% 19 5.111 34 42

RACE 69.9% 20 13.98 38 46

KIDS 50.9% 21 10.689 31 46

RELIGION 59.1% 14 8.274 12 20

51.5% 28.7%
ADJ % BASED ON (PROB. OF SAMENESS) 52.4%

CIVANO HAS MORE DIVERSE INTERACTIONS THAN SM (10% CI).

Civano 

Interaction 

Diversity

Sierra Morado 

Interaction 

Diversity

71.3%

ACTUAL % 

SAMENESS

61.1%

60.0%

70.1%



! *)#!

indicate that residents in Civano choose diverse social interaction partners 40 percent of 

the time, while residents in Sierra Morado do this only 28.7 percent of the time.  This 

result is statistically significant at the .10 alpha level using means testing for percentages.  

Note that because Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010 have difference overall 

probabilities of sameness (i.e. probability of homophilous interaction), it is necessary to 

adjust for this difference when comparing the two populations.  Thus, Civano 2010 has 

an overall “probability of homophilous interaction” of 53.4 percent over all five 

dimensions (GENDER, AGE, RACE, KIDS, and RELIGION).  Similarly, Sierra Morado 

2010 has an overall “probability of homophilous interaction” of 52.4 percent over all five 

dimensions.  Therefore, in order two compare the two populations we must bring two 

probabilities together.  The halfway point between the two probabilities is 52.4 percent.  

For Civano we divide 52.4 / 53.4 = 0.9813 (this is the adjustment factor for Civano).  For 

Sierra Morado we divide 52.4 / 51.5 = 1.0175 (this is the adjustment factor for Sierra 

Morado).  We then multiply both the “probability of sameness (PS)” and the “actual 

percent of sameness (AS)” for each population times their adjustment factor: 

 

   Civano:   (PS) = 53.4% * 0.9813 = 52.4% 

    (AS) = 61.1% * 0.9813 = 60.0% 

 

 Sierra Morado:  (PS) = 51.5% * 1.0175 = 52.4% 

    (AS) = 70.1% * 1.0175 = 71.3% 
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Notice that the (PS)’s for both Civano and Sierra Morado become the same, and the 

(AS)’s are adjusted accordingly.  

While this data do not explain exactly what is causing more diversity in social 

interactions in Civano 2010 versus Sierra Morado 2010, they do indicate that residents in 

Civano 2010 (a new urbanist community) do indeed have more diversity in their social 

connections, and thus, more community cohesion.  These findings support Hypothesis 9, 

which states that residents in a new urbanist development will have more diverse social 

interactions than residents in traditional suburban developments.   

 

Conclusion: Community Cohesion (Diverse Social Interactions) 

 

The analysis of community cohesion in terms of diverse social interactions 

indicated a number of interesting findings.  First, as expected residents in both Civano 

and Sierra Morado more often choose to interaction based on the principles of homophily 

rather than heterophily.  This outcome occurred in terms of age, males, and parents in 

both populations.  Next, the data indicated that residents of Civano do have diverse social 

interactions in terms of race and non-parents.  Lastly, a macro-level analysis between the 

two populations indicates, as predicted, that the new urbanist population has more diverse 

social interactions than the traditional suburban population.  In the next analysis we begin 

to examine the relationship between bridging ties and other new urbanist design 

strategies. 
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Community Cohesion (Bridging Ties)  

 

In this network analysis we explore community cohesion in the form of bridging 

ties in a number of ways.  First, we examine bridging ties at the community-level, 

comparing the number of bridging ties in Civano 2010 to Sierra Morado 2010 

(Hypothesis 13).  Second, we explore the relationship between bridging ties and social 

interactions/connections, specifically testing hypotheses relating bridging ties to weak 

social connections (Hypothesis 11) and spontaneous interactions (Hypothesis 12).  Third, 

we examine the relationship between bridging ties and new urbanist design strategies 

(Hypothesis 14-20).  We start with an explanation of the measurement and a description 

of how the idea of a bridging tie is conceptualized in the present study. 

As noted in the Methods chapter, subjects were asked to locate on a map the three 

neighbors they interact with most often, also giving data about were these interactions 

take place and some background information on their interactants, such as gender, age, 

race, etc. (this data was used for the homophily/heterophily analysis).  This network 

analysis uses the PHYSICAL distances of each of the three interactants homes’ from a 

respondent’s home.  The physical distances were measured in feet using Google maps. 

The network analysis unfortunately has a smaller sample size than the other 

analysis (Civano=37, SM=11).  This is because the network data collection required 

either a follow up phone call or for the subject to mail the network survey back.  Many 

subjects never completed it (see Methods chapter for more details on this issue). 
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First a simple difference of means analysis was conducted, testing if there was 

difference between Civano and Sierra Morado in terms of the average distance from each 

subject to each of his/her three interactants (a test of Hypothesis 13).  In the present study 

AVGDIST is conceptualized as a measure of bridging ties, thus, those residents who have 

longer average “physical” distances to their interactants are considered to have more 

bridging ties (this connection will be discussed in more detail later in this section).  The 

results are quite striking.  For Civano, the average PHYSICAL distance between network 

nodes is 490 feet, compared to just 160 feet for Sierra Morado (See Table 25).  Further, 

Civano has a much larger standard deviation (311 feet) than does Sierra Morado (58 feet) 

(0.01 alpha level).  These findings indicate that Civano residents have a much more 

connected community, with ties that span large as well as shorter distances, creating a 

much more cohesive social structure.  Note that the AVGDIST measurement was 

obtained by averaging the distances from each of a respondent’s interactants and dividing 

by the total number of interactants for each respondent.  The standard deviation was also 

measured using the subject as the unit of analysis and taking the standard deviation of 

his/her three interactants to compute the measure.  Thus, the results of the standard 

deviation analysis indicate that residents in Civano have much more diverse physical 

networks, with some being longer and some being shorter for the same subject (as can be 

seen because of the larger STDEV for Civano).  In Sierra Morado the opposite is true.  

Networks are much shorter and there is not much variation in their length from subject to 

subject. Recall that AVGDIST is our conceptualization of bridging ties.  Thus, these 

results support Hypothesis 13, which states that new urbanist communities will have 
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more community cohesion (in term of bridging ties) than traditional suburban 

communities.  Even with a very small sample size these differences were still statistically 

significant at the 0.05 alpha-level or lower (See Table 25). 

 

A graphical representation of the network ties for each population (Civano 2010 

and Sierra Morado 2010) is used for descriptive purposes only and reinforces our 

findings from above.  The network of social ties can be seen in the network maps of 

Civano 2010 (see Figure 2) and Sierra Morado 2010 (see Figure 3).  Each node on the 

network map represents a household in either Civano 2010 or Sierra Morado 2010.  The 

lines between the nodes indicate that households (nodes) joined by a tie are connected via 

social interaction. Nodes in the network map have been placed on the map in their actual 

geographic space in the community, so the length of each tie does indeed represent that 

actual distance from each respondent to each of their interactants.  The network maps 

clearly show the pattern noted above, that Civano 2010 represents a much more 

interconnected, cohesive community than does Sierra Morado 2010, which appears to be 

a community based on isolated clusters. 

TABLE 25: NETWORK TIE LENGTH (PHYSICAL DISTANCES )

Civano Sierra Morado p

Average Distance 490 160 *

Standard Deviation 311 58 **

TABLE 25: AVERAGE TIE LENGTH (CIV VS. SM)

† = 0.10    * = 0.05     ** = 0.01
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FIGURE 2: CIVANO NETWORK CONNECTIONS

FIGURE 3: SIERRA MORADO NETWORK CONNECTIONS
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Note:  When UCINET creates a network map, the nodes (i.e. households) seem to be 

placed in a random ordering, or some other structured ordering that is not analogous to 

where the nodes actually lie in physical space within their community.  For both the 

Civano and Sierra Morado network maps the nodes have been rearranged to represent 

their actual geographic space within the community, thus, the length of each tie line 

represents the physical distance from a respondent one of his/her interactants  (see 

Figure 2 & 3 above). 

The following is short discussion of the conceptualization of the AVGDIST 

variable as bridging ties.  The ties on the map represent physical distances between 

nodes.  Thus, the longer a tie is on the network map, the longer the distance of the tie.  

Based on Watts’ discussion of large group tie formation (see Methods chapter for more 

details) an assumption is made that ties are more likely to be formed between neighbors 

that live close to one another, as can be seen in the network map of Sierra Morado.  It is 

assumed that in most neighborhoods people who live in close proximity to one another 

are much more likely to interact than those who live farther away, we can call this the 

phenomenon of  “proximity homophily.”  This assumption is based on the idea that 

people will only interact (through any type of interaction mechanism) if they have a 

chance to do so, and residents who live closer to one another are much more likely to 

have chances to interact, and then form ties through this interaction.  These ties are 

represented by the shorter distance ties in the network maps, and are conceptualized as 

bonding ties.   
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The idea that these “shorter” ties are the norm can be gleamed by taking a closer 

look at the ties in both Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  A bonding tie is defined as 

being 610 feet or less.  This distance was determined by choosing 10 households in 

Civano and 10 in Sierra Morado, going to the house directly adjacent (across the street or 

a trail, if in the “trail zone”) and then measuring from this house to the house in the same 

location the next block over.  The average for all twenty of these measurements was 610 

feet, with a 15 feet standard deviation.  This is the distance within which “proximity 

homophily” would operate as neighbors in these close spaces would be more likely to run 

into one another and engage in social interactions.   

Statistical support of this notion is found in the “typical” network connection 

lengths of residents in both Civano 2010 and Sierra Morado 2010.  The majority of 

interactions between neighbors are within this bonding tie length.  In Civano 2010, 74 

percent of all ties are less than 610 feet, while in Sierra Morado 96 percent are.  Thus, 

even in a community with many bridging ties we would still expect there to be more of 

the bonding types of social ties, which is exactly what was found in both populations.  

