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Abstract

Learning to Like Fagbook?
Effects of Cultural and Educational Capitaltbe Use of Social Network Sites in
a Population of University Students

by
Randy Lyn
Master of Arts in Sociology
University of Missourt St. Louis

Dr. Nancy Shields, Chair

This study explores the reasons why university students prefer to join or
participate frequently in one social netwavklsite (SNS)over anotherDrawing
from previous research into motivations and environmental factors influencing
SNS behavior a theoretical model of SNS selection and frequency of use is
constructed and evaluateBandom sampling methodse used to generate a
population of students from a midwest, urban, public university with an
enrollment of nearly 16,000. Subjects responded to a questionnaire soliciting
information regarding personal characteristics and SNS behaviors, and additional
datawasextracted from a content analysis of SNS profildse resultshow that
attachment, age, and educational capital are the primary factors associated with
SNS preference, while the effect ailtural capitalis minimal. Limitations and

implications are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. OVERVIEW

The Internet is a ubiquitous presence in contemporary American society.
Recent data indicates that 93 percent of Americans aged 12 to 17 and 75 percent
of adults aged 18 and over use the Internet. 61 percén¢sdteenage users and
72 percent of all adts access the Internet dailiyenhart and Madden 2007; Pew
Internet and American Life Proje2008a;2008b)

Among the Internetédés most significant
(SNS).An estimated5 percent of Internet users aged 12 to 17 andeédept of
users aged 18 to 29 participate in one or more of these sites (Lenhart and Madden
2007; The Pew Research Center for the People and the Press 2008). The largest
SNSs, such as MySpace and Facebook, boast tens of millions of active monthly
users inthe United States and hundreds of millions of active monthly users
worldwide (Arrington 2009a; 2009b).

This studyexplores theeasonsvhy university students may prefer to join
or participate frequently in one social network site over another. Drawong fr
previous research into motivations and environmental factors influencing SNS
use, a theoretical model of SNS selection and frequency of use is constructed and
evaluated by means of a cresectional quantitative analysis of two data sources.

Random sammg methods are used to generate a population of students from a
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midwestern, urban, public university with an enrollment of nearly 16,000.
Subjects responded to a questionnaire soliciting information regarding personal
characteristics and SNS behavionsd additional data is extracted from a content
analysis of thes u b ] &NS @wdiiles. The results are then analyzed using
appropriate statistical methods to identify the primary detemms of SNS
preference andssess the accuracy of the theoreticalehod

The remainder of this introduction defines the social network site and
explores its historical context. Although certain component social media features
of SNSs have existed for several decades, it has only been in the past ten years
that SNSs have elved into their current form, and scarcely five years since they
have developed intoa significant social space in American society. Particular
attention is paid to the two largest and most culturally significant SNSs in the
United States, MySpace and Ehook.

Chapter 2 details the findings of previous scholarly research regarding the
SNS, which is necessarily recent yet is increasing at a prodigious rate. Many early
findings are encouraging, but methodological limitations and the swiftness with
which SNSs and their participants are evolving pose considerable difficulties to
researchers in this nascent field. Research regarding environmental factors or
motivations for participating in SNSs, in particular, has yielded numeesusts,

andatheoretical mdel is hypothesized based upon these previous findings.
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Chapter 3 describes the sampling methods and data collection procedures
employed to evaluate the theoretical modéhapter 4 presents descriptive,
bivariate and multivariateesults while Chapter® and 6 interpret these findings

and discuss the conclusions, implications, and limitations of this research.

1.2. SociAL NETWORK SITES

The definitionof thesocial network site is fraught with complicatioii$ie
SNS is a recent phenomenoansistingof a collection of impermanent entities
whose services, uses, and usaes constantly evolving. A summative definition
will ignore characteristics not unique to all SNSs and fail to account for the
diversity of features and functions that these sites.oBenversely, a definition
that describes an ideal type will be subject to considerable malleability as features
and functions evolve and are leveraged by users in new ways.

The most significant extant definition is posited bgyd and Ellison
(2007 211), who define the social network site as an electronic social space that
Al al |l ows ] i ndi vidual s t-publi¢ firgfile within at r uct
bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a
connection, and (3) view arithverse their list of connections and those made by
ot her s wi t h iThs defihten isdglbdragely indusive, as the authors
acknowledge a e range of additional featuredfered by manybut not all,

social network sites. For similar rems, the authoneject the popular descriptor,

a
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Asoci al networking site, 0 on tdf¢the grounds
wor d @ n e arevrestrigtiveragddmply a false unanimity of function
Beer (2008), by contrast, argues that boyd andElin 6 s def i ni ti on |
inclusive andreductive as to efeat finer classifications, suggesting that a more
descriptive taxonomy should be articulated dhdp hr ase fisoci al net wc
sited should be retained to describa digital spacei n  whi c h Amaking a
accumul ating friendso is paramount (518).
For the purpose of this studydpoyd and EIl Il isonds descri
constitutes a social network site merits expanded consideration, as their defining
characteristics are broad enoughriolude certain social spaces that are not the
subject of this study.While the full articulation of a more descriptive
classification of online social spaces is beyond the scope of this study, the
subsequent discussion will necessarily address this deficend proposéuture

directions for this difficult endeavor

1.2.1. Definition

The phrase, Asoci al net work site, o0 is
academic research. Its emphasis upon the soeiaVork itself rather than the
means of acquisition is a useful distinction, as some websites commonly
considered SNSs (e.g., Linkedin) explicitly selkéntify as venues for

Anet workingdo in the very sense that boyd a
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other NSs . For this reason, this study prefe

site, 0 over the more popular Asoci al net wo
boyd (2008c) situates SNSs contextually as a typetiorked publi@and

form of social media Networked publics are definedss@ publ i cs t hat ar

restructured by networked technologéesencompassingfi (1) t he space

constructed through networked technologies and (2) the imagined community that

emerges as a result of the intersecton @ pel e, technol ogy, and pr

Unlike physically located publics, which are bound by tangible architecture and

invisible networks, networked publics aseundby bits rather than atoms, and as

such the networlktself is reified and shapes the nature of the public much as

buildings or other @ngible architecture (Mitchell 1995). Drawing from

Negroponte (1995), boyd (200827) identifies fourfiproperties of bits that

together compose the structural framework of networked publics and participant

behaviors: (1) a permanent or sgmermanent remrd of interactions

(persistencg (2) the ease with which content may be replicateglicability);

(3) the presence or potential of large audiensesaldbility); (4) the ease with

which content may be sorted or locatedgrchability. From these propges and

their resultant interactions, thrédynamic® becomeessential to understanding

networked publics: invisible audiences, collapsed social contexts, and the

alteration of concepts of fApwydbd008¢& 0 and HhApr
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The articulation, maintenance, and navigation of tHese properties andhree
emergentlynamics boyd arguedprm the basis of much SNS research.
boyd also placeSNSs in the category of social medidich she defines
asnan umbr el | a tothe senhof tbols,sserviceseandeapmications that
all ow people to interact wi2008c9d)tTher s usi ng
classification of SNSs as a type of social media is somewhat dissatisfying, since
one of the most salient characteristmf SNSs is its collection of many varying
and diverse modes of social meiliguch asinstant messages, media sharing,
personal messages, forurasd blog8 within its bounded system
A more progressive classificationight distinguish betweesocial meda
and social media (SM) applicationsseparating the specific modes of media
interaction made possible by networked technologies from the applications,
programs, or websites that package and deliver these social meatsa fémail,
for examplecan be onsidered anode of social media, as a means of networked
communication with specific transmission and storage protocols distinguishing it
from other modes of social media. A SM application, however, may offer
mul ti ple modes of s osemallSM applidatioa,includédai | , Goo
the ability to send -enail as well as communicate with contacts via instant
messaging.
By this scheme, SM applications may range from dating websites and

blogging communities to contesharing sites and commercial vemslo



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, f.

encompassing any entity theamploysone or moremodes of social media to
enable, encourager exploit networked communication within itsoundaries
Social network sites are best considered a type of SM application, packaging
several modes of socialedia within a bounded system to enable communication
with a networked public. The creation and maintenance of asehic profile

and the sempublic articulation of friends or favorites, which boyd and Ellison
consider the defining characteristics loé tSNS, are more properly categorized as
modes of social media.

Because SM applications are increasingly offering multiple modes of
social media to consumers, the definition of a SNS by the existence of a few
component parts has become increasingly proate. While earlySNSs were in
fact largely distinguishable eir semipublic profile and friend features, these
social mediaare now common on websites that many would not consider SNSs,
such as USA Today or Warner My$hike Group (C
these features that propelled early SNSs to popularity are still central to their
appeal and use, SNSs in recent years have greatly expanded their social media
features, such that the profile and friend features are now merely two of many that
the SNS offers.

For the purposef this study, then, | will consider a social network site to

be an expansiveWebbasedsocial mediaapplicationwhosemanifestfunction is
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to provide a social portalto an inclusive networked publicEach of these
charactestics will be discussed in turn:
SNSs areexpansive, Webasedsocial mediaapplications SNSs such as
MySpace and Facebook, and competitors such as Friendster, Bebo, and Orkut,
provide manymodes of social media for usefdese includeustomizable semi
public profiles, thesempu bl i ¢ arti cul ation of friends,
private messages, instant messages, group formation, event coordination, media
hosting and sharing, compi |l at i ologs, of onsi t e
forums, classifieds, games, thipdrty plugins, widgets, or applications, and
uni que social media such as Facebooko6s fApo
Few social media applications can match the quantity or diversity of social
media contamed within the system of a SN8nlike other SM applications, which
are relatively limited in their social media offerings or may emphasize one mode
of social media over others, SNSs seek to innovate, add, and integrate as many
modes of social media as possible. Rather than restriatisgezifying the ways
by which users can interact with one another, SNSs provide many options and let
users determine which social media they prefer.
SNSs arsocial portals Because SNSs offer a wide variety of social tools
and are used for a wide vaxeif purposes, to defindne SNSby one or more of

these tools opurposess necessarily imperfectt is imperative, therefore, that
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attemptsto classify digital social spaces consider other criteria to distinguish
SNSs from otheBM applications
Many of the largest SNSs satlentify as social spaces for friends.
My Space, for example, describes itself as
Members to create unique personal profiles online in order to find and
communicate with dMy8paca 8088). ©Othev deEcriptiomsr d s 0
include fia soci al media network where fri
entertainmento (Bebo 2008), Afan online com
networks of friends for communicating, sharing and making new dr&er
(Friendster 2009), and Athe place where fr
The term fAportalo has a specific denot
referring to a website functioning as da g
Web and usually including a@eh engine or a collection of links to otlseli t e s 0
(MerriamWebster 2009). This definition is perhaps deficient, as -ssed
software such as Blackboard are often considered portals, functioning as a point
of entry to the contemaSimialy, SNSsfentt®nas c ad e mi ¢
a point of entry to oneds soci al net wor k.
Blackboardprovide a navigable hub for locating websitesl academic content
popular SNSs such as MySpace and Facebook provide a navigdbléoh

locating social agentsSNS users search for and link to friends, acquaintances,

and even strangers with whom they wish to engage in social activity, and utilize
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social media to interact with these others. Even an SNS user who creates a profile

without articulating a social network, or browses profiles with no intention of
Afriendingo their creator s, IS participat
presentation, which are inherently social (Goffman 1959).

SNSserveinclusive networked pubbcAlthough it can be argued that the
purpose of all social media is to enable networked interaction, SNSs do not
employ this ability as a means to any other end. This property contrasts with other
social media sites, which may attempt to regulate user behavgpegifying the
content of interactions (e.g., gaming sites), encouraging one social medium over
others (e.g., videgharing sites), or appropriating social media in the service of
some other goal (e.g., dating sites).

SNSs, by contrast, do comparativétyle to regulate behavior. Although
minimal restrictions are enforced, such as requiring members to be age 13 or older
and banning offensive content, SNSs are open to almost everyone, and users can
encounter almost anyone within the network, do or valiteost anything, and use
almost any feature they wish at no cost. They are also given considerable control
over the nature and visibility of their personal content, friendship connections,
and interactions. Thousands of optional plugins, widgets, or apipls are
available to enhance their SNS experience. These considerable freedoms are

encouraged and expanded whenever possible by SNS administrators, who are

generallyreceptive to innovation and user feedback. While users of specialized
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social media si® maywelcomerestrictive norms and even help to engage in the
social control of user behavior, members of SNSs lsuallyresisted attempts
to regulate user behavior. Despotic attempts to force users to interact in
preconfigured ways, for example, haseh identified as the primary cause of the
decline of Friendster, the most popular early SNS (I#9@H), and the history of
Facebookhas beemiddled with highly visible useprotests

SM applicationsthat regulate content, favor particular modes of aoci
media interaction, or provide social media features as a means to a clearly
definable end are excluded from this study. These, sitegh includeFlickr,
Last.fm, LinkedIn, LiveJournal, Twitter, and YouTylmollectively constitutea
significant presence in the digital wor | d,
networked publics, and are sometimes descrilagd social network sites
However, for the purposes of this study, these social naggphcationswill not
be defined as SNS

SM applicationsthat do meet the criteria of SNSs include MySpace and
Facebook, as well as many competitors, such as Bebo, Friendster, Hi5, Orkut, and
others. They are among the popular and rrasticked websites in the worlai
June 2008, thewumbe of worldwide unique visitors to these six SN@®ss
estimated taexceed 400 million (Barker 2008). Their collection of social media
features and ability to connect users with others is unparalleled, and rates of use

are likely to continue to growmdefinitely.
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1.2.2. History

The beginnings of SNSs can be traced to the late 1960s and 1970s, when
initial modes of social media such asnail, instant message, and chat rooms
were first instituted. The popularization of the World Wide Web, providing an
easily accessible and navigable platform with which to access rkernkt,
inaugurated a wave of ¥-hosted SM applications in the 199@3 applications
began to implement the features most commonly associated with SNSs in the late
1990s, while the SNS as definh in this study did not originate until the early
2000s. Although no comprehensive histories of this embryonic era exist, much of
the content of this section and its successor is drawn from boyd and Ellison
(2007), who have synthesized public informatenmd personal communications
with many early adopters to present the first attempt at tracing the origin and
evolution of themodernSNS.

The social media features most associated with SNSs arepabii
profile creation and serpublic friend articulabn. While it is the combination of
these features that provides an appealing means of expressing self and
connections to others in a networked public, both modes of social media predate
the SNS. The former is thought to have originated as a feature 1of debsites,
whereas the | atter may have been inspired
of instant messaging communicatiotoyd and Ellison (2007) identify

SixDegrees (1992000) as the first SM/ebsiteto combine theseentralfeatures
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but thissite may be precedday FriendFinder (199¢resent). Successive Web
based SM applications in the late 1990s began to incorporate these
complementary features into their services, although many of these early sites
were content to serve targeted audierareklacked the diversity of social media
present in current SNSs. Several of these early adopters still exist today and
continue to serve their original niche communities, such as BlackPlanet (1999
present), a SM application for Africalamericans, and Livealrnal (1999
present), a SM application for webloggerSriendFinder meanwhile, has
expanded to encompass @ferentSM welsites, such as Adult FriendFinder and
Asian FriendFinder, each serving a different population or subculture.

Other sites, howeve attemptedto reach larger audiences, such as
Cyworld (1999present. Friendster (200present) isfrequently considered the
most significant early SNS, as it was the first to garcemsiderable media
attention. Althoughits initial purpose was to creata dating website linking
potential romantic partners viahared friends, users innovatively began to
leverage the sitdo socialize with existing friends and meet newriends
Friendster 6s i n axblosivapdpylarity and rasisjancesttow-t o i t s
accepted SNS behavigrsuch as the collection of large numbers of frierads
frequently cited as reasons for its decline in the United States 200y].

The broad appeal of Friendster sparked a new wave of social media

websites seeking to replicate its success. A bevy of sites continued to target
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specific audiences, such as the initial incarmatb Facebook (200gresent), a
SM application for college arniversity students. Others sought to create value by
providing advanced media sharing services, such as Last.FM -(288&nt),
Flickr (2004present), and YouTube (20@Besent). These Web-based SM
applications remain a viable commodity, and nearly asynspecializedSM
applications exist as populations or subcultures to which to cater. One rapidly
growing site, Ning (200%resent), provides users with the social media tools to
create their own SM applications for whatever audiences they dek&eyolat
combination of articulating self through a semuiblic profile and articulating
social networks through sefpublic friends has even been adopted by
commercial vendorseekingto leverage these communicative benefits.

Other sites however,haveimitated Friendster more directly by creating
generalized social spaces with many diverse social media features. This latter
category includesnany of theSNSs that remain popular today, such as MySpace
(2003 present), Hi5 (200present), Orkut (200present),and Bebo (2005
present).These few sites attract millions of users, while many other imitators
hope to attract a similarly large and inclusive audience.

The meteoric rise of the SNS has attracted the attention of many social
commentators, who have offeregdimions regarding its influences ranging from
adulation (Weinberger 2008) to revulsion (Bauerlein 2008). As teenagers and

young adults flocked to SNSs in large numbers, much of this commentary has
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centered upon the perils of permitting youth to participa®NSs. The perceived
proliferation of sexual predators, in particular, has inspired extraordinary media
coverage (Bahney 2006), legal action against prominent SNSs (Consumer Affairs
2006), and restrictive legislation aimed at curbing access to SNSsHouSe of
Representatives 2007). Many scholars have argued that this excessive response
has been disproportionate to the actual dangers: Lenhart and Madden (2007), for
example, found that while 32 percent of teens had been contacted by a stranger
while ergaged in Internet activity, only 7 percent felt scared or uncomfortable as a
result of the interaction. Marwick (2008) concluded that many figures commonly
cited by media or law enforcement in support of regulation or restriction were
false or misleadingand suggested that this negative attention met Goode and
BenYahudads (1994) <criteria for a mor al
As SNS participation has continued to increase in popularity and Internet
access has become globally available, SNS populations have become inlgreasing
segmented according to region or nationality. Friendster, whose popularity has
declined precipitously in the United States, remans of the mostrafficked
websites in the world due to its enormous popularity in ASianilarly, Orkut is
the preferrd SNS of Brazil and India, while Bebo has gained traction in the
United Kingdom and Australia. Cyworld dominates the South Korean SNS
market, while Hi5 has considerable appeal in South America and Europe. In the

United States, however, the two most popG8lEISs are MySpace and Facebook.

pan
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1.2.3. MySpace and Facebook

MySpace was launched in 2003 as a SiNfed primarily ayoung adults.

In its first year, the site was able to attract users by forming a close relationship
with independent rock bands, allowing advanced customization of profiles, and
adding new features in response to popular demand. When adolescents joined in
large numbers in 2004 and 2005, MySpace became a cultural phenomenon, to the
extent that affiliation with the site became a popular indicator of generational
standing (Kelsey 2007). In December 20@8, estimated76 million unique
visitors in the United tates and 125 million unique visitors worldwigesited
MySpace (Arrington 2009a; 2009b).

