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ABSTRACT 

Facebook has come to be a leader in the social media industry due in part to their 

continued innovation and addition of new features. This study examined two of Facebook’s 

features, Life Events and Scrapbook. Considering Facebook’s evolution of features and their 

success among consumers, it is important to examine these features, the benefits they provide to 

the consumers and company, as well as potential problems. The same features that allow 

Facebook to serve their users better may also be viewed as another tool in Facebook’s arsenal 

used to gain insights into the private lives of their customers, to gain more customers, and reduce 

uncertainty and risk about company resources. And while users may be viewed as vulnerable to 

Facebook’s strategies, past research has also identified users as active in their use and as having 

some control over their privacy. This study aimed to understand this negotiation for control 

between the users and the company by examining Facebook’s new features from multiple angles. 

First, the study sought a better understanding of Facebook’s introduction of new features, relying 

on both a Resource Dependence approach from the study of organizations, and the more critical 

Political Economy approach. A qualitative content analysis of Facebook’s own texts revealed 

four main benefits of these features to Facebook: digital labor (content created by users), 

personal data, personalized advertising strategies and trust. Trust emerged as an important 

benefit as it builds loyalty, which is crucial to the continued engagement of users. Additionally, 

this study gained understanding about Facebook’s new features from the user’s perspective, 

assessing how and why users use these new features, through Uses and Gratifications as well as a 

Communication Privacy Management perspective. Results from a survey of Facebook user 
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demonstrated that Connection was the most sought gratification of using Facebook, Life Events 

and Scrapbook, followed by Information. Additionally, users’ attitudes regarding privacy 

concerns were examined. Users cared more about being aware of privacy policies and the 

unauthorized secondary use of their personal data over concerns about data control and data 

collection. Finally, this study determined what users may perceive as benefits to Facebook from 

using the different features available, if benefits existed at all. Results indicated users believed 

that Facebook features produced user participation, data on usage, personal data, consumer 

loyalty, and content created by users as benefits for Facebook the company.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the last decade, technology has advanced to the point where the world is literally in 

the palm of our hands. One major contribution to increased global connectivity is social media. 

A plethora of social media outlets exploit different aspects of inter- and intra-personal 

communication. Outlets like Twitter allow users to share thoughts, opinions and news with their 

families, friends, and more. Instagram makes pictures the focus, letting users share things as 

mundane as a coffee break to the biggest moments in their lives, such as engagements and 

weddings. YouTube has encouraged the production and distribution of video content, which has 

allowed for actors, musicians and other artists of varying fame to connect with wider audiences, 

while also indirectly fostering and promoting the vlogger industry. And of course, there is 

Facebook, which has become an amalgamation of all previously listed types of social media and 

more. Facebook allows users to connect with friends, family and strangers across the world, 

voicing their thoughts in posts and sharing pictures and videos they take or find entertaining or 

informative.  

Social media and its uses are ubiquitous. The number of social media users worldwide is 

expected to reach 2.5 billion by 2018 (Statista, 2017), and as consumers spend more time on 

social media, advertisers follow their lead. Facebook is the first social media outlet to surpass 1 

billion registered accounts (Statista, 2017). Nearly 80 percent of Americans online use Facebook, 

more than twice the percentage using any other social media (Greenwood, Perrin & Duggan, 

2016), and users are spending 50 minutes on average per day on Facebook and its suite of apps 

(including Instagram and Messenger, and excluding WhatsApp) (Mediakix, 2016). 
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Where users go, advertisers will typically follow. Facebook recorded nearly $40 million 

in advertising revenue, a 49% year-over-year change (Facebook Report Fourth Quarter and Full 

Year Results, 2018). Facebook is nearly solely dependent on advertising, with 97% of its 

revenue coming from ads (Dunn, 2017). What allows Facebook to survive on advertising is their 

targeted marketing: “Advertisers can use the wealth of personal data about users from 

Facebook's product ecosystem for ads” (Sharma, 2017, para. 4).  