This pattern coincides nicely with Watts’ (1998) discussion of “random ties” and 

“clustered ties,” in the sense that we would expect even very cohesion networks to have 

many more clustered ties than random ties.  Watts (1998) clearly shows that it does not 

take a large number of bridging ties to very quickly make a population much more 

closely interconnected in terms of path lengths between nodes (see Literature Review 

chapter for a more detailed analysis of Watts). 
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If ties under 610 feet are considered bonding ties, than those over this distance can 

be conceptualized as bridging ties.  In the literature bridging ties are very critical to the 

formation of healthy communities.  Thus, being able to conceptualize this measure is 

important.  In Civano 2010, 26 percent of ties are considered bridging, while only 6 

percent of ties in Sierra Morado are considered such. 

Next we examine the variables that are related to the length of tie distances between 

respondents and their interactants.  In order to better understand bridging ties, it is 

necessary to understand which variables have a positive relationship with the variable 

AVGDIST. 

 

Bridging Ties and Social Connections 

 

Regressions are examined using network distance (AVGDIST) and social 

interaction/connections measures.  First a regression is run to test the relationship 

between the types of social connections on the social connection spectrum and the 

distance of a respondent’s ties.  Because the network data set is limited in size (there are 

44 subjects and 11 independent variables when controls are added) a step-wise regression 

is employed, with a removal criterion of 0.20.  Recall that Hypothesis 11 predicts 

bridging ties are more likely to be weaker forms of social connections than stronger ones.  

Of the four social connection variables, only one, KNOWNAME, is significant.    (See 

Table 26.) 
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For the variable KNOWNAME a positive relationship is found with AVGDIST.  

When controlling for the other three types of social connections and the study control 

variables, for each additional name in a community a resident knows, their average 

network distance increases by 6.49 feet.  This finding suggests that residents who have 

longer ties (i.e. bridging ties) within the community know the names of more neighbors, 

even if at a very superficial level (weak tie).  It may be that their ‘friends’ introduce ego 

to their friends.  And importantly none of the other, stronger forms of social connections 

had a relationship with community cohesion (in terms of bridging ties).  This result is 

statistically significant at the 0.10 level after controls are added to the model. 

 

 

 

This finding supports Hypothesis 11, which states that people who have bridging 

ties are more likely to be weakly connected to others in the community.  Next we 

examine the relationship between bridging ties and social interactions. 

 

 

TABLE 26: REGRESSIONS WITH AVERAGE DISTANCE 

AND SOCIAL CONNECTIONS

R2 N

AVGDIST  

(Bridging Ties)

6.63  

(.073)

dr.6  

(.800)

dr.9  

(.550)

dr.1  

(.994)

dr.3  

(.887)

dr.2  

(.925)

dr.8  

(575)

dr.5  

(.876)

dr.7  

(.558)

dr.4  

(.854)

265  

(.011)
0.08 43

(dependent vars)

Ex: dr.1 (.774)  =   Variable dropped in first iteration with a p-value of 0.774.
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Bridging Ties and Social Interactions 

 

A regression model is examined using AVGDIST as the dependent variable and the 

two social interaction variables as the independent variables: SPONTANEOUS and 

PLANNED.  In this regression model neither of the social interaction variables have a 

relationship with the tie length of a respondent.  This finding indicates that the number of 

social interactions a person has, spontaneous or planned, is not related to whether a 

person has bridging ties.  (See Table 27.) 

 

 

 

This finding does not support Hypothesis 12, which states people who have more 

bridging friendships are likely to interaction spontaneously with others. 

 

TABLE 27: REGRESSIONS WITH AVERAGE DISTANCE 

AND SOCIAL INTERACTIONS

R
2

N

AVGDIST  

(Bridging Ties)

dr.5  

(.749)

dr.6  

(.734)

dr.1  

(.944)

dr.3  

(.872)

dr.7  

(.324)

dr.4  

(.745)

dr.8  

(.265)

dr.2  

(.882)

407.5  

(.000)
0.00 43

(dependent vars)

Ex: dr.1 (.774)  =   Variable dropped in first iteration with a p-value of 0.774.
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If social interaction is not related to bridging ties in a community than what is?  

Next we examine the relationship between bridging ties and the use of neighborhood 

business center services. 

 

Bridging Ties & New Urbanist Design Strategies 

 

In the previous model we found some support for the hypothesis that bridging ties 

are more likely to be weak ties.  In this analysis we try to understand what new urbanist 

design strategies are positively related to bridging ties.  The variable for bridging ties, 

AVGDIST, is regressed with the new urbanist design variables (BUSCNTRUSE, 

INHOMEUSE, WORKCIV, PORCHUSE, MAILBOXUSE, HOAUSE, SCHOOLUSE) 

along with the six control variables for the study.  Because we are including the mixed-

use zoning variables in this analysis, it is necessary to only include the Civano population 

for the analysis.  Because this leaves us with a small sample size and a lot of variables, 

again a step-wise regression model is employed using a drop criterion of 0.20.   

The results of this regression indicate that only two new urbanist strategy variables 

have a relationship with bridging ties: BUSCSNTRUSE and PORCHUSE (see Table 28).  

However, the model indicates that residents who use their porches for social interaction 

actually have shorter average distances to their social interactants, and thus have less 

bridging ties in the neighborhood.  It should also be noted that the control variable KIDS 

is positively related with bridging ties.  This finding suggests that respondents with 

children (under 17) at home have more bridging ties than respondents who do not have 
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children. (Based on comments received in opened-ended questions involving interactions 

it seems possible that dog ownership is another possible variable that is positively related 

to bridging ties.  Unfortunately, no measure of dog ownership was recorded in the current 

study.)  The BUSCNTRUSE finding suggests that business center use is related not only 

to weak ties between residents, but also related to bridging ties (see Table 28).  This is an 

interesting finding in that many of the other new urbanist design strategies also were 

related to weak ties (WORKCIV, PORCHUSE, and HOAUSE), but were not related to 

bridging ties.  This finding suggests, as was proposed in the Chapter 2, that bridging ties 

are mostly weak ties, but weak ties are not always bridging ties.  It also suggests that 

different types of new urbanist design strategies may be related to different types of weak 

ties.  It seems plausible that the neighborhood business center is bringing together more 

diverse sections of the population in the creation weak ties than do the other new urbanist 

design strategies that also are related weak ties, but are not related to bridging ties.  The 

variable BUSCNTRUSE is statistically significant at the 0.01 alpha level.  The variables 

PORCHUSE, and KIDS are all statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level. 

 

 

TABLE 28: REGRESSIONS WITH AVERAGE DISTANCE 

AND NEW URBANIST STRATEGIES

R2 N

AVGDIST  

(Bridging Ties)

-306  

(.035)

dr.2  

(.812)

dr.4  

(.617)

dr.5  

(643)

150.1  

(.010)

dr.9  

(.512)

dr.8  

(.380)

dr.3  

(.687)

dr.1  

(.832)

179  

(.043)

dr.6  

(.541)

dr.7  

(.419)

165  

(.110)

9.55  

(.968)
0.34 34

(dependent vars)

Ex: dr.1 (.774)  =   Variable dropped in first iteration with a p-value of 0.774.
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The results of the relationships between new urbanist design strategies and bridging 

ties, support only one of the seven hypotheses describing these relationships.  Thus, the 

data support Hypothesis 18, which states that residents who use more business center 

services will have more bridging ties.  The data do not support Hypothesis 14 (porch 

use), Hypothesis 15 (group mailbox use), Hypothesis 16 (HOA meetings), Hypothesis 17 

(school use), Hypothesis 19 (in-home business use), or Hypothesis 20 (work in Civano), 

which state that residents who use new urbanist design X will have more bridging ties 

than residents who do not. 

 

Conclusion: Community Cohesion (Bridging Ties) 

 

The network analysis has yielded a number of interesting findings.  First, there is a 

distinctly different network pattern in Civano than in Sierra Morado.  In Sierra Morado 

we have networks that are tightly cluster around small enclaves in the community, with 

very few network connections that span these different enclaves (see Figure 3).  In 

Civano we have a more evolved network.  This network also has many enclave type 

connections, but it also has a large number of enclave spanning connections, that work to 

form a much more cohesive and connected network structure (see Figure 2).  The second 

set of network analysis help us to understand why the network patterns are so different 

between Civano and Sierra Morado. 
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Regression analysis examining the relationship between social connections and 

bridging ties supported theories (see Granovetter 1973), which suggest that people who 

have more bridging ties are more likely to connect weakly with others.  Upon learning 

what kind of social connections make up bridging ties, we then looked to understand 

what kinds of new urbanist strategies might be related to community cohesion in terms of 

bridging ties. 

In the final regression analysis we find that business center use is positively related 

to these “random” (bridging) network connections in Civano.  Recall, in Watt’s (2000) 

discussion of network formation he notes that most ties are formed with those near us in 

physical or homophilous space and that in order for a network to become a more cohesive 

unit (i.e. small path lengths) it is necessary for a certain number of random ties to be 

sprinkled throughout the network.  It seems that for Civano the neighborhood business 

center might be creating a space that allows for these “random” connections to occur.  As 

an example, a Civano resident who uses two business center services will increase the 

average distance of their network connections by over 300 feet.  Thus, residents who use 

business center services have broader connections, spanning beyond what would 

normally be a typical enclave type of pattern that we see in Sierra Morado.   

 

Conclusion: Network Data Analyses  

 

Using network data this chapter examined the nature of diverse social interactions 

of residents within the communities being studied in the network analysis (Civano 2010 
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and Sierra Morado 2010) to understand the differences in heterophily, and in essence 

community cohesion, between the two.  This was followed by an examination, using 

similar network data, of the diversity of social interactions within each population, using 

the community as the level of analysis.  This then led to an examination of the makeup of 

bridging ties within a community, concluding with an examination of how bridging ties 

may be related to new urbanist strategies. 

To understand how other factors may be relating to social interaction/connection, an 

examination of the effects of homophily/heterophily in each of the populations was 

conducted.  This examination led to the finding that while most residents had 

homophilous interaction, there were some areas where diverse social interactions were 

found.  In Civano, RACE for all residents was a dimension where diverse social 

interactions were found.  These diverse interactions were also seen in Civano residents 

who do not have children.  Overall, Civano residents seemed to have more diverse social 

interactions and, thus, more community cohesion than Sierra Morado residents. 