Facebookwvas foundedn 2004 as &M applicationfor Harvard students,
requiring a valid Harvard-mail address to join. Spreading to the rest of the Ivy
League andhen to other colleges and universities, Facebook established itself as
the preferred SNS for college students at the same time MySpace became the
preferred site for high school students. In September 2005, the site began to
accept high school students bitation, and in September 2006, Facebook
becamea SNS operto anyone over the age of 13. Facebook is the largest SNS in
the world, withan estimate®00 million unique visitors in December 2008, but

its estimated54.5 million unique users trails MySpaae the United States.

However, Facebookds annual growth rate

n
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times that of MySpace (10 percent), and at current rates its U.S. patronage will
exceed MySpace by the end of 2009 (Arrington 2009a; 2009b).

Although someother SNSs boast millions of users in the U.S., the
memberships of these sites are dwarfed by MySpace and Facebook. boyd (2008c),
for example, in her ethnographic study of adolescent online behavior, described
My Space and Facebookeeans ptahret ificsitpahlie n@dr uxn
publics (64), and patronage of these two sites is similarly dominant among young
adults as wel(Salaway, Caruso, and Nelson 2008) Because of these tv
overwhelming share of the SNS market in the United States, this study will focus
solely upon the selection and frequency of use of MySpace and Facebook.

Although these two SNSsttract many similar users and offer many
idenical or comparable featurethere are several notable differences between
MySpace and Facebook that may contribute to differences among their
participating populations. The organizational structures of MySpace and
Facebook, for example, vary significantlynlike MySpace, where users are not
inherentlystratifiedor separated from one another, Facebook users belong to one
or morefinetworksp which include geographic locationg)igh schools, colleges,
businesses, and organizations. With the exception ofjyrgpbic locations,
admission to a network requires confirmation of a validasl addess In March
2009, Facebook began to permit users to make their profiles public; however,

before this time, user profiles weomly viewable to friends and embers of
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common networks. As a resulthough both sites offer comprehensive privacy
controls, the visibility of Facebook profileat the time of this study was
ultimately limited a policy that projected a veneer of exclusivity while
simultaneousl appearing fAsafer. o

The two sites also differ drastically with regard to layout and overall
appearance. MySpace gives users considerable control over the design of their
profiles by allowing them to insert HTML, a common webpage design
programming langage As a result, anindustry of websites dedicated to
providing users with distinctive MySpace appearances has eméRgeiel
2006), and MySpace profiles often emplayght clashing colors, blinking icons
and text, and animatio@isa styleattractive to soméut ugly or petentious to
others Although individual MySpace profiles vary widely in appearance, they
havecollectivelyacquired a reputation for garishness.

Facebook, on the other hand, limits the degree to which the users can
customize their profiles. Although theyrca add HAapplicationsod and
layout of certain modules, Facebook users are much more restricted than
MySpace users. All Facebook profilemploythe same white background and
bl ue banner, and the overall aesthetic [
palatable to web designers, bloggers, and young adults seeking to appear more

mature and sophisticatelooyd (2007a) vividly likens the Facebook aesthetic to a
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AiScandinavian design house, 0 a poignant c
i magery. o
A third difference concernthe nature of the relationship between users
and the sit e sMSpaa has always beent malusive SNS
embracing alienated Friendster users, independent bands, and teens in succession
relying upon user input to refine itsquluct and expand appeal during its early
years (boyd and Ellison 200As a result, the relationship between users and the
siteods admi ni strators has been mostly h a
inclusiveness and popular demand.
Facebook, by contrastyas a restrictedSM applicationfor the first two
and a half years after its inception, and network admission remaingtegstri
Moreover, Facebookusers have loudly protested a number of administrative
actions These includehe initial admission ofhigh shool studentgBendele
2006) the introduction of a prominerit Ne ws F e e dboyd R00G) thd e
introductonof iBeacon, 6 an application that track
2007c) the introduction of a new site and profile layout (Perez 2008), and a
modi fication to the sitebds terms- of use s
created content in perpetuity (Raphael 20@83%hough Facebook has acceded to
user opposition in some cases, they also have retained some unpopular changes,

and as a result the lationship between Facebook users and Facebook
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administrators has been notably more contentious than that between MySpace
users and MySpace administrators.

Lastly, the two sites are perceived differentdy the public at large,
particularly older adults ral nonusers My Spaceds entrance
adolescent culture coincidevith thefi t e ¢ h n oopcarningsexualpredators,
and 8 t he nati on 6SNSfaotsens, NyBpacaiwasefrequently
accused of failing to protect minors frgmmedators Although Facebook has also

had its share of security breaches and legal difficulties, it has nevertheless gained

a reputation for being fisaferdo and mor e

its later entry into the public consciousness, netwdsiken structure, and

rigorous privacy controls
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Despite the myriad of variables posited or found to correlate with SNS
selection and use, no theory has yet attempted to identify the totality of factors
influencing SNS selgion. This study will articulate a theory of SNS preference,

drawing from extant research and hypotheses.

2.1. SNSUsE

Studies of SNSs, once rare, have proliferated in the past three'years.
These studies have addressed a wide variety of issues and employed a wide range
of methodological procedures. Although much of this research exists outside the
scope of this study, many studies have uncovered important findings relating to
the dynamics ashmotivations underlying SNS use.

Several large nationally representative studies have attempted to measure
rates of general SN&se, although it is difficult to identify precise rates due to the
swiftnessat which these rates are increasibgnhart andadden (2007) sampled
935 teenagers between the ages of 12 and 17 and found that 55 percent of
Internetusing teens participate in SNSs, while the Pew Internet and American
Life Project (2008a) sampled 1,430 adults amgdortedthat 22 percent of adults

aged 18 and older participate in one or more SNSates of use appear to be

! For a comprehensive list of electronically available research on SNSs, see boyd, 2008b.
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highest among young adults. The aforementioned Pew Internet and American Life
Project found that the rate of use among adults aged 18 to 29 was 67 percent,
while the most recent étbn ofthe EDUCAUSE Center for Applied
longitudinal study ofinternet use sample2l7,317 students from 98 colleges and
universitiesandreported that the rate of use among college studer#808 was
85.2 percent. Among institutions participaf in all three years of the study, the
rate of usehad increased from 74.8 percent in 2006 to 88.8 percent in 2008
(Salawayet al.2008)

Several studies have also attempted to measure more detailed phenomena,
such as frequency of use amativationsfor joining and participating in SNSs. A
UK Office of Communications (2008gport summarizing the results of several
gualitative and quantitative studiestempted to articulate a typology of users
based upon preferred SNS activities amativationsof use,with categories such
a s alplia socializers, fattention seekers, fifollowerso ffaithfulso and
Af uncti onal sreadonsforhparticipatian mvere tp share information
with friends -davelaped qprofdea asethe fbasis lofl their online
pre s e n ¢ eusdrs ebchewed SNSs for a number of reasons, such as technical
inexperience, concerns aboafety, and intellectual derision.

The ECAR study (Salaway et al. 2008) found that the median frequency of
SNS use among college and university sttsleras daily, with the percentage of

daily users increasing from 32.8 percent to 58.8 pericetite past three years
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Most users only participated in one (52.9 percent) or two (38.4 percent) SNSs
with 89.3 percenidentifying as Facebook userd8.3 perent identifying as
MySpace usergndall other SNSsvith rates of use under 10 perceMiost users
did not update their profiles more frequently than once a m@6tf percent) and
spent less than five hours per week visiting SNSs (55.8 percent), but substantial
minorities spent six to ten hours per week participating in SNSs (26.9 percent)
and reported over 300 SNS friends (28.4 percdihig. most common reasofw
use were staying in touch with friends (96.8 percent), sharing media (67.7
percent), finding out more about people (51.6 percent), communicating with
classmates (49.7 percent), and coordinating events (48.0). Only 16.8 percent
indicated that they useé®INSs to make new friends whom they have never met.
Joinson (2008performeda factor analysis t@stablishthe motives and
behaviors of a purpog sample of 241 Facebook users, identifysegenuses
and gratifications: social connection, shared idesgjtiphoto sharing, content
gratification social investigation, social network surfing, and status updates.
Photo sharing, social investigation, and status updates were significant predictors
of frequency of Facebook visi while content gratificatiomwas a significant
predictor of time spent onFacebook. Content gratificatiorand social
investigation, as well as frequency of visits and time spent on the site, were

significant predictors afhe number of Facebook friends.
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Other studies have focused upamore specific aspects of the SNS
phenomenonMuch of this research is concerned with exploring and describing
the sociological implications of the four properties (persistence, replicability,
scalability, searchability) and three emergent dynamics (ineisgudiences,
coll apsed soci al context s, al terodati on
networked publicgdentified by boyd (2008@nd others (Varnelis 2008)

boyd and Ellison (2007) in their history and literature review of SNS
research identyf four major foci of extant research: (1) impression management
and friendship performance, (2) networks and network structure, (3) online/offline
connections, and (4) privacy issuddore recently, an increasing number of
studies have examined the so@ald psychological correlates of SNS usés
series of studies have suggested fatebook users possess more social capital
than nonrusers, and also report higher levels of psychologicalbetig and life
satisfaction (Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe0Z0 Steinfield, Ellison, and Lampe
2008; Valenzuela, Park, and Kee 2009). By contrast, other studies have suggested
a correlation between Facebook use and narcissism (Rosen 2007; Buffardi and
Campbell 2008)Tufekci (2008) found that neasers of SNSs had more negative

attitudes toward social grooming compared to users. Users tended to participate

of

mor e heavily in the expressive I nternet

technol ogicall y maeohusers, eudbots graupsaarticipayed ) t

h a
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equally in t he infosnatioruseskingl kndwledge datharimge t (A

and commercial transactionso).

2.2. TOWARD A THEORY OF SNSPREFERENCE

The model to be evaluated is depicted in Figure 1. The depén

variables, collectively referred to as SNS preference, encompass (1) the selection

of MySpace and/or Facebook as a SNS in which the subject is a participant, and

(2) the frequency with which the subject

Figure 1. Theoretical ModelPredicting SNS Preference

Mediating Variables
Educational Attainment
Taste Preferences

Inherited cultural capltal SNS Preference
Guardian Educatlon Selection
Guardian Income Frequency of Use

»
\

Moderating Variables
Attachment Status,
Age, Race, Gender
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Aparticipation, 0 f orprikahiedefiped asploaggng intof t hi s s

the SNS, although data regarding other possible types of use will also be gathered.

2.2.1. Cultural and Educational Capital

The relationship between socioeconomic origin and SNS preference was
first hypothesized by boyd (2007avho speculated on the basis of her qualitative
research into SNS use among teens that My$pace d Facebookds popul :
werebecoming increasingly segregated with respecbémsconomic status. She
argued that Facebookwas the preferred site of Caucasianpllegebound
Ahegemoni co t e e attsacted wmmarity eaciaMan® gthaic gps.
teens not expecting to attend collegad outcasts wheoeject the hegemonic
adolescent culture. Althoudteressay clearly was not meant to present academic
findings, it quickly became an Internet phenomenon, receiving attention from
popular online phlications (Doctorow 2007) and major print sourcfdsafsky
2007), forcing boyd to publish a corrective commentary to counter the
sensationalist media coverage (2007Db).

In herethnographicstudy of social media use among teemBich draws
from over two ad a half years of qualitative researdoyd (2008c) echoes the
conclusions of her preliminary essay, argu
and Facebook is more than a reproduction of preference; it is a reproduction of

turf wars that play outasaser | t of s oci a®bhe oandthagteens eso (20
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consistently described the distinction between primary MySpace and primary
Facebook users in terms of socioeconomic s
casteso applied t o fHaocweebro ockl apsasrot i acp pplaing ds  te
users (202).
Quantitative studies have also suggested that socioeconomic origin is
correlated with SNS use. Hargattai (2007) used parental education as an indicator
of socioeconomic origim her study of SNS use amongiversity studentgN =
1,060)and found thathis variable was a significantdir in predicting SNS use.
Respondents reporting at least one parent with a college or graduate degree were
more likely to use Facebook and less likely to use MySpace, wisimdents
with parents who did not complete high school were more likely to use MySpace
and less likely to use Facebook.
boyd (2007a) also hypothesized that educational capital plays a significant
role in determining SNS preference, and several studies d&lao identified this
vari abl e as a predictor of SNS use. The
examination of social media use among teens (2008c) described differences in
SNS populations using words indicating intelligence or educational achievement,
with- Ahonors kidsodo or Agoody goody kidso pr
thatjoining Facebook was adopted by some groups as a rite of passage between
high school and college. Although MySpace has a larger overall user population

than Facebook in the Ueill States, this disparity appears to be reversed among
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college and university students (Hargattai 2007; Salaway et al. 2008). There is
also some evidence that students engaged in more immersive academic
environments are more avid SNS users, particularlyazebook. Salaway et al.
(2008) found that students residing-cempus used SNSs more than those off
campus, while Joinson (2008) found a similar result amonetifod students
versus fulltime workers or paftime studentsin addition,Lam (2007a; 2009)
and Klein (2007)ranked the academic quality of high schools in the San
Francisco and Seattle metropolitan areas, and found that the percentage of
students attending these schools with Facebook profiles was positively correlated
with high schoobuality.
Although boyd (2008c) emphasized the role of social categories in
determining SNS preference, she also acknowledged that these vadsbles
significantin the context of taste preferences, as the aesthetic disparities between
MySpace and Facebko f i gured prominently in teens?o
preference Most scholarly research concerning taste preferences in SNSs has
focused upon cultural consumptive preferences drawn from content analyses of
public profiles of one or two SNSs. For exampl&y, Maes, ad Davenport
(2006)producela c omput er i z efdusefigredesences diriendsteri c 0
and Or kut, composed of Ataste nei ghbor hc

characteristicsMore recently, Liu (2007) analyzed 127,477 MySpace profiles in
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an attempt to define further clusters of aesthetic intereta/ever, no extant
study hasattempted to assess the role of taste preferences in SNS selection.

There exists a large body of work regarding the determination and
cultivation of taste preferems. Veblen (1899) was among the first to develop a
sociological theory of taste, arguing that members of the upper classes
consciously adopt and cultivate a |ifestyl
conveying the elevated economic statuSimilarly, they adopt a pattern of
Aconspicuous consumption, o0 procuring and
symbolic value even at the expense of functionakityr Veblen, then, taste is an
artificial, economically determined phenomenon, driven less by aesthat
native preferences than the desire to raise social status.

Gans (1974) offered a critique of American culture and tastes in the 1970s,
categorizing preferences in terms of Nt ast
aesthetic st aingfave chadérn) Amaritah tastee dultures with
several subdivisions according to age, race, and political affiliation (92). Although
he presents subjective standards and values as the primary selection criteria for a
taste culture, ultimately he concludesatthclass plays a major role in the
differentiation of taste Wtures by way of educatiorit is the internalization of a
specific strain of cultural values and startataught in higher educatioather

than the size of onedanngbdmk &sdadwrst wart har
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socioeconomic straturhe arguesthat is the main cause of different taste cultures
among the upper and lower classes.

These interrelated socioeconomic and educational influences are fully
developed by Bourdieu (1979) in hiswtimark work on distinction. He concludes
in his analysis of twelve hundred people and their tastes that educational capital
and socioeconomic origin are major determinants of taste preferences, with social
origin assuming a gr efeoinéte mostéegitenatdaaeas one mov
of cultureo (13). These two variables are
have inherited high cultural capital more likely to attain high educational capital,
a phenomenon which has tahrei setfofcercatc yoof dcerveoatte
a Apur e dgtmonsmwderssuperiaccdh t he Apo.pul ar aest hetic

Bourdieu deviates from Veblen in his contention that conspicuous
consumption is subordinate to the pure gaze, but also departs from Gans in his
emphasis on sagl origin. Whereas Veblen and Gans both emphasize the acquired
aspect of taste preferences, Bourdieu suggests that taste is to some extent
inherited from the economic and cul tur al |
producing unequal educational achievememd guiding taste preferences,
socioeconomic status effectively perpetuates itself as young bourgeoisie acquire
the skills and tastes necessary to attain that class distinction themselves, while the
young proletariat is discouraged from educational rattant and the pure gaze.

When Bourdieu argues that cul tural consump
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social function of legitimai n g soci al 7), de isfreferrimqn the s 0 (
socioeconomic differences as well.
Solomon and Assael (1987) focus apihe aesthetic effect of consumer
products in unisoriTheir work isderivedfrom McCall and Simmons (1982), who
argue that the symbolic meaning of a product is derived largely from its
connotative properties in one or more social roles. Therefiney ague,
consumer s are motivated to assemble a #dap
communi cat e, and enaSotl omo i aa n dtudgA sessadce | © 5 9
supported the hypothesis that products and brands belonging to different
categories of utility are signdantly correlated with specific occupations and
lifestyles.
McCracken (198Bidentifies a related phenomenon in his examination of
the ADiderot unityo and fADiderot effect. o
convergence between consumer productsictianally complementary yet
symbolically similar McCracken suggests the effect of this desire is to confront
the actor with two choices when presented with a product whose symbolic
valence diverges from the exigfi unity. The actor is motivated to rasior reject
the product to preserve consistency or, alternately, if (s)he consumes the product,
the dissonance pressures the actor to reinvent his or her unity by acquiring

additional goods with miilar symbolic resonanéea s , for exampl e, i n L
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epamymous essay, when the gift of a dressing gown compels him to acquire an
entirely new set gbroducts for his study

There are, then, several variables that are postulated to influence taste
preferences: (1) Inherited cultural capital (Bourdieu), (2) Aegueducational
capital (Gans; Bourdieu), (3) Conformity to social role or class (Veblen; Solomon
and Assael), and (4) Symbolic unitysqlomon and Assael; McCracken).
Although Liu (2007) groups influences into socioeconomic and aesthetic
categoriesand suggests that these two theoretical orientatioopetewith one
another a finer reading yields the conclusion that these influences are neither
antagmistic nor mutually exclusive. &her, it is these fournnfluences
collectively and in concert with orenother, that determine the aesthetic values
and standards that determine taste preferences.

This study wil/ assess the applicabilit
the relationships between socioeconomic origin, educational capital, and taste
preferemes to the determination of SNS prefereridee independent variables
relating to socioeconomic origirgre collectively considereahherited cultural
capital, defined by Bo ethod.eaehufamdystrangnats toc #sr t ai n
children, indirectly rdter than directly...which is the cause of the initial inequality
of chil dr e#33). Sdcibeechdnic or®)if, and to a lesser extent
educational capital, are the major determinants of taste preferences and future

economic outcomes (1979: 13)
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Holmbe&k (1997: 600), defining a mediating variable, states that
Afal t hough one may argue that the relatior
medi ator, and outcome may not necessarily
relationship is such that the independeatiable influences the mediator which,

i n turn, i nf |l uemscsedh, etubadonalo aapital cande taste
preferences are evaluated as mediating variables

Bourdieu argues that children who inherit cultural capital from parents
with higher educan and SES have an initial advantage in the educational
system, and are taught to place a higher priority on educational achievement
(1966: 35). These advantages create an early performance gap which increases

over time and leads to students with highererrited cultural capital acquiring

=t
Q
o

hi gher educational capital, producing
Gans (1974) also concludes in his critique of American culture in the 1970s that
SES plays a major role in the differentiation of éastltures by way of education.