 For consumers, Facebook provides a singular outlet through which users can 

participate in multiple conversations in addition to a variety of other sharing activities, allowing 

them to connect more easily with family and friends, like-minded individuals and even complete 

strangers. For advertisers, Facebook provides a tool to reach consumers.  Considering 

Facebook’s rising popularity, financial standing and growing complexity in terms of available 

features, it is important to continue to examine their growth. One way to do this is to study 

emerging Facebook features, the benefits they provide to the consumers and company, as well as 

potential challenges they present to consumers. Any new feature that allows Facebook to serve 

its users better may also be viewed as another tool in Facebook’s arsenal that it uses to gain 

insights into the private lives of its customers, so the company may gain more customers, and 

reduce uncertainty and risk about company resources. 

At the same time, while users and their privacy may be perceived as vulnerable to 

Facebook’s strategies, users may also be viewed as active in their use (Park, Kee and Valenzuela, 

2009; Stafford, Stafford & Schkade 2004) and as having some control as they manage and secure 

privacy and autonomy for themselves (Petronio, 1991), and also seek awareness of Facebook’s 

goals as they relate to consumers. As such, it is assumed in this study that people try to control 

their own online environments to reduce their uncertainty and risk, not unlike the way companies 



 

 
 

3 

 

do. This study will aim to understand this negotiation for control between users and the company 

by examining Facebook’s new features from multiple angles. Specifically, the following are 

goals of the study: 

(1) The study will seek a better understanding of Facebook’s introduction of new features 

-- features that are especially relevant to this negotiation over control because of their increasing 

demands on peoples’ privacy – specifically, Scrapbook and Life Events, two features that allow 

and encourage users to post personal information and that afford particular ways to organize and 

share this information. From within the Resource Dependence perspective, a conceptual 

approach from the study of organizations, and from the more critical Political Economy 

approach, the study will explore the likely benefits of these features to Facebook. Both 

conceptual approaches have been used in explaining decisions, behaviors and motivations by 

commercial organizations, including digital media organizations. The two approaches suggest 

similar motivations for Facebook in launching these features, especially, that Facebook is likely 

to seek to minimize their external dependencies and maximize control over their environment. 

Though Political-Economy takes a more critical angle on corporate motives and consequences 

that RDT, the approaches suggest similar strategies for these aims – for example, to seek 

information on consumers to ensure that that their participation is productive and predictable for 

the company. A qualitative directed content analysis of Facebook’s own texts, which allows for 

both inductive and deductive analysis, will be used to assess these theories’ assumptions about 

motive and strategy, while also allowing other possible explanations, contexts and factors to 

emerge from the data. 

(2) It is assumed in this study that audiences are active, and not merely passive media 

users, and that users’ critical thinking is likely to increase, as more people become concerned 
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about privacy issues and about tech companies’ motives. This study therefore will seek 

understanding about Facebook and its new features from the user’s perspective, assessing how 

and why users use Facebook generally as well as these new features. Through a survey of a 

large convenience sample of Facebook users, perceived benefits to users will be examined 

through a Uses and Gratifications perspective. In addition, through a Communication Privacy 

Management perspective, users’ concerns and awareness about users’ privacy online, as well as 

strategies for maintaining privacy online, will be explored. Users’ own perceptions of benefits 

gained by the company Facebook will also be explored. Lastly, the relationship of users’ 

gratifications sought to privacy concerns and perceived benefits to the company will also be 

examined to assess possible influence of level of awareness on motivations for Facebook use. 

Understanding new features is important for several reasons. First, Facebook has 

established itself as the go-to social media outlet, with over 2 billion individuals signed up. With 

so many people relying on and trusting in the company, and with information on potentially 

vulnerable populations such as children increasingly being shared, shedding light on Facebook’s 

motivations for introducing new features allows us to better understand what the company is 

trying to accomplish. Such information can contribute to the user’s ability to think more 

critically, and make more informed choices about the consequences of their participation in the 

site and with these features – for example, in providing private information for Facebook’s 

commercial use, as well as their potential role in providing free “digital labor” for Facebook 

(e.g., by creating Facebook’s content). Such information may also be beneficial to other 

companies that are exploring similar features. 

Furthermore, many people use Facebook, and it follows that users’ motivations and 

concerns about Facebook and its emerging features should be better understood. Why do people 
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use Facebook and its features, and to what degree do people already think critically about this 

use – in other words, what is their perception of Facebook’s motivations and about threats to 

privacy? This information could be eye-opening to social media consumers, and be of benefit to 

Facebook and other social media outlets as concerns over online privacy seem to be spreading 

and intensifying, changing the environment that shapes the perceived benefits, gratifications 

sought, and uses of social media for consumers. 