The next analysis found that at the community-level Civano also had more diverse 

social interactions than Sierra Morado (about 11% more).  This finding has two important 

implications.  First, it again supports theories that suggest new urbanist design is 

positively related to community cohesion in terms of diverse interactions.  Second, it 

suggests that, specifically, the new urban design of mixed housing, may indeed help to 

foster diversity within a community. 

This was followed by a network analysis.  The network analysis indicated that at a 

community-level, Civano has more community cohesion (in terms of bridging ties) than 
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does Sierra Morado.  This community cohesion was seen in two community-level 

analyses.  The first analysis indicated that Civano has longer average physical distances 

(AVGDIST) between interacts (conceptualized as bridging ties) than does Sierra Morado.  

The second analysis, a network structural analysis, visually supported these findings.  

This visual network suggested that both Civano and Sierra Morado are populations with 

many closely inter-connected small groups, but that Civano also has a large number of 

bridging ties that work to connect these small isolated groups, creating a much more 

cohesive community structure than that found in Sierra Morado. 

In the next set of analyses we found that people with bridging ties are more likely to 

be weakly connected to others, rather than connected through stronger forms of social 

connections.  The data did not indicate any link between bridging ties and spontaneous 

interaction, as had been hypothesized.  This null finding was not expected.  The final 

analysis then found that of all the new urbanist design strategies only business center use 

was found to be positively related to bridging ties.  It is speculated that the neighborhood 

business center plays a role in facilitating weak social connections, which ultimately end 

up being “random” network connections that help to bridge disparate enclaves within the 

community, making the entire community a more cohesive and connected network. 
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CHAPTER 7:  CONCLUSION 

 

In the final chapter of this dissertation we will briefly discuss the main research 

question and general arguments based on this.  Then data analysis and hypothesis are 

summarized and findings are discussed in more detail.  Potential future research is 

discussed, followed by limitations in the study that may affect certain findings and should 

be potentially remedied in any future studies of this kind. 

 

Research Question  

 

The main focus of this study was to examine the relationship between planned 

spaces and community benefits (in terms of increased social interaction, social 

connection, and community satisfaction).  This relationship was examined analyzing two 

communities in which the planning was very different: a traditional suburban 

development and a new urbanist development.  The study also examined different new 

urbanist design strategies as well as different zones within the new urbanist development 

to test which new urbanist designs were related to the desired community benefits listed 

above.   

The study sought to test the claims of new urbanist design, in terms of how it is 

theorized to affect the social interactions, social connections, and community satisfaction 

of residents living within such communities.  New urban planners suggest that new 

urbanist planning techniques (such as porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, local 
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schools, and mixed-use zoning) will be positively related to the number of social 

interactions, social connections and community satisfaction of residents living within 

them.  

Because the new urbanist community (Civano) was broken up in to zones, it was 

also possible to specifically test four unique types of new urbanist planning to assess their 

viability in terms of the social interactions, social connections, and community 

satisfaction.  The four zones analyzed were (1) barrio-style planning, (2) having front-

loaded garages versus the typically back-loaded garages found in new urbanist 

developments, (3) having more dense row type housing, and (4) housing that faces trails 

instead of the street.  Because of the way Civano was built each of these zones was a 

typical new urbanist design with a slight variation from the standard Civano design, 

making for an ideal study setting.   However, it should be noted that results from this 

particular analysis should be thought of as more exploratory than explanatory, as the 

sample sizes in each of these zones was too small for precise statistical analyses. 

Lastly, the study further sought to understand the differences between the network 

structures of a traditional suburban community and a new urbanist community.  

Specifically the study focused on understanding the differences between these two 

communities in terms of cross-cutting bridging ties, that are theorized to create more 

cohesion within a community both in terms of both diverse social interaction and 

bridging ties. 
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Hypotheses and Findings  

 

The study first examined the main research question as to whether or not the new 

urbanist community did indeed have more community benefits than did the traditional 

suburban development.  The findings clearly indicated that the new urbanist community 

does have more community benefits than the traditional suburban development.  

Residents in the new urbanist development: had more spontaneous interactions, knew the 

names of more neighbors (weak social connections), had more intermediate-level social 

connections, had more trust in neighbors, and generally rated their community as a better 

places to live.  These finding supported Hypothesis 1(a) (residents in a new urbanist 

development will have more social interactions), Hypothesis 1(b) (residents in a new 

urbanist development will have more social connections), and Hypothesis 10 (residents in 

a new urbanist development will have more community satisfaction.  However we found 

there was no difference between new urbanist and traditional suburban communities in 

terms of planned social interactions, number of acquaintances, number of close friends, 

general happiness, and desire to stay in the community. 

It should also be noted that the study examined the differences in community 

benefits between the new urbanist community at two points in time and found that 

residents in the new urbanist community at Time 1 had more community benefits than 

did residents at time 2 (almost 10 years later).  Residents in time 1: had more interactions, 

cooperated more with neighbors on tasks, and trusted their neighbors more.  These results 

were not theorized, but were somewhat expected, as the community at time 1 was a brand 
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new community full of very motivated “early adopter” types of residents who clearly 

were different in many ways than residents today.  Unfortunately, residents at Time 1 

only participated in the first study and, thus, the study was unable to use Civano at Time 

1 in any of the analyses which examined questions regarding new urbanism and its 

relation to community outcomes. 

Next the study looked at spontaneous interaction places within both the new 

urbanist and traditional suburban development.  As was expected most spontaneous 

interactions in both communities takes place on the sidewalk.  However, there were many 

differences between the two developments.  In the traditional suburban developments 

parks were used more for spontaneous interactions than in the new urbanist development.  

The biggest difference between the two developments was in terms of spontaneous 

interaction at the group mailboxes and on front porches.  Both communities had porches, 

however, the porches in the traditional suburban development were much smaller and 

less usable, which may explain the difference.  However, in terms of group mailboxes, 

both developments had exactly the same style of grouped mailboxes.  It is interesting that 

in the new urbanist community this planning design was related to spontaneous 

interaction, while in the traditional suburban development it was not.  There was also a 

clear indication that the grouped mailboxes do not have a relationship with either social 

interactions or social connections. 

The new urbanist design strategies of porches, grouped mailboxes, HOA meetings, 

local schools, businesses center, in-home business, and work in community were 

examined in detail with more rigorous statistical methods.  Using dichotomous variables 
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that measure whether or not a respondent used one these seven new urbanist strategies, 

enabled an analysis of whether each design was positively related to social interactions 

and social connections within a community.  Overall, the findings suggested that working 

in the community, attending HOA meetings, using your porch, and using services at the 

neighborhood business center were all positively related to either a respondent’s social 

interactions, social connections, or both.  However, more of these variables seemed to be 

related with social connection (especially weak forms of social connection) and only two 

were related to social interaction (in-home business use, and HOA meeting attendance). 

The analysis on the four distinct zones with the new urbanist development led to the 

findings that two of the four zones are related to positive outcomes (i.e. more social 

interaction/connection and community satisfaction) and that one zone is likely negatively 

related to these positive outcomes.  The urban designs of the two zones that seem to have 

a positive relationship with community outcomes are front-loaded garages and having the 

front of houses face a set of trails rather than the street.  The urban design of the zone that 

appears to have a negative relationship with community outcomes is the barrio-style 

zone, a zone with no sidewalks and very narrow streets.  A fourth zone with a higher 

density row house design seemed to have no relationship with community outcomes 

relative to the control zone (the standard new urbanist zone).  Again, it should be noted 

that this zone analysis was exploratory in nature, and should only be used as a guide for 

possible future projects studying new urbanism. 

It appears that in spite of the fact that about 40 percent of the houses in the trail 

zone were not built facing the trails, but rather face the back alleyway, this new urbanist 
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design appears to be positively related to social interactions (planned), social connection 

(weaker forms), and community satisfactions (happy and rated community higher).  

Similarly, the houses in which the garages face the street rather than the back alley way 

also seem to be positively related to social interaction (planned), social connection 

(acquaintances, just friends, close friends), and community satisfaction (happy, stay, 

rated community higher).  This is an interesting case, because it flies in the face of new 

urbanist design principals, which suggest that having garages face back alleyways, will 

mean no curb cuts along sidewalks, and thus, a safer and more pedestrian friendly 

sidewalk that will promote social interactions.  In interviews that were conducted with 

residents in the new urbanist community, more than one resident remarked that having 

back-loaded garages actually worked against social interaction with neighbors.  It was 

suggested, this was because neighbors would come home, drive into their back alleyway, 

go into their home through their garage, and never see their neighbors even if they were 

sitting on their front porches facing the street.  Thus, it may be possible that having 

driveways facing the street allows residents to see one another as they drive home and at 

the very least wave hello from their cars (the most basic social interaction), rather than 

driving home in the back alleyway and seeing no one on their way home. 

For residents living in the barrio-style zone it seems that this new urbanist design 

might be constraining social interaction, social connection, and community satisfaction.  

This design style is very strange indeed.  There are no sidewalks and the streets are very 

narrow and curved.  The idea behind the barrio-style design is to create streets that 

basically double as sidewalks.  Because there are people on the road it is assumed that 
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cars will drive slowly and it will be a pedestrian friendly zone.  However, I believe the 

opposite is happening and that residents in this zone do not feel safe and, thus, avoiding 

spending much time walking around this zone.   

Recall that for all of these zones the sample sizes were very small, and thus, the 

results should be taken as suggestive but not conclusive.   

The next set of analysis examined the relationship between community cohesion (in 

terms of diverse interactions and bridging ties) and new urbanist communities.  The first 

analysis examined community cohesion in terms of diverse interaction, using heterophily 

as the measure of diverse interactions.  This homophily/heterophily analysis indicated 

that for the two populations age played a large role in facilitating interaction, as 

respondents chose to interact with others their same age much more often than those of 

different ages.  In the new urbanist community heterophily was found in interactions 

involving both race and non-parents.  This pattern of more diverse social interaction was 

also found in a community-level analysis of the two populations. 

Using the homophily data the study was able to examine diversity between the new 

urbanist and traditional suburban developments.  These findings showed that residents in 

the new urbanist community were indeed more likely to have interactions with others 

dissimilar to themselves than were residents in the traditional suburban community.  