It is possible thaF a ¢ e b mitakiricarnationas a SM applicatiorfor college
students may have endowed the site with a vestigial aura of educational
exclusivity, attracting users with high educational capital whieuianeously
repelling users with low educational attainment. As such, acquired educational
capitalwill be evaluated as a mediating variable between inherited cultural capital

and SNS behavior.
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Bourdieu also contends that cultural capital has a profampact upon
taste preferences. The ficultural aristoecr
educational capital di stinguishes itself f
the Apur e &aBeeadse MyiSPaceland FAcebook have very different
aeshetics, consideration is given to taste preferences as a potential mediating
variable between inherited ¢utal capital and SNS behavior.
Although socioeconomic origin, educational capital, and taste preferences
have frequently been implicated in detering SNS preference, few studies have
attempted to articulate the relationship between these variables. Liu (2007), in his
study of taste preferences on MySpace, found some evidence for educational
capital as a determinant of taste preferences, but wakleuto demonstrate
conclusively whether cultural capital derived framcioeconomic circumstances
was a significant factor in taste preferencébis study will evaluate whether
inherited cultural capital is a determinant of SNS preferences, with echadatio

capital and taste preferences as mediators.

2.2.2. Moderating Variables

In addition to these mediating variab] several potential moderat@ne
evaluated. Hol mbeck (1997: 599) defines a
the relationship between two variables, so that the nature of the impact of the

predictor on the criterion varies accordin
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Three demographic variablésage, gender, and ratevill be considered as
moderating variables and controlled during the analysis. A fourth moderating
variable, the attachment status, will also be considered.

Internet use varies significantly with respect ¢@.aWhereas 93 percent of
Americans aged 12 to 17 and 92 percent of those aged 18 to 29 use the Internet
regularly, this statistic diminishes with increasing age, to 85 percent of those aged
30 to 49, 72 percent of those aged 50 to 64, and 37 percemsefdged 65 and
older (Lenhart and Madden 2007; Pew Internet and American Life Project
2008b). Moreover, users of different ages are likely to engage in different Internet
activities with different goals or practices. For example, some youth have adopted
an online vernacular (e.g., Al ol 6 for Al aug
adults, while email remains popular with adults as a means of casual
communication even as its use for this purpose has been largely abandoned by
teenagers (boyd 2008dluch has been written about this correlation between age
and Internet behaviors (e.g., Palfrey and Gasser 2008).

The SNS phenomenon is no exception: while 55 percent of Internet users
aged 12 to 17 and 67 percent of Americans aged 18 to 29 use sociakrstesyr
only 22 percent of all Americans aged 18 and older identify as users of one or
more social network sites (Lenhart and Madden 2007; The Pew Research Center

for the People and the Press 2008). Some data suggests that users oveo®0 are
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joining SNSs at a rate faster than the younger demographics (Facebook 2009c);
however, to a large extent the use of SNSs is a yduthinated activity.

Due to this large disparity, most studies of SNS behavior have only
attempted to measure a specific age rangeallyschoosing to focus upon teens
(e.g., boyd 2008c) or young adult®.g., Joinson 2008). However, even these
studies have often found evidence of significant age differences within their
narrow ranges. Salway et al. (2008), for example, foimdheir study of
university students that rates of SNS use ranged as high as 95 percent among 18
and 19 year olds and 93 percent among 20 through 24 year olds, but sharply
declined to 73 percent among 25 through 29 year olds. They also found that
youngerusers had more friends, disclosed more personal information on their
SNS profiles, and were less concerned about privacy and security concerns than
older users. Jones et al. (2008), in their content analysis of 1,378 MySpace
profiles, corroborated Salawagy t al .6s finding that younge
personal information, but did not find that younger users had miy®pace
friends than older users.

Two other demographic categories, gender and race, have frequently been
implicated in SNS behaviors. boya008c) identified gender and raedong with
class astwo of the three primary social categories by which teens spoke of SNS
preferenceHargattai (2007) and Tufekci (2007) both found higher rates of use

among females in their respective studies comparsers and neuasers. Jones et
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al. (2008) reported that females comprised a higher percentage of MySpace users
than males and were also more likely to use certain social media features such as
blogs, while Joinson (2008) found that females visited Famemore frequently
and had different motivations for using Facebook than males. Several studies have
also suggested that females are more likely to use SNS privacy controls or restrict
personal information than males (Joinson 2008; Lenhart and Madden 2007
Salaway et al. 2008). Race has been measured less frequently than gender, but has
also been found in some cases to be a significant determinant of SNS hehavior
Hargattai (2007) for example, found that Hispanics were considerably more
likely to prefer MySpace, while Caucasians and Askamericans were
considerably more likely to prefer Facebook

A fourth variable,definedin this study asattachment statysrefers to
feelings of allegiance to a SNS resulting from a long period of use or the presence
of SNS friends or networks with which the user wishes to continue to interact.
This variable has not been frequently assessed in quantitative studies, but has
been acknowledged in qualitative research. boyd (2008c: 108) reports in her study
of teen socialméda use that the phrase, AThat 6s
common refrain when she asked teens why they preferred one SNS over another.
This variable of attachment, she argues, has resulted in varying patterns of SNS
preference wh respect to geogramghiareas. Bgions in which MySpace

participation became populguickly and attracted a critical percentage of users

w h
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are more resistant to Facebook, while youths in regions in which MySpace use

was minimal or nearly nonexistent were more likely to abandg®spdce for

Facebook. Although this variable of attachment is difficult to evaluate
empirically, its prominence as a deter mina

requires its inclusion as potential moderating variable.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

The previos chapter drew from extant research and hypotheses to
articulate a theory of SNS preference. Having delineated irtdlependent,
mediating, and moderatingariables and thesuggestednteractions this chapter
describes the methodological procedueagployed to assess the accuracy of the

theoretical model.

3.1 SAMPLE

The sample for this study is drawn from the population of studerl® at
University of Missourii St. Louis. Descriptive statistics for the entire student
population can be found iable 1 (UM-SL 2008) UM-SL is the largest public
universty in the S. Louis metropolitan areavith an enrollment of over 15,000
students The geographic origin of the student population is overwhelmingly
locd: over 80 percendf studentsesice in St. Lauis City, St. Louis County, or
adjacent St. Charles and Jefferson Counties, and the university sulppgets
numbers ofcommuters and offampus students enrolled amline classesThe
university also supports relatively large percentage of ndraditional students,
with 17.6 percent of all students under the age of 18, and 20.9 percent over the
age of 29. Females, white nohlispanics, and AfricaAmericans are

overrepresented among members of the student body.
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Table1l: Demographic Characteristics of theM-SL Student Population,

Fall 2007
On-campus 12,147 78.2%
Location

Off-campus 3,396 21.8%

(or-campus) Parttime 5843 48.1%
Level Undergraduate 9,173 75.5%
(on-campus) Graduate/Profession; 2974 24.5%
Under 18 2,740 17.6%

Age 1829 9,547 61.4%

30 and over 3,256 20.9%

Gender Female 7,173 59.1%
(on-campus) Male 4,974 40.9%
White NonHispanic 7,562 70.9%

Hispanic 193 1.8%

Asian/Pacificlslander 378 3.5%

Race Native American 38 0.3%

(on-campus)

African American 1,995 18.7%%

Non-Resident Alien 498 4.7
Unknown 1,483 (12.2%)

Total 15543 | -
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With the cooperation of the UMIL Registrar, a sampling pool of students
enrolled in the fall semester of 2008 was generated. The inform@teided by
the Registrai nc|l uded the studentShsemaihaddiess, t he stu
and the number of crednours in which the student was enrolled at the beginning
of the semester. The enrollment level of the student was also included, with
possible designations of undergraduate, graduate, and professional; for the
purpose of this study, students enrolledginaduate and professional programs
were combined to form a single graduate categdhys list was stored on a
passworeprotected computer and deleted at the completion of data analysis.

The sampling frame wasonfined to students between the ages oarid
29, for ease of comparison to national statistics regarding SNBesausehe
data collection procedure for guardian income require@ U.S. residency,
international students wesadsoexcluded from the sampling pool. Finallysmall
percentage oftadents who indicated on their student application that they did not
consent to theelease of their enrollment statwere also excluded.

Thefinal sampling pool consisted of 8,155 students, of whom 6,629 were
undergraduates and 1,526 were graduate ofegsional studentgepresenting
approximately52 percentof the student populatiorAs students aged 18 to 29
compose roughly0 percent and international studemtgighly 5percent of the
student population in 2007his result suggests that a small bignificantgroup

of 10 to 15 percent of students meeting the age and geographic qualifications for
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inclusion did not consent to the release of their enroliment status. This omission is
notable as students who guard the privacy of their enrollment statag
demonstrate different SNS behaviors than those who do not.

A random stratified sampling method was employed to select 1,500
students, divided into three samples of 500 subjects. The first two samples each
consisted of250 undergraduate and 250 graguaubjects; the final sample
selected 300 ndergraduates and 200 graduatescompensate for a higher
response rate among graduate students.

An additional complication was the inability to contact a very small group
of subjects by enail because theie-mail address was no longer valwt their
mailbox was full, rendering all incoming-reails undeliverable. A total of 9
graduate and 18 undergraduate students were unable to receive at least one of the
e-mails soliciting the participation in the studyOf these, 2 graduate aritb
undergraduate students were unreachable at all times during the survey portion of
the study and removed from thansple. The sampling framéhen, ultimately
consisted of 785 undergraduaa®d 698 graduate students,total of 1483

subjects.

3.2 DATA COLLECTION
This study employedwo means of data collection: questionnaire and

content analysis. Nearly all quantitative studies regarding SNS behavior to date
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have relied exclusively upon one form of dataexibn. Questionnaas provide
critical information regarding user attitudes and behaviorsniay not capture
relevant empirical phenomena. Mosintent analyses, on the other hand, are
dependent upon users with public profiles, whpsesentationsand behaviors
may not be epresentative of the SN®ing population. To mitigate these
methodological shortcomings, a questionnairas supplemented by a limited

content analysis of public and private Facebook profiles.

3.21. Questionnaire

An Internet questionnaire was deemed the most appropriate method of
delivery for several reasons. First, the sampées drawn from a population of
college students at a university with a considerable technological network, who
are not likely to lack Intemt access or have difficuliynderstandingjuestions.
Second, an Internet questionnaire is the quickestleast expensive method of
delivery, especially appropriate for questionnaires that do not employ-epeed
guestions or require interviewer probes. Third, although a high nonresponse rate
is a potential limitation of this particular survey method, past Internet
guestionnaires at thimstitution have been relatively successfulthwresponse
rates as high as S@ercent (Shields et al. 2008)Jowever, as Hargattai (2007)

notes, Internet questionnaires regarding online behaviorsbh@agusceptible to
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bias if subjects who spend considerableetionline are more likely to respond
than those who engage in online activities infrequently.

Questionnaire responses from each of the three samples were solicited
during a tweweek period: the first sample was conducted in late October to early
November,the second sample was conducted immediately thereafter into the
middle of November, and the final sample was conducted in late November and
early December following the Thanksgiving holid&§ubjects were contacted
initially via email and informed of theiselection to participate in a study about
behaviors on social network websites such as MySpace and Facebediich
respondents would be entered into a raffle to win an iPod Shuffle purchased at the
resear che Rérsndeswepe emalezl to nonespondents on the fifth,
ninth, and twelfth days of(Apeendxh). sampl eds

The soliciting e-mails provided a hyperlink directing subjects to an
electronic informed consestatementwhich described the nature and risks of the
research in greater detail. Submission toh e r e s pyped chame tadds
procession to the questionnaire affirmed t{8&heconsented to participation in
the researchRespondents were also asked to mevtheir UMSL emalil
address, whichvasrequiredto ensure that unauthorized subjects did not answer
the questionnaire and authorized subjects did not answer the questionnaire more

than once. Names andngil addresses were stored on passvpoadected

d
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computers until theonclusion of the data analysaasd then deleted to preserve
confidentiality.

The questionnaire was composed of four sections: (1) MySpace behavior,
(2) Facebook behavior, (3) educational status, and (4) general information.
Respondentsvere permittechot to answer any question(s) that they chose, and
could exitthe questionnaire at any time. The contents of the questionnaire can be
found in Appendix 1.

Two difficult decisions encounteregturing the design of this study were
(1) whether or not to inform respdents that participation in the study involved
the collection of data from SNS profiles, af®) if so, whether permission should
be obtained from the respondefihe ethical implications of viewingublic SNS
data are unclear. On one hand, many MySpaoéles are public, viewable even
to observers ngparticipatingthemselves inthe SNS. The visibility of Facebook
profiles is somewhat lessdue to networkdriven structure of the SNS, but
members of certain networks (e.g., geographic locations) usiiaglderivacy
settingsin effectpossess serpublic profiles viewable to any Facebook member,
as these networks pose no barriers to admissBoth SNSs offer open
membership and comprehensive privacy controls allowing members to specify in
detail what ifiormationis viewable and what audiences are permitted to view it.
Many content analyses (e.g., Liu 2007) have therefore collectedrdatgublic

profileswithout informing SNS users.
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However, the implications ofinvisible audience and the alteration &
commonconceptions of A Pulbkclainc 0c aaursce  fcprnisv alteea a b
complicationslt is unclear whether the medesignation of profile afpublicd is
equivalent to allowing researchers to gather data that the owner may intend for
friends andother member®f the public. Users may, for example, make their
profiles public because they want to be visible to peers in their hometown but
have no desire fopther users including researchers, o0 vi ew t heir prof
contents, a distinctiorwhich is no t possible using My Space
privacy controls.As a result, someesearchers have argued that it is not at all
clear thatownersof public SNS profilesunderstandhatresearchers can view and
harvest data from their profilesnd that theywould consent to such practices
(Stern 2004; boyd 2008c).

Although ethical behavior when harvesting public data from the Internet
remains a contentious issue, it was ultimately determiteeddisclose the
researcherogedpoinde nt ¢ dand&idt pgygmissionitd e ( s )
view these profiles for two reasons. First, the researcher vioi@uotploiting his
membership in UMSL6s Facebook network to view pro
visible to others; therefore,ybyuvrteese pr of i |
of his inclusion in an exclusive network. Secotie utilization of questionnaire
data such as names andhail addresses to locate SNS profiles without disclosure

of this intent could be considered deceptive and unethical behakiieddacision,
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while uncontroversialindoubtedlydiminished the number of profiles from which
content analysis dataould becollected However, onéenefitof this disclosures
the opportunityto includeusers with privat@rofiles, a subset of SNS participants
that has rarely been studied using content analysis methods

Of 1,483 potential respondents, 318 attempted the questionfaingeen
respondents did not indicate informed consent properly or chose to quit the
guestionnaire before completion, for a totdl 304 valid respondents and a
response rate of 20.5 percedte to the considerable probability of nonresponse
error associated with such a low rate, post hoc strategies to mirandzaccount

for errorwere implementg and are discussed in Chapter 5

3.22. Content Analysis

Content analyses of SNS profiles belonging to consenting respondents
were conductedduring a onewveek periodn Januaryfollowing the collection of
all questionnaire dat&Vhile this time frame has the intended effect of comiginin
the respondents of all three samples into a esestonal collection of SNS
profile data, the ability to correlate questionnaire responses with content analysis
data is somewhat limited, as one to three morithd elapsedbetweenthe
guestionnaire andontent analysis phases of data collection.

Locating, identifying, and recording data from SNS profiles posed several

challenges, and rigorous procedures were followed to ensure the accuracy and
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reliability of the data.The study hadbriginally planned toinclude data from
MySpace profiles; however, locating respondents on MySpace proved to be
impractical Unlike Facebook, in which users are identified by the networks to
which they belong, MySpace users are identifiednost cases only by their
geographiclocation, making it impossible to distinguish the Jane Doe who
responded to the questionnaire from other Jane Demding in the St. Louis
area. Although the inability to utilize MySpace data waappointing this loss

was mitigated by the inclusiorf questionnaire items soliciting number of friends
and frequency of use on an ordinal scale.

Of 304 respondents, 74 indicated that they did not have a Facebook
profile, and 66 did not consent to the use of their Facebook profile data in the
study, for atotal of 164 possible profiles. Profiles were located in one of two
ways: (1) seHreported URL provided by the respondent upon completion of the
guestionnaire, and (2) manual search.

Manual searches followed a standard procedunst, all self-reported
names and -enail addresses were matched to data provided by theSUM
Registrar,ensuringthat respondents were enrolled students at&IMand had
been selected to participate in the study. Next, the name(s}raad address(es)
of those with Facebookrgfiles whohad consented to use of profile data were

entered into Faceblosoknémmsey & discrepaneydetveebn engi ne
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the selfreported and Registrgrovided names was helpful in identifying search
terms (e.ga A Kat h ereporiseesd fisked tfi e 0) .

Most searches conducted in this manpeyduced a resulbelongng to
F a c e b o o-Bloretwadkkhatchingthe name and/or-mail addresentered
into the search query. In these instances, two additional procedures were followed
to ensure thathe search result matched the questionnaire respor{dgttie age
of the profile owner was compared to the sefforted age provided in the
questionnare and (2) the Registrards sampling
only one UMSL student possesséhe name being sought. Only then were search
results interpreted as positive proof of identification of the questionnaire
respondent.

In some cases, searches fanail addresses, names, and possible aliases
were unsuccessful. There are a number oforeafor these negative findings, and

multiple strategies were implementtallocate these missing respondents:

P

1 The user did not belong to Faceb6ckiM-SL 6 s net wor k, but bel

Facebo k 6 s S geographimetivark anddentified as a current UM

SL student within his or her profilén these instances, the age and name
procedures listed above were performed and these results were interpreted
as a positive finding. Search results not belonging to theSliMetwork

and not identifying as a current UBL student within the profiles were

not interpreted as positive findings.
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1 The user employed a different name on Facebook than that provided by
the Registrar. In most cases, the association of the Facebook name to the
guestionnaire respondent was possibiging the alias provided by
respondent on his or her questionnaire. In other cases, the respondent used
his or her middle name, whi céand was i ncl
was therefore interpreted as a positive findiltpwever, at timesiit
appeared It a t t he respondent 6s first or | as
different than the selfeported and Registrar names, and these instances
were not included in the content analysis. Possible reasons for these
discrepancies include the adoption of a new last nareg¢almarriage or
the use of a nicknamgivenfadtdrlastnatmenan t he r
T ha few cases, the search for a responc
produce a positive identification, but a provided MySpace URL made it
possible to identify the correct Facebook profile by comparing the content
of his or her MySpace profile (e.g., pioés) to theprofiles returned by
Facebookds search engine. This result
proof of identification.
Fifty-fourr espondents who were identifiable thr
had private profilesThese subjects were sent a friend request and a personal

message using the researcherds Facebook ac
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request and r emi nd inforgnation ¢osbe gathérednands its o
confidentiality (Appendix 1).