In sum, companies need to better understand their users’ relationships with, and concerns 

about, privacy, and users need to better understand the factors motivating social media 

companies to enter their private spaces. Findings from this study have practical commercial 

implications for social media companies, but if the prism is turned, findings can also be cast in a 

more critical light, suggesting important implications of use to users who find themselves 

interacting in confusing, worrisome online environments where the private and the public are 

increasingly blurred for all kinds of populations, including vulnerable ones such as children. 

Overall, Facebook has become a leader in social networking, with more users than any other site, 

in addition to their acquisition of related social media outlets like Instagram and WhatsApp. 

Because of their size and following, it is necessary to consider the motivations of both the 

producer and users of these new features. 

The following section provides information about Facebook’s introduction of two new 

features, as well as the company’s ongoing issues concerning privacy. Discussion then shifts to 

the literature on Resource Dependence Theory and Political Economy, which help explain the 

benefits and motivations that may drive Facebook’s release of features that require revelation of 

users’ private worlds. This is followed by a discussion of relevant literature from Uses and 

Gratifications studies and from Communication Privacy Management research, and explanations 
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they provide about users’ motivations and behaviors, perceived benefits and perceived concerns 

in an increasingly invasive media world. Research questions are proposed, followed by two 

related analyses: (1) an examination of Facebook’s motivations through a qualitative analysis of 

content produced by Facebook, and (2) a survey of Facebook users that examines gratifications 

sought, privacy concerns strategies, and users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook.
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Privacy Issues Online 

Privacy and Personalized Advertising 

Facebook’s innovations and introduction of different features prompt two distinct areas 

of discussion. The first relates to individual privacy and personalized advertising, and the second 

relates to the involvement of children in Facebook content. Individual privacy and personalized 

advertising will be discussed first. 

Facebook has access to a plethora of information about each of their users —information 

that is easily obtained directly from the users. One 5-year study of Facebook use, attitudes about 

privacy, and self-disclosure behaviors found a relationship among these variables (Tsay-Vogel, 

Shanahan and Signorielli, 2016). Results indicated that there was a connection between 

Facebook use and more relaxed privacy attitudes, leading to more self-disclosure on and offline 

and revealing the role social networks play in socialization. Due to the high amount of personal 

information disclosed online, and specifically on Facebook, users seem less concerned about 

privacy risks and thus pay less attention to privacy safeguards. As such, Facebook gains a 

complete understanding of what each user likes, how they interact online while off Facebook and 

who they interact with. (Tsay-Vogel, Shanahan and Signorielli, 2016).  

Just as Facebook has grown and evolved and privacy concerns have lessened, the 

involvement of advertisers has grown as well. Though Facebook has given users substantial 

control, users can’t really avoid seeing ads as they scroll through their homepages, and Facebook
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does its best to show ads that are more relevant to them. This strategy relies on personalized 

advertising, which involves accommodating a message and/or delivery channel to individual 

consumers while maintaining elements of mass message production (Dolnicar & Jordaan, 

2007). The biggest difference between personalization in its current form and previous versions 

is the ability to hyper-target delivery to consumers based on real-time data, such as location, 

online and offline behavior (Teradata, 2015). As such, successful personalized advertising relies 

on several key factors: the ability of marketers to obtain and process consumer information, the 

users’ willingness to share their personal information, and users’ acceptance and use of 

personalization services (Chellappa & Sin, 2005). A 2005 study aimed to develop a 

parsimonious model to predict consumers’ usage of online personalization based on the 

compromise between their desire for personalization and privacy concern (Chellappa & Sin, 

2005). Results showed that trust played a key role in online vendors’ abilities to acquire 

customer information and that vendors must understand the different values consumers may 

place in various types of personalization to serve them best (Chellappa & Sin, 2005). Another 

study examined dimensions of consumers’ information privacy concerns to predict user 

participation in mobile activities (Doorey, 2016). Results of this study revealed that privacy 

concerns are significant predictors of mobile engagement, specifically in contexts where 

information is perceived to be more sensitive to users (Doorey, 2016). For marketers to succeed, 