Specifically, 40 percent of residents in the new urbanist development had diverse social 

interactions compared to only 28.7 percent of residents in the traditional suburban 

development.  These findings support Hypothesis 9 (new urbanist communities will have 

more diverse social interactions).  New urbanism predicts that mixed housing, having 
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houses of different sizes, costs and types, will bring more diverse types of people together 

in the community, thus, facilitating diverse social interaction. 

The last part of the study examined the network structures of the two populations.  

The results suggest that the new urbanist community has a much more interconnected, 

cohesive network than does the traditional suburban community.  Using a proxy measure 

for bridging ties, the data indicated that in the new urbanist community 29 percent of ties 

are bridging in nature while only 6 percent are in the traditional suburban community.  

This finding supports Hypothesis 13, which states that new urban developments will have 

more bridging ties than traditional suburban development.  Because bridging ties are an 

essential ingredient to a fully interconnected and cohesive network structure the study 

shifted gears in an attempt to understand the nature of these bridging ties and what 

aspects of the community may be related to them. 

An analysis examining the composition of bridging ties found that people who have 

bridging ties are more likely to be weakly connected to others, and that they have no 

significant relationship to any type of social interaction.  These finding support 

Hypothesis 11 (people with bridging ties are more likely to be weakly connected to 

others), but fail to support Hypothesis 12 (people with bridging ties are more likely to 

have spontaneous interactions with others). 

In the final analysis the study sought to understand the relationship between 

bridging ties and various new urban design strategies.  The findings indicated a positive 

relationship between business center use and bridging ties.  The data indicate that 

residents who use more neighborhood business center services are more likely to have 
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bridging ties than those who do not.  This is a very interesting finding.  The study found 

that not only is the neighborhood business center positively related to social connection 

(weak ties), but more importantly it also is positively related to bridging ties, which are 

critical to a healthy community.    In this way the neighbor business takes on the role of 

Oldenburg’s (1989) “third place.”   The neighborhood business center becomes a place 

where the community can come to gather outside of the home or at work, and in so doing 

becomes a place that may create ties that cut across different groups within a community 

that never would have come together without the assistance of the third place.  In light of 

the fact that most of the business center services have only been in existence for less than 

one year, it is truly amazing that they have such a strong relationship with bridging 

connections within the community. 

 

Future Research  

 

Future research on this topic should examine more thoroughly a number of areas 

only lightly touched upon in this study: network analysis, bridging tie composition, 

bridging tie facilitators, and negative outcomes of social interaction/connection. 

A more thorough network data set would allow for rigorous test of network 

structure between the two different types of populations.  It would also allow for a more 

concrete measurement of a bridging tie.  Since a community is ultimately a connection of 

social ties, being able to more fully understand the ways communities differ in their 
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network structure is essential to a better understanding of how urban design affects such 

networks. 

It would also be rewarding to go deeper into the composition of bridging ties in 

future work.  Do people with many bridging ties share common characteristics?  Where 

are the places (other than the neighborhood business center) where bridging ties are being 

created?  Research in this vein would require a much better network data set, as well as a 

qualitative component in which respondents could explain a little about where they first 

met interactants to provide a better understanding of where these bridging ties are being 

formed. 

Lastly, based on some of the answer to open ended questions from the survey, it did 

seem the new urbanist community has developed some fractious relationships between at 

least a few residents.  The literature has yet to rigorously explore the potential negative 

side effects to social interaction and social connection.  Future research into 

understanding what causes negative relationships to form between residents would be a 

very important contribution to the literature.  Determining a way to reduce the numbers 

of negative relationships simply through urban design techniques would be an important 

contribution to the literature as well. 

 

Limitations 

 

The first and most glaring limitation to the current study is a lack of large sample 

size, especially in terms of the network data set and the Civano “zonal” analysis.  In 
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retrospect, it seems the network data set could have been written much more clearly than 

it was, and the process of getting respondents to take the survey could have also been 

simplified.  I have learned that if respondents are asked to go out of their way to help you 

collect a better data set, they are unlikely to do this.   

Another important limitation of the study, one that is common to these types of 

comparative community analysis, is that of selection bias.  There are two selection bias 

issues in this study.  The first is regarding the issue of how residents chose to live in the 

particular community in which they live.  It is possible that different types of people may 

be attracted to each of the communities in the study.  The second is regarding the issue of 

who participated in the survey (which admittedly had a small sample size).  Because of 

the small sample size, it is possible that those residents who chose to participate in the 

study are very different than those who did not choose to participate in the study. 

The study addresses each of these selection bias issues in a number of ways.  In 

regards to the first selection bias (who chooses to live in each community) the study 

points out that in many ways these two communities are alike, and thus, probably attract 

similar residents (see Chapter 3 for more details on this topic).  However, the study also 

acknowledges that there are enough differences between populations that this selection 

bias may still be an issue for the study.  As a result the study employs a number of control 

variables to mitigate the effects of this selection bias.  All background variables found to 

be significantly different between the two communities, regardless of whether they had a 

relationship with the depend variables or not, were used as control variables in the model.  

These control variables were ideology, retired, kids, age, education, and importance of 



! *++!

spending time with neighbors (TIMENEI).  The TIMENEI variable was an important 

addition to the study that allowed the researcher to account for potential biases between 

communities in the number of residents who are more social by nature.  Because the 

study focuses on social interaction and social connection, controlling for population 

differences in terms of people who are social by nature, is an important way in which the 

study tried to account for this possible selection bias. 

The second selection bias (who took the survey) was not specifically addressed by 

the study.  However, a philosophical inquiry of the ramifications of such biases leads one 

to believe that this may not be a bias that affects the study in a serious way.  The response 

rate was low for both populations, but was particularly low for Sierra Morado.  It is 

assumed that people who are drawn to the subject matter of a study are more likely to 

participate in the study.  If this assumption is true, then respondents in both communities 

were more likely to be people who valued social interaction and social connection.  

Again, if true, this means that both communities are likely to be overrepresented in terms 

of the number of social interactions and social connections found for the average resident.  

However, they are both likely to be skewed in the same direction.  Furthermore, because 

the traditional suburban sample had a response rate that was only half that of the new 

urbanist community, it is likely that the traditional suburban sample is skewed even more 

towards higher numbers of social interactions and social connections.  If this line of 

thinking is correct, than a higher response rate from each of the two populations would 

result in the findings being even more supportive of increased levels of social interaction 
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and social connection in the new urbanist community compared to the traditional 

suburban community. 

Another serious limitation of the study is the issue of causality.  While most of the 

literature on social interactions, social connections, and community cohesion speaks in 

terms of causation, the findings of this study cannot speak to causation, as there is no 

time component to the study in which causes and effects can be teased out of the data.  

For example, the finding that residents who use business center services have more 

bridging ties could be interpreted two ways: (1) the business center is creating bridging 

ties, or (2) people who have bridging ties are using the business center.  Either possibility 

is interesting, but without time data we do not know for sure the direction of the 

causation arrow. 

An attempt was made in this study to collect panel data between Civano over time 

(Civano 2001 and Civano 2010).  Unfortunately, only 8 of the 37 respondents who took 

part in the first time period of the study also took part in the second time period.  This 

was due to a number of reasons, one of which was an oversight of the researcher.  To 

ensure randomness, the survey asked the person in the household with the most recent 

birthday to take the survey.  However, because the surveys were administered at slightly 

different times in the year, it was possible that a household could remain the same from 

Time 1 to Time2, but the respondent taking the survey could have changed.  As a result 

of this issue, there were 4 surveys that matched the address of the original respondent as 

well as matching the move-in date of the original respondent, but the demographic 

information did not match between the respondent at Time 1 and Time 2.  Thus, it seems 
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in these four cases the household remained the same, but the respondent within the 

household changed.  In another 4 cases, the respondent address stayed the same, but the 

move-in date of the respondent changed, indicating that the original household had 

moved out.   

In retrospect, it would have been preferable to make different survey instruments 

for those households in the panel study to ensure that if the household remained the same 

from Time 1 to Time 2, that the same respondent who took the survey at Time 1 also took 

the survey at Time 2.  The fact that some of the original respondents had moved out of 

Civano, meant that it would have been necessary to investigate their new place of 

residence at Time 2 in order to re-interview them for this study.  While this is a daunting 

task, it is certainly possible, and such future efforts may yield informative data as to why 

some respondents moved out of Civano in the first place. 

Because collecting a truly comprehensive network data set it very time consuming 

and difficult for respondents, it may make sense to have a study that very narrowly 

examined the network aspects of the study and left the standard survey data for another 

study.  There are only so many questions you can throw at a respondent before they start 

to get fidgety and want to move on.  Thus, reducing the scope of the study to just a 

network study would provide an opportunity to obtain a much better network data set. 

Another limitation to the study was the data on porch use (this also came from the 

network study).  The analyses on the relationship between porch use and strength of 

relationship are a little unclear as to what the actual role a porch plays in interactions.  

Unfortunately, the way in which the question was worded for the survey limits this 
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analysis.  Instead of looking at how much porch use a resident has and relating that to 

different measures of social connections, it would have been preferable to have had a 

question on the survey asking the subject to directly indicate the strengths of each of the 

relationships s/he has with porch interactants.  In the current analysis one must make the 

assumption that because someone has a lot of intermediate-level friends, and because 

they use their porch for most of their interactions, that these interactions are with 

intermediate-level friends and are occurring on the porch.  While this assumption seems 

plausible it is not necessarily the case.   

The study is also limited in its operationalization of the concept of bridging ties.  It 

seems quite plausible that the norm in a community is short length ties (in terms of actual 

physical distance) and that longer distance ties do indeed represent bridging ties.  

However, this is not a direct measure, but rather an indirect measure of bridging ties.  

Again, if a much more complete network data set could be gathered for the community it 

would allow for a much more direct measure of bridging ties, by informing where ties 

were clustered and which ties spanned disparate clusters in the community. 

Finally, it is believed the study questionnaire could have asked better questions with 

regard to how often respondents walk in their neighborhood, and what they do when they 

walk.  The present study asked a series of questions about whether residents drive, walk, 

or bike when they visit a number of places (such as the grocery store or the yoga studio).  