Of the 164 lacebook profiles sought, profiles were located and correlated
with questionnaire data for 138 respondekighteenof the 54 respondents with
private profiles did not respond or responded too late to the friend request, while 8
profiles were not found ocould not be positively correlated with questionnaire
respondents. These respondents most likely used a different name on Facebook
that the one(s) provided to the researcher or-8IMRegistrar, had made their
profile invisible to search, draddeleted the Facebook profile since completing

the questionnaire.

3.3 ANALYSIS

The operationalization of theoposedheoretical model is summarized in
Tables 2and3. Data from the UMSL Registrar (R), questionnaire (Q), and content
analysis (C) are combined teeasure each conceptual component.

Severalvariableswere not altered in preparation for analysis. Guardian
education, for example, is directly assessed by responses to question 26 from the
guestionnaire, which asks the respondent to identify the highest educational level
attained by any of the guardiansthvivhich (s)he lived prior to age 18ge and
gender (Q289) are similarly straightforward, as is the sejported quality of

high school attended as a measure of educatiapaial (Q19).

t

he
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Table2: Summary of Measurements

Conceptual Level ObservationaLevel
Guardian statug Q25
Independent Inherited Cultural | S4ardian Q26
. : education
Variables Capital
Quardlan Q24
income
Mediating Educational capital R, Q1822
Variables Taste preferences C, Q17
Age Q28
Gender Q29
Moderating
Variables Race Q27
C,Q4, Q89, Q11,
Attachment status Q1516
Dependent SNS Selection Q3, Q10
Variables Frequency of use C, Q58,Q1215

Other variables were recoded prior to analysis. Due to the large percentage
of respondents who lived with married biological awfopted parents, guardian
status (Q25) was recoded into a dummy format. The percentage of respondents
who attended a public nemagnet high school or identified their race as
exclusively white were similarly high, and so questions regarding the typglof hi

school attended (Q18) and racial identity (Q27) were similarly adjusted. The.
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Table3: Summary of Variables

Guardian Type (two marriedparentspther)
Guardian Education (ordinal)
Guardian Income (estimatedrom HH income@

Independent Cultural
Variable Capital

Educational Level (undergrad/grad)
Educational | Educational Commitment (part/full time)
Capital High School Type(public nornmagnet/other)
High School Quality (ordinal)

Mediating
Variables Number of FacebookApplications
Taste Number of -SitMylSed cfeac e
Preferences | Applications
Old/New Facebook Preferencéordinal)
Demographic é%ider
Moderating Characteristicg Race
Variables
Attachment

Status SNS Profile Creation(scale)

SNS Preferenc€MySpace/Facebook)
MySpace Profile(yes/no)

Facebook Profile(yes/no)

MySpace Profile Only(yes/no)
Facebook Profile Only(yes/no)

SNS Visits(scale)

SNS Friends(scale)

Dependent | SNS
Variables Preference

interpretation of other variables, however, required more complipategdures.

The independent variable afhierited cultural capital was measured by the
direct assessment of guardian education (Q26), the dummy variable of guardian
status (Q25), and an ecological estimate of guardian income derived from the

r e s p o nzigh eadasina which theyhadlived prior to age 18 (Q24Because
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direct measur ement of respondentsdé guardi
Census Data was used to determine the median annual household income of the
zip codes provided by respondenithiest andar d devi ations of ea
household income wera@so calculated from grouped frequency data as a means
of quantifying theprobable error likely to result from such an estimate of
guardian incomeThe implications of this procedure are discas$arther in
Chapter 5
To quantify the dependent varialdé SNS selection, direct assessment of
whether or not the respondent has a MySpace or Facebook prasilased (Q3,
Q10). The responses to these two questions were recoded into four binary
varialdes: whether or not the user has a MySpace profile, whether or not the user
has a Facebook profile, whether or not the user has a MySpace profile but not a
Facebook profile (MySpace only), and whether or not the user has a Facebook
profile but not a MySpaeprofile (Facebook only).
As the frequency of use is a more difficult concept to quantify, several
selfreported measures weselicited in the questionnair¢he current frequency
with which a user visits the SNS (Q5, Q12), the average frequency witi &h
user has visited the SNS since (s)he first created his or her profile (Q6, Q13), the
frequency with which a user updates his or her SNS profile (Q7,, @hd)the
number of SNS friends a user has (Q8, Q¥H discussed in the following

chapter, cuent and average visits were highly correlated with one another, and
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profile updates were relatively infrequent, so the current rate of visits and number
of SNS friends were favored as estimates of frequency oflgecreation of the

two composite variabl ultimately utilized as indicators of frequency of (B¥S
visitsandSNS friendsis discussed below.

An additional measur e, the frequency
was also collected during the content analysis phase of data collectisn. Th
calculation was determined by identifying the days elapsed between the date on
which the researcher viewed the profile
wall post. However, this measurement should be considered a secondary indicator
of frequencyof use for three reasons. First, the frequency with which a user
receives wall posts is more directly an assessment of how frequently his or her
friends wuse the SNS. Whil e exchanging
practice among SNS users and is fk&b provide some information about a
respondentds involvement, a user with a
posts on his or her wall yet use the site as extensively as a user with many friends
who post prolifically. Second, wall posts are not geterl at a constant rate. For
exampl e, It is common for wusers to post
and a user with a low frequency of wall posts may suddenly be deluged with
birthday wishes on one day. Finally, Facebook provides users witbtlity to
control the visibility of their wall posts, and users whose profile is otherwise

public may appear to have no wall activity. It is therefore impossible to determine

of

an

pos

S
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0
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whether a user does not have any wall posts or whether (s)he has restriessd acc
to this feature.

Selection and frequency of use were combined to create a binary
measurement oSNS preferengewhich functiors as the primary dependent
variable. Respondents who did not have a MySpace profile or currently visited
Faebook morefrequently than MySpse were coded as preferring Facebook,
while respondents without Facebook profiles or visiting MySpace more
frequently were coded as preferring MySpace. Respondents with profiles on
neithersite or who visit both sites with the sameqgirency were not included in
this categorization.

Moderating demographic variables were evaluated by direct assessment of
the respondent 6s Tagmoderating vadablef attachmetit r ac e .
statuswas assessed ltwo observational variables: holong ago the respondent
created the SNS profile (Q4, Q11), and the percentage of SNS friends known in
offline settings (Q9, Q16)As discussed in the following chapter, the offline
friend variable did not produce a large amount of variability, and therefor
measures of profile creation were preferredrm#dicatorof attachment status.

To quantify preferences or differences in profile creation, friend counts,
and frequency of visits, three composite variabl&NS profile creationSNS
friends andSNS \sitsd were calculated using questionnaire d&iest, MySpace

and Facebook dataere coded according to TableMext, a composite score for
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Table4: SNS Composite Variable Rankings

SNS Profile SN Friends SNSS Visits
Creation
0 No profile No profile No profile
Less than 6 Rarely or never
1 months ago 0-25 (<1)
Between 6 and 12 A few times per
2 months ago 26-50 month (1 to 5)
Between 1 and 2 Several times per
3 years ago 51-100 month (6 to 10)
More than 2 years i Many times per
4 ago 10%-200 month (11to 30)
5 | 201 or more At least once per
day

SNS Profile Creation= (MySpace Profile CreatioinFacebook Profile Creation

SNS Friends= (MySpace Friends Facebook Friends)

SNS Visits= (MySpace Visits Facebook Visits)

each respondent was calculated by subtracting his or her Facebook score from his
or her MySpace score. For example, a respondent who created her MySpace
profile more than 2 years ago (4) and created her Facebook profile less than 6
months ago (1) would obtain a SNS profile creation score of13.(8imilarly, a
respondent without a MySpace profile (0) and19D Facebook friends (3)

obtains a SNS friendsalue of -3 (0-3), while a respondent who visits both
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MySpace and Facebook a few times per month obtains a SNS visits value of 0 (2
2).

These composite variables have the advantage of combining MySpace and
Facebook data while emphasizing behavioral disparbetween the two SNSs:
respondents favoring MySpace obtain positive scores, respondents favoring
Facebook obtain negative scores, and respondents who favor both equally obtain a
score of zeroRespondents with no profiles on either site are excluded these
andyses.

The quantiication of educational capitatlies upon the collectiveesuls
of several variables. Te respondent 0s educational |l ev
graduate/professionalyas recorded from the information provided by the UM
SL Regstrar, as well as aneasure of educational commitment generé&i@a the
number of credit hours in which the respondent was enrolled at the beginning of
the fall semester of 2008Indergraduate students committed to 12 credit hours or
more and graduate stents committed to 9 credit hours or more were designated
full-time students, while students enrolled in fewer hours were considered part
time studentslt should be noted that many students may enroll in a limited
number of credihours due to financial iritations, and therefore this
measurement of educational commitment may be partially correlated with

socioeconomic status.
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In addition,two questionnaire responses were used to inform educational
capital: the type of high school attended, recoded intodammy format
distinguishing those who attended public froagnet high schools from those
who did not (Q18)anda selfreported ordinal rating of the quality of the Iig
school attended (Q19Although there were three other questions designed to
measure @ucational capital, these were discarded during analysis for various
reasons. Whileeltreported educationdével (Q20) was considered less reliable
t han t he ofcmlglesgriatiom of édsicationtdvel, planned educational
attainment (Q21) and selfreported ordinal rating of the quality of undergraduate
institution that graduate or professional respondents attended @&2)were
rendered ineffective bthe considerable lack of variability in subject responses.
The operationalization of tastpreferences was a difficult task. Most
previous studies concerned with taste have focusedupenseffor t ed #fAf avorit
in user profiles, such as favorite books, movies, music, or television shows (e.qg.,
Liu 2007). However, this method isme-consuming and relies upon the
researcherds judgment to classify consumer
For the purposes of this study, a different method of discerning taste
preferences was adopted, making use of t
Facebook has fewer customization options than MySpace, Facebook profiles
provide a more manageable setting dontent analysisThe primary means of

customization in Facebook is trapplicdion, a module that can be insedt into
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the profile? Over 52,000 thireparty applications have been created, and more
than 95 percent of Facebook users have installed atdeasf these applicatien
for personal use (Facebook 20n%&lthoughsome applicationprovideincreased
functionality, the most popular category of thpdrty applicatiosi s fiJust for
Fun. o

A total of three variables from the questionnaire and caraealysis were
used to determine taste preferendérst, the total number of thirgarty
applications on a userod6s Facebook profile
who accrue a large number of thpdar t y appl i cati ons value M
customkzability, and are attempting to render their Facebook page as close to the
MySpace aesthetic as possible.

Second, amalln u mber o f-s @i My &0 a awwapdetermiaet,i on s
and the incidence of these applicatiovss counted. Many popular applications
employ a garish aesthetic more suitable to MySpace, and it is assumed that users
whose taste preference tends toward the MySpace aesthetipreféir these
applications To eliminate the necessity of categorizing every Facebook
applicati on eiontoa ai FiaMye Dgpeedagplicadions wetreet i ¢,
selected on the basis of their popularity
aesthetic, and the incidence of theswenapplicationswas counted for each

subject:

’Thisuse of the word, fapplication, o unique to Facebo
reseaereahéi é@és use of the phrase, fisoci al medi a appli
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1 Top Friends, 16,841,114 usefBacebok 2009a). A notable feature of
My Space is the ability to designate a
friends. o Top Friends provi des Faceboo
includes customizable | ayouts and f or ma
1 Slide FunSpace, 13,724,614 useos Super Wall, 13,086,158 users

(Facebook 2008). Although MySpace and Facebook both include a

Awal l 0 feature i n their profiles to wl
messages, My Spaceds feature has l ong p
media content (photos, videosted etc. ), w

until recently to texual posts. Slide FunSpaceand Super Wall were
created to provide MySpaceds media fun
Al t hough their value is diminished now
permits media postings, many users eitherinaetto use these thigharty
walls or have not removed them from their profiles.

1 Bumper Sticker, 7,816,963 user Bumper Sticker (New), 1,663,210
usess (Facebook 2009a). Bumper Sticker is a visual applicdtiahallows
friends to ssttiicckkerunppereach otherobés p
create their own bumper sticker, or choose from a pool of previously
created stickers. Many bumper stickers use bright, garish colors and are

easily recognizable as belonging to the gaudy MySpace aesthetic.
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9 Pieces of Flair, 5,479,779 userf~acebook 2009a). Pieces of Flair
provides a visual means of describing o
expressive buttons. Users can create their own buttons, give buttons to
friends as gifts, or select from a numbepuodviously created buttons.

1 Graffiti, 2,193,899 user@~acebook 2009a). Like Slide FunSpace or $upe

Wall, Graffiti creates an additionay a | | on a Facenhook wusero
this wall, however, friends can draw fAg
While theseappl i cati ons do not repr-etsyelng o t he e

applications, they are a selection of the most popular applications that provide a
conspicuous degree of MySpastyle customization to a Facebook profile.
In addition to counting the total mber of applications and the subset of
A My S psatcyel e 0 applications, a guestion sol
Facebookds recent d e si @eginnmdpira July, 2808, was as ke
Facebook began to implement a new layout that met resistance fromifeang
minority of usersOne of the primary reasons for the new design was to eliminate
the clutteredaestheticof profile pageswhich had become more conspicucas
members added more thipérty applications. The new design employed a tabbed
layout that relegated many of these applications to a secondary tab, while the
main profile page r e gparseaandorderyyappda@acdk 6 s di st

It is possible that eny of those who dislike the recent changes may prefer the
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cluttered MySpace adstet i ¢ and resi st Facebookb6s atte
aestheticQuestionnaire respondents were asked to rate their preference for the
old or new Facebook designs on an ordinal scale, and the results of this question

will also be considered as an indimaof taste preferences.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

4.1  DESCRIPTIVES

Three hundrecndfour of 1,493 subjects responded to the questionnaire
(20.5 percent). Graduate students were more likely to respond than
undergraduate with 159 of 698 (22.8 percent) cpieting the questionnaire,
compared to 145 of 785 initial undergraduates (18.5 percasthoted in the
previous chapter, the mailboxes of undergraduate students were far more likely to
be full than those of graduates, so it is possiblettiiatdiscrepacy is the result
of graduate students chewel their email more frequently and maintany their
mailboxes with greater vigilance than undergraduate students.

One hundred ninetthree(63.5 percentyespondents were categorized as
full-time studentsnearly identical to the 63.6 percent of LBl students between
the ages of 18 and 29 who were identified astfoie in 2007 (UMSL 2008).
The mediannumber of credit hourfor the entire sample was 1@ith ameanof
10.63 andstandard deviation of 489 Undergraduates (M = 12.22) were enrolled
in more credit hours than graduate or professional students (M = 9.19).

The distribution of agevas approximately normalvith a mean of 24.03
and nearly 60 percent of respondents between the ages of 22 and 26.
Unsurprisingly, graduate students average were oldeM( = 25.26) than

undergraduate students! (= 22.69. Nearlythreefourths of undergraduates (74
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percent) were enrolled futime, compared tabouthalf of graduate students (54
perceny.

The percersige of respondents who are female (68.3 percent) was
somewhat higher than the percentage of women reported for the entieLUM
student population (59.1 percent). This may suggest that females were more likely
to respond to the questionnaire than men; hewethere may be a greater
percentage of females in the 18 to 29 age range than the student body as a whole,
so it is difficult to identify the extent of any systematias. The implications of
this result are discussed in Chapter 5.

The percentage otwdents who identified their race as exclusively white
(84.2 percent) was much higher ththe percentage of white ecampus students
in 2007 (70.9 percent). This percentage increases to 87.8 percent when it includes
all respondents who identified at legsirtially as white nofHispanic. With such
a large disparityjt seems very likely thatvhite students were motivated to
respond at a higheate than nonvhite subjects. The implications of this result

will also be discussed in Chapter 5.

4.1.1. SNSBehavior
SNS selection and frequency of usesummarizedn Tables5 and 6. Of
304 respondents, 230 (75@érceny reported having a Facebook profile, and 167

(54.9 percen} reported having a MySpace profil& considerable amount of
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overlap existed between these tgmwups asnearly half of the sample (45.1
percent) indicated that they were users of botlSSNA large minority (30.6
percent) was composed of Facebook users only. Exclusive users of MySpace were
relatively rare (9.9 peent), but still significant.

Only 14.5 percent of respondents did not have either a MySpace or
Facebook profile. This statistic is significantly smaller than the 33 percent
reported by Lenhart and Madden (2007) in their nationally representative sample
of Americans aged 18 to 29, but closely aligned with the 14.8 percent of
nonparticipants reported by Salaway et al. (2008) in their study of university
students.

Facebook users reported a very high level of involvement with the site,
with over 75 percendf Facebook users indicating that they visited the site daily

orsemidai |l y. This finding compares well to

Table5: Descriptive Results foBENS Profile Incidence

Both SNS Profiles 137 45.1%
Facebook Only 93 30.6%
MySpaceOnly 30 9.9%
No SNS Profile 44 14.5%

Total 304 100.0%
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Table6: Descriptive Results foBNS Frequency of Visits

Current Visits Average Visits

MySpace Facebook MySpace Facebook

Rarely or | 29 | 17.6% | 14 | 6.1% | 21 | 12.7%| 12 | 5.2%
never (<1)

A few times
permonth (1| 50 | 30.3% | 23 | 10.0% | 38 | 23.0% | 19 8.3%

to 5)

Several timeg
per month (6| 26 | 15.8% | 18 78% | 38 | 23.0% | 21 9.1%

to 10)

Many times
permonth | 28 | 9.2% | 55 | 23.9% | 43 | 26.1% | 72 | 31.3%

(11 to 30)

At least once

32 | 10.5% | 120 | 52.2% | 25 | 15.2% | 106 | 46.1%
per day

Total 167 | 100.0%| 230 | 100.0%| 167 | 100.0% | 230 | 100.0%

reports that nearly half dll users log into the network daily (Facebook 2009)
MySpace use was more varialdsmostusersvisited on averagbetween a fe

to many times per monthand current rates of use were even more evenly
distributed.For both sites,wrent and average rates of use were highly correlated
with one another:68.5 percent of MySpace users and 80.4 percent of Facebook
users provided identical estimates fbese two reasuresFacebook users were
slightly morelikely to indicate thatheir current rate was higher thtéeir average

rate(10.9 percentjather thadower (8.7 percent), but MySpace users were much
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more likely to indicate that they were currently using she less (23.0 percent)
than more (8.5 percent).
Because a significant percentage of respondents possessed profiles on both
SNSs, profile incidence and current frequency of use were combined to create a
variable measurin§NS preferengcsummarized iTable 7. One hundred seventy
two respondentg56.6 percentwith only Facebook profiles or who reported a
current frequency of Facebooksits greaterthan their current frequency of
MySpace visits were identified as preferring Facebook; similarly, 43 (14.1
percent) exclusive MySpaagsers or those who currently visit MySpace more
frequently than Facebook were identified as preferring MySpace. An additio
43 respondents (14.1 percewpre users of both SNSs and visited both sites with
same frequengyand these respondents were not included in the analysis of this
variable This combined statistic was adopted as the primary dependent variable.
Other d#a collectedregarding SNS behavior inclugehow long ago
respondents created their SNS profiles, how often respondents update the
information in their SNS profiles, the number of SNS friends, and the percentage
of SNS friends known from offline settingdlearly identical percentages of
respondents have been users of MySpace (60.8 percent) and Facebook (60.4
percent) for at least two years (Table 8); however, a greater percentage of

Facebook user®1.8 percenthadcreated their profiles in the past yeaan
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Table7: Descriptive Results foBENS Preference

Facebook 172 56.6%
No Preference 43 14.1%
MySpace 43 14.1%
No Profile 44 14.5%
Total 304 100.0%

Table8: Descriptive Results foBNSProfile Creation

MySpace Facebook

Less than 6

4 2.4% 22 9.6%
months ago

Between 6 and 12

10 6.0% 28 12.2%
months ago

Between 1 and 2 51 30.7% a1 17.8%
years ago

More than 2 years 101 60.8% 139 60.4%

ago
Total 166 | 100.0%| 230 | 100.0%
My Space users (8.4 percent), aoverailndi ng con

growth rate.