Unfortunately, the questions in the preset study yielded very little variation in terms of 

how often people walk in their communities.  It would have been preferable to ask 

questions directly about the number of times per day a resident walks or where they go 
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when they walk?  Getting a good walk score is critical for this type of study as 90 percent 

of new urbanist planning is designed to get people to out onto the streets and walking, 

where they are more likely to have spontaneous interactions with their neighbors.  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY 1 

Social Interaction Survey, Part 1

My name is Joseph Cabrera.  I'm from the University of Arizona.  I am conducting an important survey about social 

connections in planned communities.  So that all types of people are represented in my survey, I need just the person 18 

years of age or older living in your home, who had the MOST RECENT BIRTHDAY to fill out this survey.  Thanks so 

much.  NOTE: The questions for this survey were drawn from a larger survey and, thus, the numbering is not always in 

Have you signed and mailed back the subject consent form included in your welcome packet for the study? *

If you have not signed the subject consent form please call the researcher at 619-518-1659 to have this document

explained to you and have any questions you may have answered before you sign and return the document.

 Yes, please continue with survey.

 No, please call researcher (619-518-1659) to have this document explained to you.

1. What is your subject ID number? *

What is your email address?

This will only be used to contact you regarding questions I might have about your survey or to conduct a follow up

survey. You may enter a phone number if you would prefer to be contacted that way.

2. What is your gender?

 Male

 Female

5. This study is about community, so we'd like to start by asking what gives you a

sense of community or a feeling of belonging. The following is a list: For each one,

mark YES if it gives you a sense of community or a feeling of belonging, and NO if it

does not.

5A. Your old or new friends.

 Yes-does

 No-does no

 Don't know

 Refused

5B. The people in your neighborhood.

 Yes-does

 No-does not

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 1 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8V...

1 of 15 8/2/10 9:35 AM
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 Don't know

 Refused

5C. Living in Tucson.

 Yes-does

 No-does not

 Don't know

 Refused

5D. Your place of worship.

 Yes-does

 No-does not

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

5E. The people you work with or go to school with.

 Yes-does

 No-does not

 Don't know

 Refused

5G. The people you have met online on the computer.

 Yes-does

 No-does not

 Don't know

 Refused

6. Now, I want to ask you a question 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?

 People can be trusted

 You can't be too careful

 Don't know

 Refused

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 1 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8V...

2 of 15 8/2/10 9:35 AM
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7. Next, I'd like to know how much you trust different groups of people. First, think

about the following "groups". Generally speaking, would you say that you can trust

them a lot, some, only a little, or not at all?

7A. People in your neighborhood.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Don't know

 Refused

7B. (How about) People you work with.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

7C. People at your church or place of worship.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 1 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8V...
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7D. People who work in the stores where you shop.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

7E. The local news media.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

7F. The police in your local community.

 Trust them a lot

 Trust them some

 Trust them only a little

 Trust them not at all

 Does not apply

 Don't know

 Refused

9. All things considered, would you say that you are very happy, happy, not very happy, or not happy at all?

 Very happy

 Happy

 Not very happy

 Not happy at all

 Don't know

 Refused

12. Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about the local community where you live. How many years have you

lived in Tucson?

 Less than one year

 One to five years

 Six to ten years
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 Eleven to twenty years

 All my life

 Don't know

 Refused

12B. What year and month did you move into Civano/Sierra Morado?

Please enter month and then year (e.g. 09/2005).

13. Do you expect to be living in your community five years from now?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

14. Overall, how would you rate your community as a place to live--excellent, good, only fair, or poor?

 Excellent

 Good

 Only fair

 Poor

 Don't know

 Refused

17. Next I'd like to ask you a few questions about television and newspapers. How many days in the past week

did you read the daily newspaper?

Valid range = 0 to 7 days (please type -1 for "Don't know" or -2 for "Refused")

18. How many hours per day do you spend watching TV on an average weekday, that is Monday through Friday?

Valid range = 0 to 12 hours (please type -1 for "Don't know" or -2 for "Refused")

19. How many hours do you spend using the internet or email IN A TYPICAL WEEK (7 days), not counting the

times you do so for work?

 None

 less than 1 hour

 1 to 5 hours

 6 to 10 hours

 11 to 20 hours

 More than 20 hours

 Don't know
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 Refused

20. Do you have access to the Internet at your home?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

27. Think POLITICALLY AND SOCIALLY, how would you describe your own general outlook--as being very

conservative, moderately conservative, middle-of-the-road, moderately liberal, or very liberal?

 Very conservative

 Moderately conservative

 Middle-of-the-road

 Moderately liberal

 Very liberal

 Don't know

 Refused

29. I want to change the subject now and ask about the groups and organizations you may be involved with.

First, what is your religious preference? is it Protestant, Catholic, another type of Christian, Jewish, some other

religion, or no religion?

 Protestant

 Catholic

 Another type of Christian

 Jewish

 Some other religion

 No religion

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 2
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29C. What religion would that be?

 Muslim; Mohammedan; Islam

 Buddist

 Hindu

 Bahai

 American Indian Religions (Native American Religions)

Other: 
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39. Many obstacles keep people from becoming as involved with their community as they would like. Thiking

about your own life, are there any obstacles or barriers that make it difficult for you to be as involved with your

community as you would like, or not?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 4
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I'd like you to tell me whether each of the following is a very important, somewhat

important, or not at all important obstacle in you being as involved in your community

as you would like.

39A. An inflexible or demanding work schedule or indadequate childcare.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable

 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused

39B. Inadequate transportation.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable
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 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused

39C. Feeling unwelcome.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable

 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused

39D. Concerns for your safety.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable

 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused

39E. Lack of information or Not knowing how to begin.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable

 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused

39F. Feeling that you can't make a difference.

 Very important obstacle

 Somewhat important obstable

 Not at all important obstacle

 Not applicable

 Don't know

 Refused
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40A. Next I'd like to ask you a few questions about work. First, are you working part time, full time, unemployed,

homemaker, student, or retired.

 Work part time

 Work full time

 Unemployed

 Homemaker

 Student

 Retired

 Don't know

 Retired

Page 6
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40. What type of work do you do?

If you are a student please write "student" and answer the following questions in regards to school.

41. About how many hours do you work in the average week? Count everything, including extra jobs or paid

work you do at home.

Valid range = 0-96 hours (enter -1 for "Don't know" or -2 for "Refused")

44. On a typical day, about how long does it take to get to work?

 15 minutes or less

 15-30 minutes

 30 minutes to 1 hour

 More than 1 hour, less than 2

 More than 2 hours

 Don't know

 Refused

45. How do you get to work?

 Car

 Bike

 Walk

 Don't know

 Refused

Other: 
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46. Now, I want to ask you some questions about family, friends, and neighbors. First, I'd like you to describe

your household. Are you currently married, separated, divorced, widowed, or have you never married?

 Currently married

 Separated

 Divorced

 Widowed

 Never Married

 Refused

47. How many children, aged 17 or younger, live in your household?

 0

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5 or more

 Don't know

 Refused

51. Next, I have a few questions about your IMMEDIATE NEIGHBORS. These are the 10 or 20 households that

live closest to you. About how often do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors--just about everyday,

several times a week, several times a month, once a month, several times a year, once a year or less, or never?

 Just about everyday

 Several times a week

 Several times a month

 Once a month

 Once a year or less

 Never

 Don't know

 Refused

52. In the past two years, have you worked with others to get people in your immediate neighborhood to work

together to fix or improve something?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused
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53. Now, how about friends? About how many CLOSE FRIENDS do you have these days? These are people you

feel at ease with, can talk to about private matters, or call on for help. Would you say that you have no close

friends, one or two, three to five, six to ten, or more than that?

 No close friends

 1-2 close friends

 2-5 close friends

 6-10 close friends

 More than 10 close friends

 Don't know

 Refused

54. Right now, how many people do you have in your life with whom you can share CONFIDENCES or discuss a

difficult decision--nobody, one, two, three or more?

 Nobody

 One

 Two

 Three or more

 Don't know

 Refused

55. Thinking now about everyone that you would count as a PERSONAL FRIEND, not

just your closest friends--do you have a personal friend who...

55A. Owns their own business?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55B. Is a manual worker?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55C. Has been on welfare?

 Yes

 No
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 Don't know

 Refused

55D. Owns a vacation home?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55E. Has a different religion than you (or is religious if you are not)?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55F. Is Whilte?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55G. Is Latino or Hispanic?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55H. Is Asian?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55I Is Black or African American?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused
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55J. Is Gay or Lesbian?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

55K. You would describe as a community leader?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

Now, I'm going to aks you how many times you have done certain things related to

club or associational activity in the past twelve months. For both of these, I want you

just to give me your best guess, and don't worry that you might be off a little. About

how many times in the past 12 months have you...

56E. (How many times in the past twelve months have you) attended a club meeting?

Valid range = 0-53 times (enter -1 for "Don't know" or -2 for "Refused")

56L. (How many times in the past twelve months have you) attended a pulic meeting in which there was a

discussion of town or school affairs?

Valid range = 0-53 times (enter -1 for "Don't know" or -2 for "Refused")

60. Our last few questions are used to ensure that our sample for this survey accurately reflects the population

as a whole. First, in what year were you born?

Four digit year please. (e.g XXXX)

61. What is the hightest grade of school or year of college you have completed?

 Less than high school (Grade 11 or less)

 High school diploa (including GED)

 Some college

 Assoc. degree (2 year) or specialized technical training

 Bachelor's degree

 Some graduate training
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 Graduate or professional degree

 Don't know

 Refused

62. Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic or Latino?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

63. Do you consider yourself to be White, Black, African American, Asian, or Pacific Islander, Native American,

or some other race?

 White

 African American or Black

 Asian or Pacific Islander

 Alaskan Native/Native American

 Don't know

 Refused

Other: 

66A. If you added together the yearly incomes, before taxes, of all the members of your household for last year,

2009, would the total be:

 Less than $30,000

 $30,000 or more

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 8

Note: "Go to page" selections will override this navigation. Learn more.

After page 7 Continue to next page  

66B. Would that be:

 $20,000 or less

 Over $20,000 but less than $30,000

 Don't know

 Refused
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66C. Would that be:

 $30,000 but less than $50,000

 $50,000 but less than $75,000

 $75,000 but less than $100,000

 $100,000 or more

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 10 After page 9 Continue to next page  

YOUR DONE WITH PART 1 OF THE SURVEY!

Please close this box and take the second part of the survey, which focuses more closely on your community and your 

interactions within the community.

Thanks so much!  You're halfway there.  Part II should take about 15 minutes to complete.  Please remember that all 

data collected for the survey will be kept confidential.
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 2 

Social Interaction Survey, Part 2

The next set of questions focus specifically on Civano/Sierra Morado related issues regarding your social interactions and 

community life within Civano and/or Sierra Morado.

1. What is your subject ID number? *

1. When you go to the following places do you most often walk, bike, or drive?

a. Most visisted neighbors house.

Walk

b. Most used park.

Walk

c. Child's school.

Walk

d. Most frequented cafe.

Walk

e. Most frequented restuarant.

Walk

f. Most frequented excercise class (e.g. gym, yoga, pilates, etc.).

Walk

g. Your community center.

Walk

h. Most frequented grocery store.

Walk

2. Please estimate the number of people in your community you know by name.
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Less than 15

3. Please estimate the number of people in your community you consider to be acquaintances (i.e. peope you

speak with occasionally but are not too close with).

Less than 5

4. Please estimate the number of people in your community you consider to be 'just friends' (i.e. chat with often,

know them on a personal level).

Less than 5

5. Please estimate the number of people in your community you consider to be "close friends" (i.e. people you

share intimate connections and private information with--please do not include family memebers).

None

6. On average, in your community how many times a week do you, INFORMALLY (i.e. no plans, spontaneously),

run into and interact with people you know, such as on a walk or while in your front yard (by interact, I mean

more than just saying "hello")?

 Never

 Less than once a week

 Once a week

 A few times a week

 Every other day

 Almost everyday

 More than once a day.

 Don't konw.

 Refused

7. When you have INFORMAL interactions with your neighbors in Civano/S.M., where do these interactions take

place (check all that apply):

 On front porch

 On a neighborhood sidewalk

 On a neighborhood trail

 At the Cafe D'Auria, the Yoga House at Civano, or other neighborhood center business

 At a neighborhood in-home business

 At a neighborhood park

 At one of the community recreation areas (i.e. tennis courts or pool)

 At the mailboxes

 At the Civano Neighbors Association meetings

 At the Civano or Sierra Morado HOA meetings

 At the Civano school

 Driving in your neighborhood in a car

 Riding in your neighborhood on a bike

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...

2 of 19 8/2/10 9:37 AM



! *##!

 Don't konw.

 Refused

Other: 

8. How many times a month do you spend time with neighbors FORMALLY (e.g. set up a time to meet for lunch,

dinner, movies, etc.)

 a. Never

 b. Less than once a month

 c. Once a month

 d. Twice a month

 e. Three times a month

 f. Four times a month

 g. More than four times a month

 h. Don't konw.

 i. Refused

9. When you do spend time with neighbors FORMALLY, where do you do this?

Check all that apply.

 At you or your neighbors home

 At a neighborhood park

 At the Cafe D'Auria, or other community businesses

 At one of the community recreation centers

 At the Civano elementary school

 Outside of the community

 h. Don't konw.

 i. Refused

Other: 

9b.When you do have FORMALLY scheduled interactions, what percentage of the time are these outside of your

community?

Valid rang (0-100%)

10. Is spending time with your neighbors important to you?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

11. Is having a close relationship with your neighbors important to you?
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 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

12. Is having a close knit community important to you?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

13. Why did you move to your community?

13b. Did your community meet your expectations? Please explain.

14. What do you like most about your community?

15. If you could, is there anything you would change about your community? Please explain.

15b. Is there anything about your community that you feel prevents more social interaction between neighbors

from occuring? Please explain.
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16. Are you a memeber of any of the Civano clubs or associations (such as "Little Tykes" or the gardening

club)? If so, list which ones and please state any leadership positions you hold in each club/association.

e.g.: Little Tykes-President

17. Does your child attend the Civano school?

 Yes

 No

 S/he did, but doesn't anymore

 Does Not Apply

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 2
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17b. Is that by choice or was the school unable to accommodate your child?

 By choice

 Unable to accommodate

 Does Not Apply

 Don't know

 Refused

17c. Where does your child attend school?

Page 3 After page 2 Continue to next page  

CIVANO & SIERRA MORADO WORK/BUSINESS QUESTIONS

The next set of questions relate to Civano/Sierra Morado jobs and businesses.  Please answer all that apply.

18. Which of the Civano neighborhood center businesses do you use?

Check all that apply.
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 None

 Civano Nursery

 Ballet Rincon

 !UNO! Bicycle Studio

 Skin & Body Fitness

 Cafe D'Auria

 Civano Yoga House

 Inn at Civano

 One of the Civano B&B's

 Don't know

 Refused

Other: 

18b. Do you attend the Civano neighborhood center music nights?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

19. Would you use Johan's Tavern if it were to open?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

20. What other types of Civano businesses would you frequent if they were built here?

21. Which of the Civano in-home businesses (such as the pet care, health care, massage, notary, guest housing,

landscaping, etc) do you use?

For each in-home business you use, please list the name and number of times per month you go?

22. Do you feel that you have an adequate knowledge of all the in-home businesses in Civano?
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 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

24. Since the opening of the cafe and other Civano neighborhood center businesses, has this changed your

walking patterns or social interactions with neighbors, or your enjoyment of the community?

Please explain.

25. Do you work in Civano?

 Yes

 No

 I'm retired

 I'm a student

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 4
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25b. In what location do you work?

 Home office

 Civano office

 Civano school

 Don't know

 Refused

Other: 

25c. Do you run either an in-home business or a regular business in Civano?

 Yes

 No

 I used to

 Don't know

 Refused
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Civano Business and In-Home Business Questions

The next set of questions refer specifically to your Civano business.  Once you are finished with these questions you will 

be returned to finish the final set of social interaction questions.  

B1. What type of business do you run?

B2. Is your business a home-based business or a standard location type business?

 Home-based business

 Standard location business

 Location depends on client

 Don't know

 Refused

B3. How many employees do you have?

B4. How long have you been in business?

B5. How long has your business been in Civano?

B6. Is your business your primary work or do you have another job as well? If other, what is the other job?

 My business is my only job

Other: 

B7. How did you find the process of getting your business up and running here in Civano? Please explain.
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B8. On average, how many clients/customers do you see a week?

B9. What percentage of your clients/customers live in Civano?

B10. On average, how do customers get to your place of business?

 Walk

 Bike

 Drive

 I come to them

 Don't know

 Refused

B11. How is your business performing during these tough economic times?

 The best it ever has

 As well as before

 It has taken a slight hit

 It has been hit really hard

 Don't know

 Refused

B12. What about Civano has helped you to succed in your business? Please explain.

B13. What could Civano do to help improve your business? Business in general?
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B14. Do you plan to be running your business in Civano 5 years from now?

 Yes

 No

 I will be running my business in five years, but not in Civano

 Don't know

 Refused
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26. Would you work in Civano if you could?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 7

Note: "Go to page" selections will override this navigation. Learn more.

After page 6 Continue to next page  

26b. What would have to happen to make it possible for you to work in Civano?

Page 8 After page 7 Continue to next page  

EGO-CENTRIC NETWORK QUESTIONS

The last few questions look to understand the actual physical nature of your social network.  Due to time constraints this 

study will only focus on the THREE  persons in your community you interact with most often.  For this question I am 

interested in the persons you "interact" with most often, even if they are not  your closest friends.  To answer the next 

few questions of this study it will be necessary to find a piece of paper at home and list the THREE people in your 

community you interact with most often, using the labels (A. name person 1, B. name person 2, C. name person 3).  You 

will then be asked questions based on the letters A, B, and C that correspond to each of these three persons. (I have 

you list these names on a piece of paper so as to keep this information de-identified from the study questions so I can 

maintain a high level of confidentiality for the study.)
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30. Please look at a copy of your community plot map on the main website (click on the study website tab, make

sure you are on the "online survey page," and then click on the "Civano Map" or "Sierra Morado Map" link). For

each of the three people you interact with most, please list the plot number which corresponds to their house

(note that for the Sierra Morado map, the houses are not numbered individually, so just indicate which "zone"

each person lives in). (Example: A = 378, B=199, C=205) If you live in Civano these three persons should be

Civano residents and if you live in Sierra Morado these three persons should be Sierra Morado residents.

Note: for this question if you do not know the exact plot number that is okay. As long as you enter a plot number that is in

the "general area" where this person lives, that is close enough. If you have no idea where one of these three people

lives, please choose a different neighbor that you interact with often.

If you do not have any persons in your community you interact with often, please click the "No community

interactants" button below. Otherwise, click the "Continue to Person A" button.

 No community interactants

 Continue to Person A
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The questions on this page relate to "Person A" on your at-home note page. Please

refer to this page to recall who Person A is.

33. How long have you known Person A?

34a. How many times a week with Person A do you have INFORMAL interactions (such as a conversation, but

more than "Hello")?

34b. How many times a month with Person A do you have FORMAL "scheduled" interactions (such as dinner or

a movie)?

35. When you interact with Person A INFORMALLY, where in your community do you do this?

Check all that apply.

 On the front porch

 On a community sidewalk
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 On a community trail

 At the Civano cafe or other Civano neighborhood center business

 At a community park

 At one of the community recreation areas (tennis courts or pool)

 At the mailboxes

 At a Civano Neighbors meeting

 At the Civano or Sierra Morado HOA meeting

 At the Civano School

 At a community hobby association such as Little Tykes or the Gardening Club

 Riding in the community on a bike

Other: 

36. What kind of FORMAL socializing do you do with Person A?

Check all that apply.