Over a third of Facebook users indicated that they update their profiles

often or very often, while over a fourth of users rarely or never update their
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Table9: Descriptive Results foFrequency ofProfile Updates

MySpace Facebook
Rarely or never 84 50.6% 59 25.9%
Sometimes 71 42.8% 86 37.7%
Often 10 6.0% 58 25.4%
Very Often 1 0.6% 25 11.0%
Total 167 100.0%| 230 100.0%

Facebook informatioifTable 9. Conversely, over 90 percent of MySpace users
in the sample infrequently updated their profiles. Although profile updates were
significantly correlatedwvith frequency of use (r = .5fbr both SNSs), notable
disparities between use and updates existaenty-sevenof 32 (84.4 percent)
daily MySpace users and 56 of 120 (46.7 percent) daily Facebook users, for
example, did not update their profiles often or very often. This finding has
significant consequences for content analyses of public profiles then of
presume their samples contain current information.

As with frequency of use and profile updates, Facebook users exhibited a
greater involvement with the site in their friend totals, with 62.6 percent claiming
over 100 friends and 40 percent claimingen200(Table 10) These results are
comparable to Facebodknternal data, whicltlaimsthat the average Facebook

user has 120 friends (Facebook 2008). MySpace users again displayed greater
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Table10: Descriptive Results foNumber of Friends

MySpace Facebook
0-25 32 19.3% 20 8.7%
26-50 34 20.5% 26 11.3%
51-100 53 31.9% 40 17.4%
101-200 31 18.7% 52 22.6%
201 or more 16 9.6% 92 400%
Total 167 100.0%| 230 100.0%

diversity, with most reporting between 51 and 100 friends. Large percentages of
users reported that the majority of their SNS friends were known from offline
settings. Only 15.6 percent of MySpace users and 10.5 percent of Facebook users
knew less than hiabf their SNS friends, and 68.7 percent of MySpace users and
74.8 percent of Facebook users indicated that they knew almost all of their SNS
friends from fireal l' i fe. o

In preparation for bivariate and multivariate analyslesthree composite
variablesdescribed in Chapterd3SNS profile creation, SNS friends, and SNS
frequency of us@ were calculated, and the descriptive results of these variables
are summarized in Table 10nly respondents with profiles on both SNSs were

included inthesecalculatiors. A majority ofrespondents had created their
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Table11: Descriptive Results foBNS Composite Variables

Sgrse;irgzile SNSVisits SNSFriends
- N N 12 8.9% 5 3.7%
-3 2 1.5% 30 22.2% 15 11.0%
-2 5 3.7% 24 17.8% 31 22.8%
-1 20 14.7% 13 9.6% 25 18.4%
0 71 52.2% 43 31.9% 37 27.2%
1 17 12.5% 4 3.0% 11 8.1%
2 13 9.6% 5 3.7% 8 5.9%
3 8 5.9% 3 2.2% 4 2.9%
e 1 0.7% 0 0.0%
Total 136 100.0%| 135 100.0%| 136 100.0%

MySpace and Facebook profiles at the same time (52.2 percent), while most of
the remaining respondents had created their MySpace profile first (28.0 percent),
and a lesser percentage had joined Facebook first (19.9 percent). However, a
majority of respondets participating in both SNSs visit Facebook more
frequently (58.5 percent) and have more Facebook friends (55.9 percent) than
MySpace. A significant minority reports that they currently visit both sites at

about the same rate (31.9 percent) and havetdbelsame numbef friends at
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each site (27.2 percent), while only a small number of respondents visit Myspace

more frequently (8.9 percent) or have more MySpace friends (16.9 percent).

4.1.2. Other Variables
Taste preferences were primarily measurgdalcontent analysis of 138
Facebook profiles, and these results are summarizéahle 12. Eighty-eight
percent of users displayed at least one tpacy application on his or her profile,
and 67.2 percent of users KySpgacestdydledo at | e
applications selected in this study. Both variables evidenced considerable positive
skew: although as many as 72 applications were found on one profile, Seventy
five percent of users had 8 total applications or fewer. Similarly, although as
many as 6 of 7 MySpaestyle applications were found on a single profile, 86.9
percent of users had 2 or fewer.
Facebook usersod6 preferences regarding t
additional measure of taste, and these results are summarizaddn3. Over 43
percent of all Facebook users reported that they had no opinion or indicated that
they liked both layouts about the same. Among those respondents who had a
preference, the old layout (38.8 percent) was preferred two to one over the new

layout(17.6 percent).
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Table12: Descriptive Results foNumber of FacebookApplications

Min. Max. Median Mean Staf‘d?“d
Deviation
fiMySpaceStyleo
Applications(N = 0 6 1 1.25 1.24
138)
Total Applications 0 72 5 6.99 8.78

(N = 138)

Table13: Descriptive Results foFacebook Layout Preference

Strongly preferred

old layout 2! L
Preferred old 61 26.9%
layout
No preference S7 25.7%6
Preferred new 34 15.0%
layout
Strongly preferred 6 2 6%
new layout
No opinion or not 42 18.5%
applicable
Total 227 100.0%
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Table14: Descriptive Results foHigh School Type

Public, non 216 71.1%
magnet
Public, magnet 6 2.0%
Prlvat_e_, r_el|g|ous 75 24.7%
affiliation
Private, no
religious 7 2.3%
affiliation
Total 304 100.0%

Table15: DescriptiveResults forHigh School Quality

Poor 2 0.7%

Below Average 15 4.9%
Average 83 27.3%
Above Average 124 40.8%
Excellent 80 26.3%
Total 304 100.0%

Educational capital was evaluated by high school type and quality,
summarized ifrables14 and 15. Thenajority of respondents attended a public,

non-magnet high school, with a significant minority attending a religious high
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school, and a negligible amount attending magnet or-affdrated private
schools. Although the number of respondents attendingaesidiigh schools
may seem surprising, this statistic is likely explained by the fact that a
considerable majority of UMSL students originate from the St. Louis
metropolitan area, where most privaigh schools are religiously affiliated (UM
SL2008). M@t respondents thought rather highly
quality, with nearly 95 percent considering their high school to be of average or
higher quality, and twahirds of respondents considering their high school to be
above average or exaetit.
Inherited cultural capital was evaluated by three variables: guardian type,
guardian education, and guardian income, summarizdébles16 throughl8.
Most respondents (74.3 percent) grew up in households with two married or
adopted parents, whilsignificant minorities lived with a single parent (14.8
percent) or a parent and stepparent (9.2). Over half of the sample (54.5 percent)
reported at | east o nmorgadvaneed tegreej withana Bac hel
additional fourth (25.6 percent) repiog at least one parent with some college.
Ecological estimates of guardian incomes revealed a wide range of
socioeconomic origins, with incomes ranging from $10,491 to $126,471 and a
median household income of $45,179. To quantify the potential erreuabf
gener al estimates of guardian i ncome, t he

median household income was calculated using grouped frequency data. Standard
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Table16: Descriptive Results foGuardian Type

Married biological/adopte( 296 74.3%
parents
Biological/adopted parent o8 9.2%
and stepparent
Single biological/adopted 45 14.8%
parent
Grandparent(s) 1 0.3%
Other family member(s) 3 1.0%
Other norfamily 1 0.3%
member(s)
Total 304 100.0%

Table17: Descriptive Results foGuardian Educational Attainment

Less than high school 5 1.7%
High school 54 17.9%
Some college 77 25.6%
Bachel or 6s 68 22.6%
Advanced degree 97 31.9%
Total 304 100.0%
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Table18: Descriptive Results foGuardian Income

Standard

Min. Max. Median Mean .
Deviation

1999 Median
Household Incomd $10,491 | $126,471| $45,179 | $49,370.2| 17,084.4
(N = 282)

deviations ranged from 28,758.7 to 179,312.6, with a median of 50,229.5, mean
of 54,559.4, and standard deviation of 19,801.9. The implications of such wide
variability will be discussed in Chapter 5.

To assess the representativenesh®f a mp soeia@®nomic origins to
the general population, nationdatafrom the 2000 Census were obtained and
compared to observed resu(ts.S. Census Bureau 2000). The national median
household income in 1999 was $41,994, an amount exceeded by the incomes of
61.3 percent of valid respondents. National statistics regarding educational
attainment of Americans aged 25 and older are availablegver, these figures
are not as directly comparable, as respondents were asked in this study for the
highest educational attainment level of ame guardian.Table 19compares the
observed percentages for each level of educational attainment with the estimated
probability that a tweaguardian household in the United States in 1999 would

report at least one member to have achieved that level of educational attainment.
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Table19: Comparison of Observed Guardian Education to National Estimates

EstimatedProbability of

Observed Educational Attainment for «

Two-Guardian Household ir
1999
Less than high school 1.7% 3.8%
High school 17.9% 19.4%
Some college 25.6% 33.9%
Bachel or s 22.6% 25.9%
Advanced degree 31.9% 16.9%

These two comparisons suggest that members of this sample tended to have
guardians with considerably higher income and educational attainment than the

national population.

4.2  BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Pearson correlation coefficientgere calculated as appropriate to identify
significant bivariate relationships between variablehle20 displays the Pearson
correlations for the three independent variablgsardian type, guardian
educational attainnmt, and guardian incordeand seven dependent variables:
SNS preferencaysers ofMySpace,users of Facebookisers of MySpace only,
users of Facebook only, and the composite variables of SNS visits and SNS

friends.
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Guardian Type S duugg:tis)?] Guardian Income
SNS Preference (N ':0215) (N '20214) (N_:'Ollgg)
MySpace (N _:'03?0 4) (N _:'13(,)0 1) (N _¥0§82)
Facebook (N '20504) (N ':Og()l) (N_¥0§82)
MySpace Only (N-:.Ogo 2) (N ':Og()l) (N .:042182)
Facebook Only (N ':Ogo 2) (N ;1é01) (N_:'Ozlgz)
SNS Visits (N ':'11235) (N -:'01533) (N _:'01423
SNS Friends (N":Zf;@ (N':'11234) (N_fi;@
* Sig. < .05

Guardian education was significantly correlated with guardian type (r =
.26) and guardian income (r = .18) at the .01 level, although guardian type and
guardian income were not significantly correlated with one another. Guardian
education was not signifiodly correlated with any of the seven dependent

vari ables at the .05 level, but was nearly

. 10), having a Facebook profile only (}

Guardi an . 0 2) Wwereabotld siggificantlyd i an i ncom

type () =
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correlated with SNS friends, but not with any other dependent varidiblether
words, #hough respondents with two married pareand high guardian incomes
did not select SNSs dédfently than other respondents nor visit Facebook any
more frequently than MySpacthey didaccumulate significantly more Facebook
friends than MySpace friends
Next, Pearson correlations were calculated between dependent variables
and the postulated miading variables (educational capital and taste preferences).
The results of this analysis are summarize@lahle21. Graduate students were
less likely to be fulitime students than undergraduates (r.=2 O , | < .01),

attendees of public, nemagnet hip schools were less likely to rate the academic

quality of their high school highly (r = 3 2, } < .01), and wuser.
Facebook applications were significantly r
styled applications ( rucational ad tasteariables 01) , bu

were not correlated with one another. Educational level and high school type were
not significantly correlated with any of the dependent variables, butirfel
students were more likely than pérhe students to use FacelBoonly and to

have more Facebook friends than MySpace friends. High school quality was
significantly correlated with three of the seven dependent variables: respondents
who rated the academic quality of their high schools highly were more likely to

have aFacebook profile, not to have a MySpace profile, and to prefer Facebook.
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Table21: Pearson Correlations betwedvliediating Variables and SNS Use

Ed. | Ed. | HS.| H.S. |Facebook oo | My S p
Level | Commit.| Type | Quality | Layout Apps FB Apps
NS 12 06 | .03 | .14 15 .01 .05
(N= | (N=215)| (N= | (N= | (N=149) | (N= | (N=106)
Preference
215) 215) | 215) 107)
02 | -06 | 05| -04 07 | .20 18*
MySpace| (N= | (N=304)| (N= | (N= | (N=185) | (N= | (N=137)
304) 304) | 304) 138)
07 11 | .03 | .18
Facebook| (N= | (N=304)| (N= (N= NA NA NA
304) 304) | 304)
.08 | .02 |-06]| -.09
Mésrﬁace (N= | (N=304)| (N= | (N= NA NA NA
Y| 304 304) | 304)
03 | .18 | -06 | .15* 07 | -20%| -a8*
Fa(‘;f]f’oc’k (N= | (N=304)| (N= | (N= | (N=185)| (N= | (N=137)
Y| 304) 304) | 304) 138)
ons | 07 | -02 | o1 | -07 14 | -.13 -.09
Viere | (N= | (N=135 | (N= | (N= | (N=110 | (N= | (N=81)
135 135 | 135 82)
sns | 10 | -05 | .08 | -10 -09 | -20 -.28*
erors | (N= | (N=139 | (N= | (N= | (N=11) | (N= | (N=82)
136) 136 | 136 83)
* Sig. < .05
** Sjg. < .01

Note: Pearson corrations between taste preferemegiables and the incidence of a Facebook
profile and the incidence of a MySpace Profile Only were not calculated, as all respondents from
whom taste preference data was gathered had a Facebook profile.



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, B3

Taste preferences were also correlated wathfew SNS behavia
Facebook usersith MySpace profiles were more likely to make use of
Facebookds customization -otpyliedmsapmldide atgi C
and more total applicatiorthan exclusive users of Facebook. Users with more
i My S psatcyel @idatiors @lsotended to have more Faceofriends than
MySpace friends. Facebook layout preference was not significantly correlated
with any dependent variables.

Pearson correlations for postulated moderating variables and SNS use are
displayed infTable 22 Ol der respondents (r = .24, } <
have created MySpace profiles earlier than Facebook profiles, but otherwise
moderating variables were not significantly correlated with one another. Gender
was not correlated with any dependent variables, but race was correlated with
having only a MySpacerofile, as white noiHispanics were somewhat more
likely to use MySpace but not Facebook. This correlation, which is in the opposite
direction as expected, is likely explained by the fact that only 1 of the 48
respondents who did not identify as a whiteniispanic was an exclusive user
of MySpace. White respondents were also more likely to have more Facebook

friends than MySpace friends.
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Table22 Pearson Correlations betwedvioderating Variables and SN8se

Age Gender Race Sgs PFOf"e
reation
SNS - 24 08 -.01 - 43
Preference (N =215) (N =215) (N =215) (N=92
-.01 -11 -.08
MySpace |\ = 304) (N = 303 (N =303 NA
-3 01 -.10
Facebook (N = 304) (N =303 (N =303 NA
MySpace A3* -.08 A1* NA
Only (N = 304) (N =303 (N =303
Facebook -11 .07 -.07 NA
Only (N = 304) (N =303 (N =303
» 13 -.05 -.14 35+
SNSVisits |\ 2135 (N =135 (N =135 (N =135
. 22%* -.03 - 25% AT
SNS Friends| /'~ 34 (N =135 (N =136) (N =136)
* Sig. < .05
** Sig. < .01

Note: Rearson correlations for SNS profile creatard individual SNS incidence were not
calculated because n@&NS users and SNS users who had created their MySpace and Facebook
profiles at the same time were not included in the calculation of the SNS profile creation variable.
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Age was significantly correlated with four of the seven dependent
variables. Younger respondents were more likely to have a Facebook profile, not
to have a MySpace profile, to have more Facebook friends than MySpace friends,
and to prefer Facebook in general.

The most striking result of ths® bivariate correlations is the high
correlation betweerSNS profile creation andSNS preference, SNS visits, and
SNS friendsRespondents who joined MySpace earlier than Facelveo& more
likely to prefer MySpace over Facebook,wsit MySpace more frequentiyhan
Facebookand to have more MySpace friends than Bao& friends The
magnitudes of thes8NS profile creation correlationsere the strongest of all
indepandent/mediating/moderatirgnd d@endent bivariate correlations

In preparation for the evaluation of SNS profile creation as a potential
mediating variable, Pearson correlations were calculated for SNS profile creation
and all othelindependent/mediating/moderatingriables, and the selts of this
analysis is summarized in Table 23hree of 13 independent/mediating/
moderatingvariables were significantly correlated with profile creation. Older
respondents were more likely to create MySpace profiles before Facebook

profiles, while repondents who hativo married parents and who rated their high
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Table23: Pearson Correlations betwee®NS Profile Creation andther

Variables

Guard. | Guard. | Guard.

Type | Education| Income Age Gender Race
-.26** -.05 -13 24+* -.05 -.09
(N=136) | (N=1349 | (N=126 (N=136) | (N=13H (N=136)

Ed. Ed. H.S. H.S. Facebook| Total FB | i My S p i
Level | Commit. | Type | Quality | Layout Apps FB Apps

-.05 -.21* A1 -.04 .02 .04 .01
(N=136) | (N=136 | (N=136) | (N=136) | (N=111) | (N=83) (N=82)
* Sig. < .05
** Sig. < .01

school quality highly were more likely

MySpace profiles.

In sum, the bivariate analyses show that profile creation is the variable

most significantly correlated with measures of SNS preference and frequency of

to create Facebook profiles before

use, while ge am high school quality were also strongly correlated sgkeral

dependent variables. Guardian tygeardian incomegeducationalcommitment

race, andtaste preference variables were significant determinants &éw

measures of SNS behavjdaut guardiareducation, education&vel, high school

type, andgendemwere not correlated with any dependent variables.
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4.3  MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Multiple regression models were constructed assess the combined
effects ofproposedndependent, mediating, and devating variables upon SNS
preferenceselection and frequency of us& summary of major statistics and

significant independent factors is presented in Table 24.

4.3.1. Without SNS Profile Creation

Regression analyses includedll proposed independent variables
(guardian type, guardian education, and guardian income),pralposed
educational capital variables (educational status, educational commitment, high
school type, and high school quality), and all demographic variables (race,
gender,age) as independent factofaste preference variablend SNS profile
creationwere excluded to increase the sizes of the mptelsever, because of
thelatte® s uni que significance, a regression
profile creation in addin to each ofthe seven dependent variables.