 I don't have any formal iteractions with this person

 Lunch date (home or away)

 Dinner date (home or away)

 Watch sports on TV

 Watch TV show together

 Go out to see a movie

 Crafts / Hobbies

 Children's playdate

 Play sports together (e.g. bike ride, tennis, golf, etc.)

 Going to a live show (theatre, sports, etc.)

 Weekend outings

 Vacations

Other: 

36b. What percentage of your FORMAL interactions occur outside of your community?

Valid range = 0-100%

37a. Person A is:

 Female

 Male

37b. Person A is:

 Under 20

 In their 20's
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 In their 30's

 In their 40's

 In their 50's

 In their 60's

 In their 70's or above

37c. Person A is:

Check all that apply.

 White

 African American

 Asian

 Hispanic

 Native America

Other: 

37d. What is Person A's profession?

If retired, please list their former profession.

37e. Person A:

 Has kids

 Does not have kids

Other: 

37f. Person A has the same spiritual or riligious beliefs as me?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

If you do not have any more persons in your community you interact with often, please check the "No more

community interactants" button below. Otherwise, click the "Continue to Person B" button.

 No more community interactants

 Continue to Person B

Page 10

Note: "Go to page" selections will override this navigation. Learn more.

After page 9 Continue to next page  

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...
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The questions on this page relate to "Person B" on your at-home note page. Please

refer to this page to recall who Person B is.

43. How long have you known Person B?

44a. How many times a week with Person B do you have INFORMAL interactions (such as a conversation, but

more than "Hello")?

44b. How many times a month with Person B do you have FORMAL "scheduled" interactions (such as dinner or

a movie)?

45. When you interact with Person B INFORMALLY, where in your community do you do this?

Check all that apply.

 On the front porch

 On a community sidewalk

 On a community trail

 At the Civano cafe or other Civano neighborhood center business

 At a community park

 At one of the community recreation areas (tennis courts or pool)

 At the mailboxes

 At a Civano Neighbors meeting

 At the Civano or Sierra Morado HOA meeting

 At the Civano School

 At a community hobby association such as Little Tykes or the Gardening Club

 Riding in the community on a bike

Other: 

46. What kind of FORMAL socializing do you do with Person B?

Check all that apply.

 I don't have any formal iteractions with this person

 Lunch date (home or away)

 Dinner date (home or away)

 Watch sports on TV

 Watch TV show together

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...

14 of 19 8/2/10 9:37 AM



! *$%!

 Go out to see a movie

 Crafts / Hobbies

 Children's playdate

 Play sports together (e.g. bike ride, tennis, golf, etc.)

 Going to a live show (theatre, sports, etc.)

 Weekend outings

 Vacations

Other: 

46b. What percentage of your FORMAL interactions occur outside of your community?

Valid range = 0-100%

47a. Person B is:

 Female

 Male

47b. Person B is:

 Under 20

 In their 20's

 In their 30's

 In their 40's

 In their 50's

 In their 60's

 In their 70's or above

47c. Person B is:

Check all that apply.

 White

 African American

 Asian

 Hispanic

 Native America

Other: 

47d. What is Person B's profession?

If retired, please list their former profession.

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...
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47e. Person B:

 Has kids

 Does not have kids

Other: 

47f. Person B has the same spiritual or riligious beliefs as me?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

If you do not have any more persons in your community you interact with often, please check the "No more

community interactants" button below. Otherwise, click the "Continue to Person C" button.

 No more community interactants

 Continue to Person C

Page 11

Note: "Go to page" selections will override this navigation. Learn more.

After page 10 Continue to next page  

The questions on this page relate to "Person C" on your at-home note page. Please

refer to this page to recall who Person C is.

53. How long have you known Person C?

54a. How many times a week with Person C do you have INFORMAL interactions (such as a conversation, but

more than "Hello")?

54b. How many times a month with Person C do you have FORMAL "scheduled" interactions (such as dinner or

a movie)?

55. When you interact with Person C INFORMALLY, where in your community do you do this?

Check all that apply.

 On the front porch

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...
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 On a community sidewalk

 On a community trail

 At the Civano cafe or other Civano neighborhood center business

 At a community park

 At one of the community recreation areas (tennis courts or pool)

 At the mailboxes

 At a Civano Neighbors meeting

 At the Civano or Sierra Morado HOA meeting

 At the Civano School

 At a community hobby association such as Little Tykes or the Gardening Club

 Riding in the community on a bike

Other: 

56. What kind of FORMAL socializing do you do with Person C?

Check all that apply.

 I don't have any formal iteractions with this person

 Lunch date (home or away)

 Dinner date (home or away)

 Watch sports on TV

 Watch TV show together

 Go out to see a movie

 Crafts / Hobbies

 Children's playdate

 Play sports together (e.g. bike ride, tennis, golf, etc.)

 Going to a live show (theatre, sports, etc.)

 Weekend outings

 Vacations

Other: 

56b. What percentage of your FORMAL interactions occur outside of your community?

Valid range = 0-100%

57a. Person C is:

 Female

 Male

57b. Person C is:

 Under 20

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...
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 In their 20's

 In their 30's

 In their 40's

 In their 50's

 In their 60's

 In their 70's or above

57c. Person C is:

Check all that apply.

 White

 African American

 Asian

 Hispanic

 Native America

Other: 

57d. What is Person C's profession?

If retired, please list their former profession.

57e. Person C:

 Has kids

 Does not have kids

Other: 

57f. Person C has the same spiritual or riligious beliefs as me?

 Yes

 No

 Don't know

 Refused

Page 12 After page 11 Continue to next page  
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END OF SURVEY

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO TAKE THIS IMPORTANT SURVEY ABOUT YOUR 

COMMUNITY.  If you are interested in learning more about the study and the study findings, please contact the study 

Principal Investigator, Joseph Cabrera at the following email address: jcabrera@gmail.com.

Edit form - [ Social Interaction Survey, Part 2 ] - Google Docs https://spreadsheets.google.com/gform?key=0AhHBZJ1GYj8...
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APPENDIX C: TOWN CRIER ARTICLE (P.10) 

CIVANO NEIGHBORS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION • THE TOWN CRIERPAGE TEN

It seems I’m always looking 
for a good place to eat that 

I haven’t reviewed before.  
I found one in The Claim 
Jumper located at the corner 
of Broadway and Dodge. 

I had lunch there with my 
friend Rhoda last week and 
we were pleased with our 
experience.  Our serving 
person was a pleasant and 
competent young woman  
who appeared to be eager to 
please.  She helped us with 
our meal selections and she 
didn’t call us “guys” once. 

The menu is vast enough 
to keep one reading and 
deciding for a long time, so 
we kept to the Lunch Features 
for our choices.  I’m usually 
trying to “be good” when I go 
out for lunch, so I chose the 
Citrus Chicken Salad at $8.95. 

This salad featured lots of 
avocado, pecans, cranberries, 
apple bites, white raisins, and 
Mandarin oranges in addition 
to the generous amount of 
grilled chicken and romaine 
lettuce.  The combination was 
lovely to look at as well as 

Restaurant reviews by Civano Resident and 
Former Town Crier Editor, Judie Kelly

Judie’s Picks:

Claim Jumper

delicious to eat.  I got a bonus 
of Rhoda’s garlic toast with 
loads of butter and cheese 
which probably made my 
“being good” a “wash” at 
best.  But it was worth it.

Rhoda ordered the 
Barbecued Baby Back Ribs 
for $12.95 which came with 
mashed potatoes and gravy.  
She is gluten intolerant (that’s 
why I got her garlic toast), and 
didn’t think to ask if the gravy 
was made with flour or corn 
starch.  So, she had to pick 
around the potatoes and try to 
get some without any gravy.  
Our waitress would have been 
happy to bring another side, 
but she offered too late.

The generous portion of ribs 
was more than enough for 
Rhoda.  She enjoyed every 
bite she took, but had to 
take some home for dinner.  
Obviously, we were too full 
for dessert, but the next time 
I’m taking a gang of folks 
and ordering the Chocolate 
Motherlode Cake.  You should 
see the size of that thing!

The Greater Good: Agritopia and Civano Compared - continued from page two

hood feels segmented, even 
as the residences are a short 
walk from the K-12 parochial 
school, the community center, 
farm pastures, and the agro-
commercial area. 

Perhaps the challenge here 
is one of climate. The temper-
ature leveled at 109 degrees 
as I walked the community. It 
was midday on a Friday, but 
with one notable exception—
a father and his son—I was 
the only pedestrian. Even 

though trails and parks ex-
ist, they may not be widely 
used, at least in the summer. 
But is that so different from 
Civano?

No, I think back to the 
architecture and landscap-
ing and fundamentally fault 
those, for neither feels as 
authentic as what we have in 
Civano, and none feature our 
level of energy efficiency or 
solar energy, either.

Where Agritopia and 
Civano both excel, however, 
is in approach. Whether the 
principles of Christianity or 
the goals of environmental 
and social sustainability, 
vision drives these planned 
communities. “Good” design 
subsequently serves as the 
tool to create communities 
worth considering and com-
paring for years and decades 
to come. Give me an amen, if 
you will, for the greater good.

The Civano Neighbors Directory is a great resource to connect with one another.
Go online to www.civanoneighbors.com and register today. Go online to www.civanoneighbors.com and register today. 

Dear Civano Residents, 
My name is Joseph Cabrera. I am a doctoral student at the University of Arizona. I will be 

doing a survey of Civano residents for my dissertation and I want to explain a little about myself 
and my study. !is way you will know why my assistants and I are walking around Civano this 
fall talking to people.

I became interested in Civano eight years ago as a first-year graduate student at the UA. 
A friend suggested that my group use Civano as a good place to conduct our study of social 
connections within neighborhoods. After spending some time in Civano, I was encouraged 
with all that was happening in the community. Before the study I had been impressed with 
the concept of Civano. In 2001, Civano was still a diamond in the rough. It had less than 100 
homes and only a few were occupied. However, despite the small numbers of households, the 
social connections we found in Civano were encouraging. 

!is current study looks at how Civano has changed since 2001 and which changes 
have been the most successful in creating “social connections and a community and social 
connections in Civano.”

My dissertation looks at how the physical environment of the Civano community, such as the 
architecture and urban planning, helps to foster social connections within the community. !e 
Civano design boasts such “urban interventions” as front porches, homes that face paths rather 
than streets, alley access to garages, grouped mailboxes, walkable neighborhoods with winding 
connected roads, and a mix of business and residential uses. 

All of these urban interventions are designed to help create social interaction between 
neighbors, with the hope of creating a vibrant and cohesive social community and a “sense of 
place” for residents. 

!is study will examine the urban interventions mentioned above and the business 
communities in Civano in order to better understand which urban interventions have been more 
and which have been less successful in promoting social interaction.

!e study will also examine the special home-business zoning that is permitted within Civano 
in order to understand how the in-home businesses within the community also help to promote 
social interactions between residents.

About 100 Civano residents will be chosen to participate in the study. If your household is 
chosen for inclusion in the study, you will first receive a letter in the mail informing you of your 
selection in the study. You can then go to our website and set up an appointment time for a 
twenty minute interview. You may also opt out of the study via the website if you so choose.   

I look forward to spending more time in Civano this fall, when you will see my research 
assistants and me roaming the streets and conducting interviews.  I also am looking forward to 
becoming more acquainted with your wonderful Civano community. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Cabrera

Social Connections Survey Coming to Civano . . .
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APPENDIX D: INITIAL RECRUITMENT LETTER 

 

      SUBJECT ID#: __________ 

Dear Resident, 

 

Welcome to the Civano/Sierra Morado (S.M.) social interaction and community 

study.  For the sake of randomness, this letter is for the person in the household who had 

the most RECENT BIRTHDAY and who is over 18 years of age.  This study seeks to 

understand the ways in which the Civano/S.M. community helps to promote social 

interactions and social connections.  One hundred Civano residents and one hundred Sierra 

Morado residents have been randomly selected to participate in this study.  As a social 

interaction researcher and an urban planner, I am very excited about this study and am 

hoping to learn as much about your unique community as possible.  To do this I need your 

help.  Please take part in my community survey. If you prefer to have a researcher come to 

your house to conduct an interview in person that can also be arranged by sending me an 

email to schedule an interview (jcabrera@u.arizona.edu). 

To participate in the survey please call the researcher, Joseph Cabrera (619-518-

1659).  The informed consent form included in your welcome packet with this letter will be 

read over the phone.  Any questions you have about this document will be answered at this 

time.  You will then sign this document and return it in the pre-addressed, pre-stamped 

envelope included in the study welcome packet.  The study survey can be completed at this 

time, or you may schedule with the researcher to have someone call at a different time. The 

survey will take between 20 and 30 minutes to complete.  The study is formulated in such a 

way that it can be taken as two separate surveys, that can each be completed in about 10-15 

minutes.   

If you would prefer not to participate in the study you can opt out of the study via 

email or via phone as well (see below).  You are free to opt out of the study at any time if 

you so choose.  If you do decide to opt out of the study please let me know as soon as 

possible so I have time to select another Civano/S.M. resident to replace you in the study.  

 Any information provided to the researcher will be kept completely confidential.  

The survey asks for no identifying information such as names, private id numbers, or other 

such personal information.  All data is coded under your Subject ID #, which is kept 

separate from your address as an additional level of confidentiality.  If you have any 

questions please feel free to contact the Principal Investigator for this study:  Joseph 

Cabrera. 

email: jcabrera@u.arizona.edu phone: 619-518-1659 

 

Thank you so much for your help.  It is greatly appreciated.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Joseph F. Cabrera  

Department of Sociology 

University of Arizona, Ph.D. Candidate 
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APPENDIX E: 2ND RECRUITMENT LETTER 

      SUBJECT ID#: __________ 

Dear Resident, 

 

Welcome again to the Civano/Sierra Morado (S.M.) social interaction and community 

study.  This is the second letter I am sending to your household regarding this survey.  Up 

to this point we have had a good response rate via the phone survey, however, in order to 

make this study statistically sound we need about twice as many responses as we have 

received to date.  If you have been thinking about taking the survey this would be a great 

time to do so.  The more responses we get, the more all of Civano and Sierra Morado will 

be included in the study, which will ensure greater accuracy in study results. 

 

I sincerely thank you in advance for this effort.  I could not complete this study without the 

help of all of you here in this wonderful community. 

 

To make completing the surveys easier, the study now has a website (see below) where all 

study information can be obtained.  More importantly both of the surveys for the study can 

now be taken completely online.  Please note that you must still contact the researcher in 

order to have the informed consent form explained to you over the phone so that you can 

sign and send back this document before taking the study online.  You may also still 

complete the surveys over the phone if you prefer (619-518-1659).  If you have misplaced 

any of the documents for the study, such as the informed consent document, you may 

download all of the study documents via the website.  You may also now opt out of the 

study via the website. 

 

Here are the procedures for participating in the survey online: 

 

1. For the sake of randomness, the person in your household who is 18 and has had the 

most recent birthday should take the survey. 

2. Log onto the website at www.civanostudy.wc.tc (please do not add “.com” to the 

end as it will not take you to the correct website). 

3. Enter your Subject ID located at the top of this page when taking each survey. 

4. Follow the instructions on the website. 

5. Please call (619-518-1659) or email (jcabrera@u.arizona.edu) if you have any 

questions. 

6. Enjoy! 

  

Thank you so much for your help.  It is greatly appreciated.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Joseph F. Cabrera  

Deptartment of Sociology 

University of Arizona, Ph.D. Candidate 
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APPENDIX F: 3RD RECRUITMENT LETTER  

      SUBJECT ID#: __________ 

Dear Resident, 

 

Welcome again to the Civano/Sierra Morado (S.M.) social interaction and community 

study.  This is the third, and final, letter I am sending to your household regarding this 

survey.  If you are receiving this third letter you are located in an area of Civano that is 

currently underrepresented in the study.  By completing the survey you will help to ensure 

there is enough data for a high quality study.  If you have been thinking about possibly 

taking the survey I urge you to please go online and take 30 minutes to participate in the 

study (two 15 minute surveys that can be taken at separate times).  The more responses we 

get, the more all of Civano and Sierra Morado will be included in the study, which will 

ensure greater accuracy in the study results.   

 

The data collection portion of this study will be ending in a few weeks, so if you are 

planning to participate in the study please try and complete the survey before April 4.  I 

sincerely thank you in advance for this effort.  I could not complete this study without the 

help of all of you here in this wonderful community.  

 

Recall the procedures for participating in the online surveys: 

 

1. For the sake of randomness, the person in your household who is 18 and has had the 

most recent birthday should take the survey. 

2. Call researcher to have the informed consent document explained, and mail this 

document back prior to completing the surveys (619-518-1659). 

3. Log onto the website at www.civanostudy.wc.tc (please do not add “.com” to the 

end as it will not take you to the correct website). 

4. Enter your Subject ID located at the top of this page when taking each survey. 

5. Follow the instructions on the website. 

6. Please call (619-518-1659) or email (jcabrera@u.arizona.edu) if you have any 

questions. 

7. Enjoy! 

 

If you would prefer not to participate in the study you can opt out of the study via the 

website as well.  You are free to opt out of the study at any time if you so choose.   

  

Thank you so much for your help.  It is greatly appreciated.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Joseph F. Cabrera  

Deptartment of Sociology 

University of Arizona, Ph.D. Candidate 
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APPENDIX G: CIVANO & SIERRA MORADO NUMBERED MAPS 

  



! *%%!



! *%&!

APPENDIX H: CIVANO & SIERRA MORADO ADS  

The new town of Civano is a model of sustainable development in a

desert environment. Its first neighborhood plan includes the building of

a Neighborhood Center, within easy walking distance of all residences.

It uses covered patios, shaded courtyards, deeply recessed openings,

rammed-earth or adobe walls, wind towers, and other passive cooling

techniques as practical remedies to the desert heat. The project was

conceived  as  an  updated  academic  atheneum  with  ample  meeting

spaces, living and dining spaces, kitchen and preparation areas, plus a

multi-level  library.  The  Civano  Neighborhood  Center  gathers  the

community  together  for  indoor  or  outdoor  living,  and  recreation  or

leisure  courtyard  activities.  In  fact,  we  believe  that  neighborhood

projects such as Civano offer viable solutions to many urban problems

facing communities today, such as isolation and sprawl.

Images > 1 | 2 | 3 | Plan

Recognition > Publications | Exhibitions

Related > Civano Neighborhood Center | Civano Housing

Moule & Polyzoides | Architects and Urbanists http://www.mparchitects.com/projects/civano/index.html
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The emphasis on outdoor living is evident in every

facet of Sierra Morado. The homes, streets, and

amenities are connected by miles of shaded

sidewalks, wide bike paths, native washes, and

numerous pocket parks where neighbors can mingle

and become friends.

The Rincon Mountains form a scenic backdrop to

Sierra Morado, yet the community is conveniently

located on Houghton Road about five miles south of

Broadway. Everything in Tucson is easily accessible,

including the city’s biggest employers only minutes

away.

And parents will be happy to know their kids can

attend school in the Vail School District, home to the

area’s top schools.

For more about this intriguing community and to let

us know how to contact you, click here.

Sierra Morado - by Pulte Homes http://www.pulteaz.com/SierraMorado/index.htm

1 of 1 8/5/10 12:41 PM
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A pool, parks, trails, open space, an inviting

community center. All the pieces are in place

for getting outside, soaking up the Arizona

sun and having fun. Your new neighbors will

be doing the same, and before long you’ll be

on a first-name basis, feeling like part of a

close-knit community.

Wherever you live in Sierra Morado, all the

amenities in this progressive land plan are

close at hand. A few paces from every home

are inviting common areas outfitted with a

barbecue grill, picnic table or swing set.

There’s a large, centrally located community

park, too.

Here are just a few of Sierra Morado’s special

qualities:

More than 50 acres of common areas

200-plus acres of undisturbed natural

open space

13 neighborhood parks

4 miles of integrated trails

Community center

Combination beach-entry and lap pool

Tree-lined streets

 

Sierra Morado - by Pulte Homes http://www.pulteaz.com/SierraMorado/siera_mor_about.htm

1 of 1 8/5/10 12:41 PM
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