Multicollinearity diagnostics were calculated for each regression model,
and tolerance levels for independent factors in all eight models did not decrease
below .65. Overall regression F tests were calculaie@ach of the three linear
regression models (SNS profile creation, SNS visits, and SNS friends), while
omnibus tests of model coefficients were conducted for each of the five binary

logistic regression models (SNS preference, MySpace, Facebook, MySplsice
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Table24: Multiple Regression Models and Significant Independent Factors

Independent FactorsGuardian Type, Guardian Education, Guardian Income
Educational Level, Educational Commitment, High School Type, High Scho

Quality, Age, Race, Gender

SNS Preference
N =198 ¢° = 34.44* 1= .16

Age (Wald = 18.75)
Educationalevel (Wald = 9.13)
High School Quality (Wald = 5.48)

SNS Pofile Creation
N =126 F =2.53* =11

Guardian Type (t =2.43)
Age (t=2.36

MySpace Profile
N =277 c*=11.47r>= .04

No significant independent factors

Facebook Profile
N =277 & =52.75* > = .17

Age (Wald = 19.47)

High School Quality (Wald = 18.21)
Educationalevel (Wald = 12.84)
Guardian Income (Wald = 4.94)
High School Type (Wald = 4.16)

MySpace Profile Only
N =277 ¢=29.51* r’= .10

Age (Wald = 12.28)
Educationalevel (Wald = 6.75)
High School Quality (Wald = 4.95)
High School Type (Wald = 4.06)

Facebook Profile Only
N =277 & = 25.56** > = .09

Educational Commitmer{iVald = 5.00)
High School Quality (Wald = 4.47)

SNSVisits
N=125F =0.87r2=.01

Age (t =2.09)

SNSFriends
N =126 F = 3.32* 1= .16

Age (t =3.6)
EducationalLevel (t =-2.48
Race (t =2.41)

Guardian Income (t =2.21)

** Sig. < .01
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Facebook Only). Six of the eight regressions yielded significant gocdfdiss
ratios; however, the logistic regression predicting MySpace incidence yielded an
insignificant chisquare value of 11.47, and the linear regression predicting SNS
visits yielded an insignificant F ratio of .87. The results of these regressions are
displayed, but will not be considered in the analysis. Full tables for each of the
eight regression models can be found in Appendix B.

Age was the most significant determinamta majority of the regression
models Educationalevel, which was not correlatedith any of the dependent
variables during the bivariate analyses, was the second most signfactort
overall. Though age and educational status vpastively correlated wh one
amothe® with younger respondents more likely to be undergraduates and older
respondents more likely to be graduate studetitese variables had opposite
influences upon SNS behavior.rgduate studentsnd younger respondents
exhibiteda clear prefeence for Facebook, while undergraduate students and older
respondents preferred MySpace.

High school quality was a significant factor amajority ofregression
models, while high school type and educational commitment played important
roles incertainSNS selection modelface was a significant predictor of SNS
friends, with white respondents reporting more Facebook friends than MySpace
friends, but gender was not a significant predictor in any of the models. Guardian

education was not a significanteglictor of any SNS behaviors, but guardian type
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was the most significant predictor of SNS profile creat®nardian income was

a significant factor in the opposite direction as expected for having a Facebook
profile, with respondents with low guardiancame more likely @ have a
Facebook profile. Bspondents reporting high guardian incomes \aésemore

likely to have more Facebook friends than MySpace friends.

4.3.2. With SNS Profile Creation

Because SNS profilereation was found to have such sgnificant
correlation among the tbe dependent variables of SNS preference, SNS visits,
and SNS fiends, these regression analyses wemalculated with SNS profile
creation included among the independent factors. Tabledi8plays the
differences in gplained variance and goodnessfit results for each of the
relevant dependent variable regression models when SNS profile creation is
added. In all cases, the explained variance increases with the addition of SNS
profile creation, while two of three gdonessof-fit scores increase. Most notably,
the inclusion of SNS profile creation as an independent factor generates enough
predictive power to salvage the regression model for SNS visits. Moreover, when
included in the SNS preference model (Table 26), edecational level, and high
school quality become insignificant factors, due to the overwhelming influence of

SNS creation. The effect of SNS profile creation suggests that the question of why
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Goodness

r> without |  r? with of Fit g?:ci)td \?Vﬁfls
Model Profile Profile | o %1 without Profile
Creation | Creation Profile .
. Creation
Creation
SNS 16 .28 12 = ¢’ =
Preference| (N=198)| (N=85) | ° 34.44** 28.03**
F=
.. .01 .08 F =.87
SNS Visits - B .07 _ 2.00**
(N=125) | (N=125) (N = 125) (N = 125)
SNS 16 29 15 | F=332%| L5,
Friends (N=126) | (N=126) (N =126) (N = 126)
** Sjg. < .01

SNS users join one site before anotheclisely related to the question of why

SNS users prefer or use one site over another.
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Table26: SNS Preference Regression Model (with Profile Creation)

2
_ G =28.03 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
N'=85 (1 < . 2= 28 = 50
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
SNSProfile 121 39 9.75 .00
Creation
Age -32 22 2.26 13
Race 1.19 .96 1.56 21
High School 64 54 1.44 23
Quality
Guardian | 591 16 | 4.21x1F 50 48
Income
Guardian _70 1.03 46 50
Type
Educational _62 1.05 35 56
Commitment
Educational 63 1.18 28 60
Level
Gender 46 1.09 .18 .68
High School 51 1.24 17 68
Type
Guardian
Spareian 09 39 06 82
Constant 5.82 5.21 1.25 27
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The composition of the sample compared favorably to available statistics
regarding UMSL6s popul ati on, wi t hcomnsistedoe x cept i ons
significantly higher percentage of females (68.3 percent) ttien percentage
reported for the entireUM-SL student population (59.1 percent), and a
significantly higher percentage of white nbilspanic respondents (84.2 percent)
than the percentage reported for L8V 6 scangpus population (70.9 percent).

Several important contextual considerations magcount for these
discrepancies. Studies have shown that females are more likely to join and use
SNSs than malesand therefore the subject of this study may have been more
relevant and interesting to females. Similarly, there is some evidence to suggest
that races and ethnicities participate in SNSs at different tdsggattai (2007),
for example, found that AfricaAmericans and Native Americans were
significantly less likely to use SNSs than Asiamericans, Hispanics, and white
nonHispanics. Becausgfrican-Americans compose the vast majority of the-non
white population at UMSL, deflated interest among this group may have
increased the relative percentage of white -H@panic respondents.

The limitatiors of UM-S L 6 se andaethnicity datavhich anly includes
oncampus students and in which datare missing for 12.2 percent students,

may also partially account for this difference. -©fmpus studentf.e., those
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only enrolled in distant learning classegmprise 21.8 percent of the student
body and were eligible for inclusion in this study, but no race and ethnicity data
are available for this grouplt is likely that many offcampus students are
residentsof outlying rural areas, whose racial composition is overwhelmingly
white in this geognahical region therefore, the overall percentage of white non
Hispanics in the UMSL population may be somewhat higher than theampus
data indicates

The most troubling aspect of tkampleis its low response ratavith 304
valid respondents of 1,89contacted subjeci{0.5 percent)which occurredn
spite ofpreventive measures such as a high coverage rate (98.9 percé93
of 1,500 subjects, receivedneails soliciting participatioy) repeated reminders
and the incentive of winning an iPodlthough somepractical researchers
consider a response rate of 20 percent acceptable for an electronic questionnaire,
the validity of inferences may be jeopardizedquestionnairesvith response
rates as high as 60 perceBabbie 1990).

Sivo et al.(2006) suggest a number of post hoc strategies to account for
nontresponse erroiincluding a comparison of demographic and socioeconomic
differences and a comparison of differerebetween early ahlate respondents.
Racial discrepancies between the saenphdoverall UM-SL population suggest
that the studyodés results malLstudentseusigst i mat e

SNSs The study did not find race to bevary large factor in SNS selection or
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frequencyof use, but the measurement of this variablgreatly complicated by

the small percentage of novhite respondents (15.8 percenfRace was
significantly correlatedvith the incidence of MySpace profile only (r = .11in

the opposite direction prexded by the theoretical modelpwever, upon cloex
inspection, this correlation was significant because only 1 of 48whdte
respondents was an exclusive user of MySpace, compared to 29 of 255 white
respondentsThe combined effects of a lack of representativeness and the small
number of norwhite repondents render these conclusions somewhat
guestionable.

To identify possible errors resulting from nrogsponse, respondents were
classified into two categories. Early respondents consisted of those who
completed the questionnaire without having receigeteminding email, and
composed 56.6 percent of the sample (N = 172). Late respondents were those who
did not complete the questionnaire until they had received one or more reminding
e-mails, and accounted for the other 43.4 percent (N = 132). Peanselatons
were calculated for response time and all proposed independent, mediating,
moderating, and dependent variables, with the intention of extrapolating possible
sampling errors from significant differences between early and late respondents
(Sivo etal. 2006). The only variablm which early and late respondents varied
significantly was race (r =.15 } ),awith.wlité respondents more likely to be

early respondentsThis finding supports the previoustyiggested assertion that
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nonwhite studentsvere not adequately represented in the sample, and therefore
results regarding the impact of race on SNS use in this studytlfikely to be
representative of th&fM-SL population Conversely, the finding that no other
variables were significantly caated with response time may suggest that the
overall effect of nofresponse upon theeliability o f the studyos
minimal.

Over 85 percent of respondents had profiles on one or more $NiSs.
statistic is significantlylarger than the 67 percent reported by Lenhart and
Madden (2007) in their nationally representative sample of Americans aged 18 to
29, but closely aligned with th#5.2 percent oparticipants reported by Salaway
et al. (2008) in their study of university studerntss also worth noting that UM
SL students (75.7 percent) were somewhat less likely to use Facebook than the
university students sampled by Salaway et al. (89.3), whileSIMtudents (54.9
percent) were somewhat more likely to use MySpace than the universigntstu
sampled by Salaway et al. (48.3 percent).

These findings suggest that university students participate in SNSs at a
much higher rate than the overall population, which may be explained by a
number of factors, including higher representation of wb#, the weHeducated,
and those with elevated socioeconomic origggupswhich are likely to have
greater Internet access, to use the Internet more frequently, and to participate in

social activities that have acquired mainstream popularity. Studergsidential

resu
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colleges and universities majsobe especially likely to participate in SNSs, due
to elevated proxnity and social interactiowith their peer group.

It is worth noting, howevethatLenhart and Maddenods stat.i
from a study onducted in 2006, and SNS use has continued to grow at a
prodigious rate since thattime.aceb ook ds membership in the
from 35 million to 55 million during the calendar year of 208l8ne while
MySpace membership during the same pegie from 69 million to 76 million
(Arrington 2009a). With such volatile growth, itpsobablethat the percentage of
Americans aged 18 to 29 using MySpace or Facebook has increased significantly
during the pasB0O months, and as such, the consideralyebgéween rates of use
among university students and the ollggapulation is likely to be narrower than
the results indicate

The UM-SL population strongly preferred Facebook over MySpace.-Fifty
seven percent of respondents were exclusive users of dedcedy visited
Facebook more frequently than MySpace, while the remainder of the sample was
split evenly between users who preferred MySpace, users who participated in both
sites equally, and respondents who did not use eitherGuer. 75 percent of
respndents had a Facebook profile, and 75 percent of these Facebook users
visited the site daily or sendiaily, representing 57 percent of the entire sample
Facebook users also updated their profiles more frequently and reported more

friends than MySpace use A particularly notable finding is the early date at
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which many respondents hadeated their Facebook accountslthaugh
Facebookd6s popularity in the United States
past year, 60.4 percent of Facebook users joinesitdienore than two years ago,

and nearly half of all users with one or more SNS profiles were users of Facebook

first.

Over half of the sample (54.9 percent) identified as users of MySpace, but
measures of frequency of use indicttat the majority of tese users either had
effectively abandoned MySpace for Facebook, or participated in both SNSs
equally. Less than 10 percent of users with profiles on both sites visited MySpace
more frequently than Facebook, compared to 31 percent who visited both sites
equally and 58 percent who visited Facebook more frequently. Nearly half of all
MySpace users visited the site less than 6 times per month, and only 7 percent of
MySpace usergpdated their profiles often or very often.

A summary of the effects of all proped independent/mediating/
moderatingvariables is displayed in Tab7. For convenience, variables are
divided into three categoriegprimary factorsare those that were found to be
among the most significant factors in the majority of analysesyndary factors
are those for which there is limited evidence of significance nandactorsare

those for which no evidence was found of significance.
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Table27: Summary of Factors Influencing SNS Behaviors

Primary Factors Secondary Factors Non-Factors

Profile Creation Taste Preferences Guardian Education
Age Educational Commitmen Gender

Educadional Level High School Type

High School Quality Guardian Type
Guardian Income
Race

Measurements of cultural capdaguardian type, guardian education, and
guardian incomé& were at best secondaryndicators of SNS selection and use.
Contrary to the expectations of the theoretical model and the hypotheses or
findings of other researchers gkgjittai 2007; boyd 2008a), guardian education
was not significantly correlated with any dependent variable. Guardian income
was a significant factor in onlfiyvo multivariate analyss, the regression model
predcting the incidence of a Facebook profded SNS friendsbut the direction
of this relationshipin the formerwas the opposite of what was expected,
respondents with low guardian income®re more likely to have Facebook
profiles. Guardian income, however, was significantly correlated with SNS
friends at both theibariate and multivariate level of analysi&hile there is no
evidence that respondents with different guardian incomes select or visit SNSs
differently, then,those with high guardian inconseemmore likely to have more

Facebook feends than MySpace friends.
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Guardian type wassignificantly correlatedwith SNS friends, as
respondents with two married parents were more likely to have more Facebook
friends than MySpace friends, but this significance was not found eat th
multivariate level. Guardian type waslso found to be the most significant
predictor of SNS profile creation, as respondents with two married parents were
likely to have created their Facebook profiles before their MySpace profile.
However, these bivariate relationshigisould be interpreted with caution, due to
the relatively small percentage of respondents without two married biological or
adopted parents (25.7 percent).

Although these results suggest that cultural capitabus a minor
determinantof the selection and use of SNSs, twaportantstudy limitations
may contribute to this finding. The homogenous composition of the population is
likely to have impeded the external validity of this study. Respondents were
predominantly white, female, reportedgher levels of guardian education and
income than the national population, and were extremely likely to have grown up
within a traditional familysetting The sample waalsodrawn from alocalized
geographic area, overrepresenting those from the Midweisthense originating
from urban or suburban environmeniBhis is a significant limitation in the
context of qualitative research suggesting that adoption rates and popularity of

SNSs vary widely according to geographic region (boyd 2008c).
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Most importantly, the sample consisted entirely of university students,
over half of which were pursuing graduate degrdesspondents with low
socioeconomic originsepresented in this study had acquired or were acquiring
significant educational capital, andcetefore cannot be said to represent
adequately this subset of the overall populatidn. overwhelming number of
studies have demonstrated the strong correlation between socioeconomic origin
and acquired edational capitale.g., Salaway et al. 2008ndit is possible that
the exclusion of young adults with low socioeconomic origins and low
educational capital diminished or even erased a correlation between inherited
cultural capital and SNS behaviors. It is also possible that competing theories
attemptirg to articulatethe formation of taste preferences and social networks are
simply more applicable to the respondents of this study with low socioeconomic
origins. For example,hese respondents may have acquired values or preferences
during their educatic process that supplanted their inherited cultural mores
(Gans 1974)joined Facebook to emulate the socioeconomic class to which they
aspire (Veblen 1899)or joined Facebook because their elevated educational
attainment exposed them to a greater nunobdériends with high socioeconomic
origin.

A second limitation is the operationalization of guardian income, which
relied upon ecological estimates rather than direct data. The median standard

deviation of household incomes within zip codes exceeded @50zhd was as
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high as $180,000 in wealthy areas. A considerable amount of measurement error,

therefore, is likely to exist for this variable, although there is no waplmulate

its magnitudeThe means of quantifying guardian income in this studyctee

due to ethical and practical considerations, is imprecise at best, and this limitation
Sshould be taken into accountdmmishech consi de
effects.

On the other hand, educational capital was found to \eryasignificant
determinant of SNS behavior. High school quality was a significant factor in
nearly all bivariate and multivariate analyses, while high school type and
educational commitment (futime versus paitime) were significant factors in a
few casesEducationalevel (undergraduate versus graduate) was not significant
during bivariate analyses, but emerged as a significant factor in nearly all
multivariate analyses. The interaction of age and educational level, in particular,
is a noteworthy result of this stydalthough these two variables are positively
correlated with one anothetheir significant effects upon SNS preference,
selection, and use are negatively correlated

While age was one of the most significant factors associated with SNS
behavior, race as only significantly associated with SNS friends, and gender was
not found to be significantly associated with any measure of SNS behavior. The
diminished influence of these two demographic variables should be interpreted

with caution, however, due to mksle sampling error.
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There is some evidence to suggest that taste preferences may play a role in
SNS behaviorMySpace users were significantly more likely to customize their
Facebook profiles with thirgarty applications, including those applicationghw
a AMySpaceo aesthetic, than users- of Faceb
styleo applications were also |likely to ha
friends. However, these results should also be interpreted with caution, as the
number of totab pp |l i cat i onsstaynde of MypPplacceat i ons wer e
correlated with one anothefhe significant inclination of MySpace users to take
greater advantage of Facebookds customiza
product of a general desire forstamization rather than a desire doltivate a
specific aesthetic.
The most powerful predictor of SNS behayidrowever,was profile
creation.As the multivariate analyses show, users tend to prefer the SNS at which
they created their profile earliesthd effect of this variable upon SNS preference
dwarfed the effects of other independent, mediating, and moderating variables,
and this study presents strong evidence that attachment status should be evaluated
in future studies of SNS preference.
A revisedtheoreticalmodel depicting the general results of this study is
displayed in Figure 2. Older respondents possessed more educational capital and
were more likely to become attached to MySpace, while younger respondents

possessed less educational capitalaere more likely to become attached to
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Figure 2. Revised Theoretical Model
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Facebook. Respondents who became attached to a particular SNS before the other
were mostikely to prefer that SNS. Older respondents and undergraduates were
more likely to prefer MySpace, but younger respondents and graduate students

were more likely to prefer Facebook.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS

This study attempted to determine the primfactors associated with SNS
selection and frequency of use. Using Bou
theoretical model of SNS preference was constructed and evaluated by means of a
guestionnaire and limited content analysis.

The results suggest thaocioeconomic origin plays a limited role in
determining SNS preference, in contrast to the results of Hargattai (2007) and
boyd (2008c). However, thmethodologicalimitations of this study jeopardize
the generalizability of this finding, as the homogity of the sample and
ecological operationalization of guardian inconrmeay have contributed to this
negativeresult.

The study did find that three variables were consistently implicated in
SNS preference. Many studies have suggested that age is aydaotar in SNS
use; however, this study also showed that younger respondents prefer Facebook
over MySpace, a result that bodes well f o
size of its user population approaches that of MySpace.

Educational capitalas expessed byeducational level and high school
quality, is a primary indicator of SNS [feeence.The latter confirms the findings
of Klein (2007) and Lam (2007a; 2007b), while the former suggests that even

among educated populations, increased educatiomadakcas correlated with
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Facebook preferencas graduate students preferred Facebook to a greater extent
than undergraduate studentl light of this behavioral disparity between
undergraduate and graduate students, the lack of less educated subjkets in
sample is a significant limitation. Although university students provide a
convenient source of human subjects, future studies should make a greater effort
to include subjects with lower levels of educational capital as well.

Perhaps the most signiéint finding of the study is the importance of
attachment status, a variable that has not been frequently considered in
guantitative studies. SNS users overwhelmingly prefer the SNS they joined first.
The formation of attachment or loyalty to a SNS is anphgenon that deserves
attention in further studies, as it is not entirely understood what might motivate a
user to join a certain SNS before another, or under what circumstances this
attachment can be voided. Users did not hesitate to abandon Friendstr (b
2004), and the results of this studgd otherssuggest that MySpads losing
users to Faceb&oamong university students, but generally MySpace and
Facebook both have been successful at retaining the majority of their users. This
study only examinedattachment status empirically, without addressing the
underlying motivations producing this observation, and this is a possible avenue
for future research.

Other variables besides these three primary factors were found to be

significant indicators of SNreference at times, but these positive findings were
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not consistentOn one hand, these inconsistent findings may be partly explained
by Type Il errors; however, on the other hand, the methodological limitations of
this study may have stifled a correlation some analyseSocioeconomic origin

is included in this categorgf secondary factorsas well as guardian type, other
measurements of educational capital, and race. Besides the aforementioned
imprecise estimate of guardian income, some evidence siggipe sample was

not representative of the WEL population with respect to rac@n the other

hand, educational commitment and high school type might be expected to be
secondary factors, as these variables do not measure educational capital as
directly as educational level or high school quality.

The operationalization of taste preferences was perhaps the most difficult
methodological impediment encountered in this study, and while some evidence
was found of taste as a determinant of SNS preferenamatdly this variable
could not be measured precisely enough to qualify for inclusion as a primary
factor. The primary reasons for this result are methodological: the difficulty of
locating respondents on MySpace required the abortion of data colleamn fr
MySpace profiles; a significant percentage of Facebook users did not grant
permission for data collection from their profiles, were unable to be located, or
had enabled privacy features preventing the researcher from accessing their

profiles.
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Only two variables were not found to be significant in any of the
attempted measurements of SNS preference: guardian education and gender.
These were both found to be significant by Hargattai (2007), but it should be
noted that her st udy df sindesgeaduptéseexammedsai st e d
much smaller age range of respondents, and did not consider attachment. It is
possible that the inclusion of these variables in this study overwhelmed the
significance of guardian education or gender as predictors of SNSereé.

Although many limitations were present in this evaluation of SNS
preference, this studyovides the most comprehensive examination to date of the
factors predicting SNS selection and frequency of use. The considerable
challenges inherent in measwyg social attributes and motivations are
complicated further in SNS research by the rapid rate at which SNSs and their
users are evolving; however, these difficulties should not deter researchers from
attempting to identify, describe, and explain theiaodynamics driving SNS
behavior. Future studies will likely benefit from an examination of the challenges

encountered in this study, as well as its findings and their implications.
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APPENDIX 1: SUPPORTING MATERIALS

Al.1 E-MAILS TO SUBJECTS
Subject: UMSL Study oMySpace/Facebook Behaviors
Dear UMSL Student,

The University of Missouri- St. Louis Department of Sociology is
sponsoring a study of behaviors on social network websites, such as MySpace and
Facebook. You have been randomly selected to participatesisttidy.

Your participation in this research is voluntary. We ask that you click on
the hyperlink below, which will direct you to a webpage that will inform you of
the goals, benefits, and risks of this research in greater detail. Please read this
information carefully. If you choose to participate, you will then be directed to an
electronic questionnaire, which will take approximateli/bminutes to complete.

At the conclusion of the research, participants will be entered into a raffle,
and one particignt will win a new 2 GB iPod Shuffle (value: $69). You can view
the prize and learn more about its features at http://www.apple.com/ipodshuffle.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research at any time,
please contact the principal investigatBandy Lynn, a graduate student in the
Department of Sociology, at@umsl.edu or (...) -.....

Click here to learn more about the study and access the questionnaire:

http://...
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Subject: Reminder: UMSL Study of MySpace/Facebook Behaviors
Dear UMSLStudent,

This is a reminder that you have been randomly selected to participate in a
study sponsored by the University of MissouriSt. Louis Department of
Sociology. If you wish to participate in this research, you have [9, 5, 2] days
remaining to do so

Your participation in this research is voluntary. We ask that you click on
the hyperlink below, which will direct you to a webpage that will inform you of
the goals, benefits, and risks of this research in greater detail. Please read this
information caefully. If you choose to participate, you will then be directed to an
electronic questionnaire, which will take approximatelibminutes to complete.

At the conclusion of the research, participants will be entered into a raffle,
and one participant wilvin a new 2 GB iPod Shuffle (value: $69). You can view
the prize and learn more about its features at http://www.apple.com/ipodshuffle.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research at any time,
please contact the principal investigator, Rahginn, a graduate student in the
Department of Sociology, at ...@umsl.edu o} (.-.....

Click here to learn more about the study and access the questionnaire:

http://...
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Subject: UMSL Study

Hi, I'm the researcher from the UMSL survey of MySpaae#book behaviors
that you participated in a while ago. You gave permission to view your profile,
but since it's private, Would like to add you as a friend. Only data about how
many friends you have and the use of certain applications will be recorded.
Anything | view will be kept completely confidential. | will remove you as a

friend once I've collected this data.
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Al.2 INFORMED CONSENT

You must read the following information and enter your name in the text box

below to participate.

Why am | being asked to participate?

You are invited to participate in a research study about behaviors on social
network websites conducted by Randynn, a graduate student in the
Department of Sociology, under the supervision of Dr. Nancy Shields,
Department of Soclogy, at the Uniersity of MissourSt. Louis.

You have been asked to participate in the research because you are a
currently enrolled UMSL student between the ages of 18 and 29 and have been
randomly selected to participate.

We ask that you read thierin and ask any questions you may have before
agreeing to be in the researdfour participation in this research is voluntary.
Your decision whether to participate will not affect your current or future
relations with the Universitylf you decide to paitipate, you are free to

withdraw at any time without affecting that relationship.

What is the purpose of this research?

This project aims to identify the characteristics or preferences that
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influence the selection and frequency of use of two socialanktwebsites:
MySpace and Facebook. Data concerning your demographic background and your

social network website behavior will be collected and statistically analyzed.

What procedures are involved?

If you agree to participate this research, you can expect:

1 You will be directed to a webpage where you will be asked to enter your
UMSL e-mail address. This is done to ensure that you only complete the
guestionnaire once and unauthorized participants do not complete the
guestionnake. If you choose to volunteer data from your public MySpace
or Facebook profile, your UMSL-mail address will also be used to match
your questionnaire responses to your profile data. Neither your UMSL
password nor any other identifying data will be reedito participate in
this study. You must enter your UMSLneail address in order to access
the questionnaire.

1 You will then be directed to an InterAgased questionnaire, which will
ask questions regarding your MySpace and/or Facebook behaviors, your
edwational status, and your demographic characteristics. You are not
required to answer any question that you do not feel comfortable
answering, and you may exit the questionnaire at any time. The

guestionnaire will take approximatelyl® minutes to complet
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1 At the end of the questionnaire, you will be asked for permission to view
your public MySpace and/or Facebook profiles. This permission is entirely
optional and will not affect your chances at winning the iPod. If you
choose to grant this permissiongthesearcher will use your name and
MySpace and/or Facebook's search functions to locate and view your
profile(s). The researcher will record the number of friends you have, the
date of your most recent wall posts, and the use of certain applications
(Facdook only). Absolutely no other data will be recorded. Please view
the section below entitled "What about privacy and confidentiality?" for
more information regarding this aspect of the research.

1 Once the data collection is complete, the researcher idlctdhe names
of those subjects who participated in the questionnaire, and randomly
select one (1) participant to receive a new 2 GB iPod Shuffle (value: $69).
The odds of winning will depend upon the number of respondents. Refusal
to answer all questien or to grant permission to view public
MySpace/Facebook profiles will not affect participants’ chances of
winning. The researcher will contact the winner via his or her UMSL e
mail address, and the winner will have three (3) months to claim his or her
prize. Participants who do not win the iPod will not be contacted. Further
details about the features of the iPod Shuffle can be viewed at

http://lwww.apple.com/ipodshuffle.
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What are the potential risks and discomforts?

There are certain risks and discomfahist may be associated with this research.
They include:

1 You may know the primary researcher (Randy Lynn) from previous or
current classes, either as a fellow student or a teaching assistant. All
information collected will remain confidential. Furtherrapif you know
the researcher from a current class in which he is a teaching assistant, your
decision not to participate will not affect your standing in that class. If you
are uncomfortable providing this information to the researcher, however, it
is re@mmended that you do not participate in the research.

1 The information solicited in the questionnaire is not likely to cause stress.
However, if you feel uncomfortable answering any question for any
reason, you are not obligated to do so. You may skip aegtmpns and
continue with the questionnaire, or you may end your involvement in the
research with no questions asked. Submitting an incomplete questionnaire
or terminating your involvement in the research after beginning the
guestionnaire will not affegtour chances at winning the iPod.

1 At the end of the questionnaire, you will be asked for permission to view
your public MySpace and/or Facebook profiles. Depending on the content

of your profile(s), you may be uncomfortable allowing the researcher to



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, 30

view your profile(s). This permission is entirely optional and will not
affect your chances at winning the iPod. Under no circumstances will
private profiles or public profiles that participants have not granted
explicit permission for the researcher to viewdneessed or used in this

research.

Are there benefits to taking part in the research?

Few academic studies have examined the factors influencing selection of
or behavior within social network websites. Previous studies have been subject to
various limitations that have impeded the validity and generalizgbdi their
research findings.

This research is likely to advance academic knowledge of the factors that
influence how young adults aged 18 to 29 select and use social network websites.
It incorporates design elements, such as random sampling and a combination of
guestionnaire and content analysis data, that have been infrequently used in
previous studies and will increase validity. Findings could have considerable
social implications and contuite significantly to the fields of sociology,
communications, and information technology.

Although one (1) participant will receive an iPod Shuffle for his or her

participation in the questionnaire aspect of the study (see above: "What
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procedures are inlwed?"), subjects will receive no other direct benefits as the

result of their participation in this study.

Will | be told about any new information that may affect my decision to

participate?

During the course of the study, you will be informed of aigypificant
new findings (either good or bad), such as changes in the risks or benefits
resulting from participation in the research, or new alternatives to participation,
that might cause you to change your mind about continuing in the study. If new
information is provided to you, your consent to continue to participate in this

study will be reobtained.

What about privacy and confidentiality?

The only people who will know that you are a research subject is the
primary researcher and the members of thissis committee. No information
about you, or provided by you during the research, will be disclosed to others
without your written permission, except:

9 if necessary to protect your rights or welfare (for example, if you are
injured and need emergency carewhen the University of MissouBt

Louis Institutional Review Board monitors the research or consent

process); or
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1 if required by law.

When the results of the research are published or discussed in conferences,
no information will be included that walireveal your identity. Any information
that is obtained in connection with this study, and that can be identified with you,
will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as
required by law.

Names, email addresses, and quesinaire responses will be matched and
stored on passwoiprotected computers to prevent unauthorized access. At the
completion of data collection, names andhail addresses will be deleted from
guestionnaire responses to protect privacy.

If the respondet grants permission for the researcher to view his or her
public MySpace and/or Facebook profiles, the researcher will use respondent's
name and MySpace's and/or Facebook's search functions to locate and view the
respondent's profile(s). Under no circuamstes will the profiles of respondents
who have restricted access to their profile or the profiles of respondents who have
made their profile public but have not explicitly granted permission to the
researcher be viewed. The researcher will record the e@wumb friends the
respondent has, the date of the respondent's recent wall posts, and the respondent's
use of selected applications (Facebook only).

Absolutely no other data will be recorded, and at no time will the

respondent's profile be downloaded fmrmanent storage. The researcher will
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only collect data from public profiles using passwprdtected computers with a
secure Internet connection. After the researcher has collected data from public
profiles, he will delete his cookies, temporary browdes, and browser history
to eliminate all traces of the respontemprofile from the computer.

Data from public profiles will be matched with namesnail addresses,
and questionnaire responses. This data will be stored on pagswbtedted
computersto prevent unauthorized access. At the completion of data collection,
names and-enail addresses will be deleted from questionnaire responses and data

from public profiles to protect privacy.

What are the costs for participating in this research?

Thereare no research costs for which the participant will be responsible.

Will | be paid for my participation in this research?

You will not be paid or compensated in any way for your participation in
this research.

One (1) participant will be randomly seled to receive a new 2 GB iPod
Shuffle (value: $69). The odds of winning will depend upon the number of
respondents. Refusal to answer all questions or to grant permission to view public

MySpace/Facebook profiles will not affect paipants' chances of whing.
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The researcher will contact the winner via his or her UMSinad
address, and the winner will have three (3) months to claim his or her prize.
Participants who do not win the iPod will not be contacted. Further details about
the features of the d@ Shuffle can be viewed dtttp://www.apple.com/

ipodshuffle

Can | withdraw or be removed from the study?

You can choose whether to be in this study. If you volunteer to be in this
study, you may withdraw at any time without consequences of any koudalgo
may refuse to answer any questions you do not want to answer and still remain in
the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances

arise which warrant doing so.

Who should | contact if | have questions?

The researddr conducting this study is Randy Lynn, graduate student,
Department of Sociology. Please ask any questions you have now before clicking
on the link below and agreeing to informed consent. You may contact the
researcher by-mail at...@umsl.eduor byphone at (.) ..-..... You may contact
him at any time during your participation in the study if unforeseen questions or

concerns arise.
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What are my rights as a research subject?

If you have any questions about your rights as a research subjeatayou

call the Chairperson of the Institutional Review Board at (314)3857 .

Will my student status at UMSL be affected?

You may choose not to participate, or to stop your participation in this
research, at any time. This decision will not affect ydass standing or grades at
UMSL. You will not be offered or receive any special consideration if you

participate in this research.

What if | am a UMSL employee?

Your participation in this research is, in no way, part of your university
duties, and yourefusal to participate will not in any way affect your employment
with the university or the benefits, privileges, or opportunities associated with
your employment at UMSL. You will not be offered or receive any special

consideration if you participate ihis research.

Remember: Your participation in this research is voluntary. Your decision
whether to participate will not affect your current or future relations with the
University. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time

without affecting that relationship.
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Please print out a copy of this form for your information and to keep for your

records.

| have read the above statement and have been able to express my concerns,
to which the investigator has responded satisfactorily. | deeve | understand

the purpose of the study, as well as the potential benefits and risks that are
involved. By entering my name in the text box below and clicking on the
"Next" button, | give my permission to participate in the research described

above.

1. Name:

Next
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A1.3 QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire contains a number of questions about your behavior on social
network websites, educational status, and general background. All answers will be
kept completely confidentialThe questionnaire will take -50 minutes to

complete.

You must enter your UMSL-mail address to begin. This is to protect against
unauthorized respondents, to ensure that you only take the questionnaire once, to
match your responses to any profile daat tyou volunteer, and to enter you into

the iPod raffle.

2. UMSL E-mail Address:

Next
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Choose the answer that best describes your MySpace behavior.

3) Do you have a MySpace profile?
1 Yes, a public one
1 Yes, one with restricted visibility;
1 No.

(If the respondentas wer s fANo, 0 s)kip to question 10

4) About how long ago did you create your MySpace profile?
1 Less than six months ago
1 Between six months and a year ago
1 Between one and two years ago
1 More thantwo years ago
5) Currently, how often do you visit MySpace?
1 Atleast once per day
1 Many times per monthlQ or more)
1 Several times per month (5to 10)
1 A few times per month (1 to 5)

1 Rarely or never
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6) On average since you created your MySpace profile, bften have you
visited MySpace?
1 Atleast once per day
1 Many times per monthlQ or more)
1 Several times per month {6 10)
1 A few timesper month (1 to 5)
1 Rarely or never
7) About how often do you update your MySpace profile?
1 Very often
1 Often
1 Sometimes
1 Rarel/Never
8) Currently, about how many friends do you have on MySpace?
1 0-25
1 2650
1 51-100
1 101-200

I 201 or more
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9) Of your current MySpace friends, about how many do you knowfflme

sett real ff@)? ( A

1
il

Very few (020%)

Not many (2140%)
About half (41-60%)
Most of them (6180%)

Almost all of them (81100%)

Choose the answer that best describes your Facebook behavior.

10) Do you have a Facebook profile?

)l
T
il

Yes, a public one
Yes,one with restricted visibility

No

(If the respondentras w eN os, 01 gjuestign #8.)o

11) About how long ago did you create your Facebook profile?

T
il

Less than six monthga
Between six months and a year ago
Between one and two years ago

More than two years ago



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, fp41

12) Currently, how often do you visit Facebook?
1 At least once peday
1 Many times per monthlQ or more)
1 Several times per month {6 10)
1 A few times pemonth (1 to 5)
1 Rarely or never
13) On average since you created your Facebook profile, how often have you
visited Facebook?
1 Atleast once per day
1 Many times per mont(iLO or more)
1 Several times per month {6 10)
1 A few times per month (1 to 5)
1 Rarely or never
14) About how often do you update your Facebook profile?
1 Very often
1 Often
1 Sometimes

1 Rarely/Never
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15) Currently, about how many friends do you have on Facebook?
1 0-25
1 2650
1 51-100
1 101-200
1 201 or more
16) Of your current Facebook friends, about how many do you know in offline
settings ("real life")?
1 Very few (620%)
1 Not many (2140%)
{1 About half (460%)
1 Most of them(61-80%)

1 Almost all of them (81100%)
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17) Facebook has recently made changes to its design and layout. What is your
opinion of the Anewd Facebook?

T Istrongy preferred the Aol do Facebook

T 1 preferred the Aol do Facebook

T lprefertheiol ddnawd Facebook about the same
T 1 prefewdo Fheebonek

T I strongly prefer the finewd Facebook

1 No opinion or not applicable

Choose the answer that best describes your educational status.
18) Which best describes the type of high school you attended?
(If you attended more than one high school, choose the atisatdrest describes
the high school you attended for the longest fime.
1 Public
1 Public, magnet
1 Private, religious affiliation
1 Private, no religious affiliation
1 Home schooled

 Other
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19) How would you rank the academic quality of the high school you attended?
(If you attended more than one high school, choose the answer that best describes
the high school you attended for the longest fime.

1 Excellent

1 Above Average

1 Average

1 Below Average

1 Poor
20) What is the highest level of education you plan to attain?

1 Less than an undergraduate degree

1 Anundergaduate degree

1 An advancedlegree

1 Other

1T Doné6t know
21) What is your current educational status?

1 Full time: undergraduate

=a

Full time: graduate
1 Parttime: undergraduate or graduate

 Other
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22) How would you rank the academic quality of the undergraduate institution
you attended?
(This question is for graduate students only. If you are not a graduate student,
pl ease select) ANot Applicabl e. o

1 Excellent

1 Above Average

1 Average

1 Below Average

1 Poor

1 Not Applicable

Part 4: Choose the answer that best describes your general background.

23y Pl ease enter the zip code where you cu
the zip code, please enter the city and state.

24) Please enter the zip codtere you lived longest priortoage.18 | f you donot

remember the zip code, please enter the city and state.
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25) With whom did you live for the majority of the tinpeior to age 18
1 Marriedbiological or adopted parents

1 A biological or adopted parent and a spgpent

=

One biological or adopted parent

=

Grandparent(s)

1 Other family member(s)

1 Other norfamily member(s)
26) What is the highest level of education attaineduby person you resided with
prior to age 18

1 Less tharhigh school

1 High school

1 Somecollege

1T Bachelords degree

1 Advanced degree

M1 Other
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27) What is your raceMultiple responses are allowed.)
1 Caucasian or white
1 African-American or black
1 Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino
1 American Indian
1 Asian-American or Pacific Iskader
1 Other
28) What is your age?
1 18
T 19
1 20
1 21
1 22
1 23
1 24
1 25
1 26
1 27
1 28

1 29



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, (48

29) What is your gender?
1 Male

1 Female

30) If you have a public MySpace or Facebook profile, do you give permission
for the researcher to view these profile(s)?

Only data regarding theaumber of friends, the dates of recent wall posts,
and the use of certain applications (Facebook only) will be recorded. This
component of the research is optional. Anything viewed will be kept completely
confidential, and profiles will not be saved.

T Yes

T No

Thank you for completing the questionnaire. If you have comments you would
like to make about the questionnaire, please enter them here. Your feedback is

welcomed.

You may also assist the researcher by entering the URL of your MySpace and/or
Facebookprofile(s), if you have given permission for the researcher to view your

profile(s).
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SNS Preference

2
_ G =34.44 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
N =198 () < r’=.16 =25
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
Age -.40 .09 18.75 .00
Educational 1.37 45 9.13 00
Level
High School 57 24 5.48 02
Quiality
High School 75 48 245 12
Type
Gender .65 47 1.91 A7
Guardian 35 46 57 45
Type
Educational .30 45 43 51
Commitment
Guardian | 5 o5 1 | 1.32x10° 20 66
Income
Race 21 57 .14 71
Guardian
Education -.01 .19 .00 .95
Constant 7.65 2.45 9.76 .00
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MySpace Profile

N = 277 ¢ =.11.47 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
- (1 3% . r’=.04 r’=.05
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
Gender -47 .27 3.14 .08
Race -.40 .38 1.11 .29
Educational -.30 29 1.08 30
Commitment
Guardian -.30 32 91 34
Type
Guardian
Education -11 A2 .82 .37
High School 23 29 61 44
Type
Age -.03 .06 .23 .63
Guardian | 540 16 | 7.49x 10° 17 74
Income
High School 05 15 11 74
Quiality
Educational 05 29 03 87
Level
Constant 1.85 1.60 1.33 .25
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Facebook Profile

2
_ G =52.75 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
N=277 () < . =17 ’=.26
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
Age -.33 .07 19.47 .00
High School 87 20 18.21 00
Quiality
Educational 1.35 37 12.84 00
Level
Guardian | , 51,16 | 9.02x 10° 4.94 03
Income
High School 75 37 4.16 04
Type
Race -.94 54 3.01 .08
Gender .26 .34 .58 45
Guardian
Education -.06 .15 A7 .68
Guardian .13 39 11 74
Type
Educational 02 36 00 96
Commitment
Constant 6.67 1.96 11.59 .00
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MySpace Profile Only

2
_ G"=29.51 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
N=277 () < r’=.10 =21
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
Age 32 09 12.28 .00
Educational 1.25 48 6.75 01
Level
High School _59 26 4.95 03
Quiality
High School -1.00 49 4.06 04
Type
Gender -1.00 52 3.63 .06
Race 2.10 1.13 3.41 07
Educational 76 50 2.30 13
Commitment
Guardian .42 52 64 42
Type
Guardian 9.28 x 10° 1.27 x 10° 54 46
Income
Guardian
gt .09 21 17 68
Constant -9.24 2.80 10.85 .00
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Facebook Profile Only

2
_ G =25.26 Cox & Snell Nagelkerke
N=277 (1 < . = .09 =12
Factor B S.E. Wald Sig.
Educational 76 34 5.00 03
Commitment
High School 37 18 4.47 03
Quality
Educational 46 33 1.97 16
Level
Gender 37 .29 1.63 .20
Age -.08 .07 1.60 21
Race 44 43 1.03 31
Guardian | ;0 1 | 8.28x1F 85 36
Income
Guardian
gt 11 13 72 40
Guardian 14 36 15 70
Type
High School _.05 32 02 88
Type
Constant -1.58 1.83 .75 .39
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SNSProfile Creation

N =126 F = 2.53 AdjustedR? = .11
Factor B S.E. t Sig.
Guardian _61 25 2.43 02
Type
Age 11 .05 2.36 .02
Educational _.43 23 -1.85 07
Level
Guardian | g 49,16 | 6.00x 10° 153 13
Income
Educational _35 24 1.48 14
Commitment
High School 20 24 82 42
Type
Guardian
Education .08 .09 .80 43
High School 08 13 65 52
Quality
Race -.10 .29 -.35 73
Gender -.08 .22 -.34 74
Constant -1.52 1.27 -1.20 .23
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SNS Visits
N =125 F = .87 ( AdjustedR? = -.01
Factor B S.E. t Sig.
Age A5 .07 2.09 .04
Educational _52 37 1.41 16
Status
Race -.62 45 -1.37 A7
Educational 24 37 66 51
Commitment
Gender -.23 .35 -.65 .52
Guardian _22 40 _54 59
Type
High School _27 40 -.69 49
Type
High School 11 20 _54 59
Quality
Guardian | 419,107 | 1.00x 10° -.09 93
Income
Guardian
Education -01 15 -.06 .95
Constant -3.43 2.02 -1.70 .09
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SNSFriends
N =126 F = 3.32 AdjustedR? = .16
Factor B S.E. t Sig.
Age 22 .06 3.61 .00
Educational _.76 31 248 01
Status
Race -.90 .38 -2.41 .02
Guardian |, 2o 16 | 8.00x1F 2.21 03
Income
Guardian .36 33 -1.09 28
Type
Educational 22 31 71 48
Commitment
Gender 14 .29 49 .63
Guardian
Education -.03 12 =22 83
High School _.03 16 _18 86
Quality
High School 04 32 13 .90
Type
Constant -3.72 1.67 -2.23 .03
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APPENDIX 3: CREATIVE COMMONS LICENSE

Attribution -NonCommerciakNoDerivs License, version 30

License

THE WORK (AS DEFINED BELOW) IS PROVIDED UNDER THE
TERMS OF THIS CREATIVE COMMONS PUBLIC LICENSE ("CCPL" OR
"LICENSE"). THE WORK IS PROTECTED BY COPYRIGHT AND/OR
OTHER APPLICABLE LAW. ANY UE OF THE WORK OTHER THAN AS
AUTHORIZED UNDER THIS LICENSE OR COPYRIGHT LAW IS
PROHIBITED.

BY EXERCISING ANY RIGHTS TO THE WORK PROVIDED HERE,
YOU ACCEPT AND AGREE TO BE BOUND BY THE TERMS OF THIS
LICENSE. TO THE EXTENT THIS LICENSE MAY BE CONSIDERED TO BE
A CONTRACT, THE LICENSOR GRANTS YOU THE RIGHTS CONTAINED
HERE IN CONSIDERATION OF YOUR ACCEPTANCE OF SUCH TERMS

AND CONDITIONS.

®> Seehttp://creativecommamnorg/licenses/bync-nd/3.0/us/legalcode
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1. Definitions

a. "Collective Work"means a work, such as a periodical issue, anthology or
encyclopedia, in which the Work itsientirety in unmodified form, along
with one or more other contributions, constituting separate and
independent works in themselves, are assembled into a collective whole. A
work that constitutes a Collective Work will not be considered a
Derivative Work(as defined below) for the purposes of this License.

b. "Derivative Work"means a work based upon the Work or upon the Work
and other prexisting works, such as a translation, musical arrangement,
dramatization, fictionalization, motion picture version, rsuecording,
art reproduction, abridgment, condensation, or any other form in which the
Work may be recast, transformed, or adapted, except that a work that
constitutes a Collective Work will not be considered a Derivative Work
for the purpose of this Lense. For the avoidance of doubt, where the
Work is a musical composition or sound recording, the synchronization of
the Work in timeerelation with a moving image ("synching”) will be
considered a Derivative Work for the purpose of this License.

c. "Licensofr' means the individual, individuals, entity or entities that offers
the Work under the terms of this License.

d. "Original Author"means the individual, individuals, entity or entities who

created the Work.
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e. "Work" means the copyrightable work of authorshife#d under the
terms of this License.

f. "You" means an individual or entity exercising rights under this License
who has not previously violated the terms of this License with respect to
the Work, or who has received express permission from the Licensor to

exercise rights under this License despite a previous violation.

2. Fair Use RightsNothing in this license is intended to reduce, limit, or restrict
any rights arising from fair use, first sale or other limitations on the exclusive

rights of the copyrigt owner under copyright law or other applicable laws.

3. License GrantSubject to the terms and conditions of this License, Licensor
hereby grants You a worldwide, royalee, nonexclusive, perpetual (for the
duration of the applicable copyright) digse to exercise the rights in the Work as
stated below:

a. to reproduce the Work, to incorporate the Work into one or more
Collective Works, and to reproduce the Work as incorporated in the
Collective Works; and,

b. to distribute copies or phonorecordsdi§play publicly, perform publicly,
and perform publicly by means of a digital audio transmission the Work

including as incorporated in Collective Works.



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, p60

The above rights may be exercised in all media and formats whether now known
or hereafter devised. Theabove rights include the right to make such
modifications as are technically necessary to exercise the rights in other media
and formats, but otherwise you have no rights to make Derivative Works. All
rights not expressly granted by Licensor are herebgrved, including but not

limited to the rights set forth in Sections 4(d) and 4(e).

4. RestrictionsThe license granted in Section 3 above is expressly made subject
to and limited by the following restrictions:

a. You may distribute, publicly display, publy perform, or publicly
digitally perform the Work only under the terms of this License, and You
must include a copy of, or the Uniform Resource Identifier for, this
License with every copy or phonorecord of the Work You distribute,
publicly display, pubcly perform, or publicly digitally perform. You may
not offer or impose any terms on the Work that restrict the terms of this
License or the ability of a recipient of the Work to exercise the rights
granted to that recipient under the terms of the Lieen®u may not
sublicense the Work. You must keep intact all notices that refer to this
License and to the disclaimer of warranties. When You distribute, publicly
display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally perform the Work, You

may not impose any tboological measures on the Work that restrict the



Lynn, Randy, 2009, UMSL, 61

ability of a recipient of the Work from You to exercise the rights granted
to that recipient under the terms of the License. This Section 4(a) applies
to the Work as incorporated in a Collective Work, Ihig tloes not require

the Collective Work apart from the Work itself to be made subject to the
terms of this License. If You create a Collective Work, upon notice from
any Licensor You must, to the extent practicable, remove from the
Collective Work any crait as required by Section 4(c), as requested.

. You may not exercise any of the rights granted to You in Section 3 above
in any manner that is primarily intended for or directed toward
commercial advantage or private monetary compensation. The exchange
of the Work for other copyrighted works by means of digitats$itaring

or otherwise shall not be considered to be intended for or directed toward
commercial advantage or private monetary compensation, provided there
is no payment of any monetary compensationconnection with the
exchange of copyrighted works.

If You distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally
perform the Work (as defined in Section 1 above) or Collective Works (as
defined in Section 1 above), You must, unless aigsghas been made
pursuant to Section 4(a), keep intact all copyright notices for the Work and
provide, reasonable to the medium or means You are utilizing: (i) the

name of the Original Author (or pseudonym, if applicable) if supplied,
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and/or (ii) if theOriginal Author and/or Licensor designate another party
or parties (e.g. a sponsor institute, publishing entity, journal) for
attribution ("Attribution Parties") in Licensor's copyright notice, terms of
service or by other reasonable means, the name bfEarty or parties;

the title of the Work if supplied; to the extent reasonably practicable, the
Uniform Resource Identifier, if any, that Licensor specifies to be
associated with the Work, unless such URI does not refer to the copyright
notice or licensig information for the Work. The credit required by this
Section 4(c) may be implemented in any reasonable manner; provided,
however, that in the case of a Collective Work, at a minimum such credit
will appear, if a credit for all contributing authors oétlollective Work
appears, then as part of these credits and in a manner at least as prominent
as the credits for the other contributing authors. For the avoidance of
doubt, You may only use the credit required by this clause for the purpose
of attributionin the manner set out above and, by exercising Your rights
under this License, You may not implicitly or explicitly assert or imply
any connection with, sponsorship or endorsement by the Original Author,
Licensor and/or Attribution Parties, as appropriateYou or Your use of

the Work, without the separate, express prior written permission of the
Original Author, Licensor and/or Attribution Parties.

d. For the avoidance of doubt, where the Work is a musical composition:
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I.  Performance Royalties Under BlankaténsesLicensor reserves
the exclusive right to collect whether individually or, in the event
that Licensor is a member of a performance rights society (e.qg.
ASCAP, BMI, SESAC), via that society, royalties for the public
performance or public digital permance (e.g. webcast) of the
Work if that performance is primarily intended for or directed
toward commercial advantage or private monetary compensation.

ii.  Mechanical Rights and Statutory Royaltietcensor reserves the
exclusive right to collect, whethandividually or via a music
rights agency or designated agent (e.g. Harry Fox Agency),
royalties for any phonorecord You create from the Work ("cover
version") and distribute, subject to the compulsory license created
by 17 USC Section 115 of the US Coigyrt Act (or the equivalent
in other jurisdictions), if Your distribution of such cover version is
primarily intended for or directed toward commercial advantage or
private monetary compensation.

e. Webcasting Rights and Statutory RoyaltiEsr the avoidancef doubt,
where the Work is a sound recording, Licensor reserves the exclusive right
to collect, whether individually or via a performarroghts society (e.qg.
SoundExchange), royalties for the public digital performance (e.g.

webcast) of the Work, subjeto the compulsory license created by 17
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USC Section 114 of the US Copyright Act (or the equivalent in other

jurisdictions), if Your public digital performance is primarily intended for

or directed toward commercial advantage or private monetary

compensabn.

5. Representations, Warranties and Disclaimer

UNLESS OTHERWISE MUTUALLY AGREED TO BY THE PARTIES IN
WRITING, LICENSOR OFFERS THE WORK A AND ONLY TO THE
EXTENT OF ANY RIGHTS HELD IN THE LICENSED WORK BY THE
LICENSOR. THE LICENSOR MAKES NO REPRESHNKWTIONS OR
WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND CONCERNING THE WORK, EXPRESS,
IMPLIED, STATUTORY OR OTHERWISE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT
LIMITATION, WARRANTIES OF TITLE, MARKETABILITY,
MERCHANTIBILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE,
NONINFRINGEMENT, OR THE ABSENCE OF LATENTOR OTHER
DEFECTS, ACCURACY, OR THE PRESENCE OF ABSENCE OF ERRORS,
WHETHER OR NOT DISCOVERABLE. SOME JURISDICTIONS DO NOT
ALLOW THE EXCLUSION OF IMPLIED WARRANTIES, SO SUCH

EXCLUSION MAY NOT APPLY TO YOU.
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6. Limitation on Liability. EXCEPT TO THE EXTENT REQUIRED BY
APPLICABLE LAW, IN NO EVENT WILL LICENSOR BE LIABLE TO YOU
ON ANY LEGAL THEORY FOR ANY SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL,
CONSEQUENTIAL, PUNITIVE OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING
OUT OF THIS LICENSE OR THE USE OF THE WORK, EVEN IF LICENSOR

HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES.

7. Termination

a. This License and the rights granted hereunder will terminate automatically
upon any breach by You of the terms of this License. Individuals or
entities who have received Collective Worfas defined in Section 1
above) from You under this License, however, will not have their licenses
terminated provided such individuals or entities remain in full compliance
with those licenses. Sections 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 will survive any
termination ofthis License.

b. Subject to the above terms and conditions, the license granted here is
perpetual (for the duration of the applicable copyright in the Work).
Notwithstanding the above, Licensor reserves the right to release the Work
under different licenseetms or to stop distributing the Work at any time;
provided, however that any such election will not serve to withdraw this

License (or any other license that has been, or is required to be, granted
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under the terms of this License), and this License waiitioue in full

force and effect unless terminated as stated above.

8. Miscellaneous

a. Each time You distribute or publicly digitally perform the Work (as
defined in Section 1 above) or a Collective Work (as defined in Section 1
above), the Licensor offet® the recipient a license to the Work on the
same terms and conditions as the license granted to You under this
License.

b. If any provision of this License is invalid or unenforceable under
applicable law, it shall not affect the validity or enforceabilify the
remainder of the terms of this License, and without further action by the
parties to this agreement, such provision shall be reformed to the
minimum extent necessary to make such provision valid and enforceable.

c. No term or provision of this Licensghall be deemed waived and no
breach consented to unless such waiver or consent shall be in writing and
signed by the party to be charged with such waiver or consent.

d. This License constitutes the entire agreement between the parties with
respect to the War licensed here. There are no understandings,
agreements or representations with respect to the Work not specified here.

Licensor shall not be bound by any additional provisions that may appear
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in any communication from You. This License may not be matlifie

without the mutual written agreement of the Licensor and You.

Creative Commons Notice

Creative Commons is not a party to this License, and makes no warranty
whatsoever in connection with the Work. Creative Commons will not be liable to
You or any partyon any legal theory for any damages whatsoever, including
without limitation any general, special, incidental or consequential damages
arising in connection to this license. Notwithstanding the foregoing two (2)
sentences, if Creative Commons has expyeskntified itself as the Licensor
hereunder, it shall have all rights and obligations of Licensor.

Except for the limited purpose of indicating to the public that the Work is
licensed under the CCPL, Creative Commons does not authorize the use by either
party of the trademark "Creative Commons" or any related trademark or logo of
Creative Commons without the prior written consent of Creative Commons. Any
permitted use will be in compliance with Creative Commons' -therent
trademark usage guidelines, may be published on its website or otherwise made
available upon request from time to time. For the avoidance of doubt, this
trademark restriction does not form part of this License.

Creative Commons may be contacted at http://creativecommons.org/.