Doorey noted that “marketers with the greatest ability to collect and process the most 

comprehensive constellations of consumer data will dominate the market by having the most 

complete and precise understanding of their audiences” (Doorey, 2016, p 10). Facebook has a 

thorough knowledge of its audience, and is positioned to succeed and rely solely on advertising 

for revenue.  
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 The purported advantage of data-driven advertising for consumers is that they receive 

highly relevant messages according to their individual needs and preferences, often at the 

precise point of need. From Facebook’s standpoint, personalized advertising is particularly 

beneficial due to the cost efficiency compared to other mass media advertising strategies, as it 

enables the message to be experienced by consumers who are likely to purchase (Dolnicar & 

Jordaan, 2007). Building these relationships with advertisers and allowing them to better target 

their audience helps establish a cycle of profits for Facebook. A 2007 study analyzed consumers' 

views on privacy issues and the potential of a market-oriented approach to responsible direct 

marketing, using two independent samples from South Africa and Australia. Findings indicated 

that direct marketing can lead consumers to have concern about information privacy, thus 

changing their behavior. This threatens the success of direct marketing. As such, it is necessary 

for marketers to build trust with consumers (Dolnicar & Jordaan, 2007).  

 Not everyone is satisfied with Facebook’s features, as Facebook’s methods may 

be perceived as invasive. Recent studies have found that a majority (68%) of consumers have 

unfavorable views of personalized advertising due to privacy concerns (Purcell, Brenner & 

Rainie, 2012). This is backed up by other research revealing the extent to which consumers are 

frequently adopting technologies that allow them to block online and mobile ads (Cortland, 

2017). According to a study by Pagefair, a company that specializes in adblock solutions for 

marketers, 615 million devices now use adblock with 11% of the global internet population 

blocking ads online (Cortland, 2017). Furthermore, adblock usage grew 30% globally in 2016 

(Cortland, 2017). One experiment revealed that personalized ads on Facebook did not perform 

well until the company announced changes to their privacy policy, after which users were almost 

twice as likely to click on personalized ads (Tucker, 2014).  Effectiveness was higher “for ads 



 

 
 

10 

 

that used more unique private information to personalize their message and for target groups that 

were more likely to use opt-out privacy settings” (Tucker, 2014, p 546).  

Evidence points to two key triggers for consumers’ negative attitudes toward 

personalized advertising: (1) when the message is not well targeted to their needs and interests, 

and (2) when the message raises issues of privacy invasion (Brinson, 2017). Thus, Facebook 

must attempt to balance the privacy and desires of their users with the needs of their advertisers. 

This is a difficult task, and it is not clear it has been accomplished. The continuing increase in 

number of users suggests a disconnect between professed concerns and actual use, and prompts 

the question: Why has perceived invasiveness not had more effect on Facebook’s use?  

Children’s Privacy and Social Media 

A second issue is the potential for these new Facebook features to involve children, 

which necessitates the consideration of how their privacy is being handled and the possible 

ramifications of their inclusion. Privacy concerns for individuals on the Internet have long been a 

topic of discussion and debate, but in recent years, the Internet has become much more 

accessible to children. As of May 2011, 7.5 million of the 20 million minors who actively used 

Facebook in the last year were younger than 13, according to a survey conducted by Consumer 

Reports which is the most recent data available on the subject (CR, 2011). Over half of these 7.5 

million are under 10 (CR, 2011). There are many social benefits to social media usage by teens, 

like connecting with friends and family, and sharing pictures and ideas. Moreover, participation 

in social media also “can offer adolescents deeper benefits that extend into their view of self, 

community, and the world” (O'Keeffe & Clarke-Pearson, 2011, p 801).  

 Parents also contribute to their children’s digital footprint. One study noted that most 

children under the age of nine were born already possessing a ‘digital footprint’ (Holloway, 
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Green, & Livingstone, 2013), and we see a new trend of children growing up online. A child’s 

digital footprint begins when parents share their sonogram pictures and continue with newborn 

photos and further commentary as their children grow (Holloway, Green, & Livingstone, 2013). 

Because parents are starting their children’s digital footprint, it is necessary to examine how and 

what parents are sharing online. One study showed that while both parents shared child-related 

content online, the “mothers did the majority of disclosure management work, which included 

deciding what to share, negotiating sharing policies with partners, and posting content online” 

(Ammari, Kumar, Lampe, & Schoenebeck, 2015, p 4). Furthermore, photos were most 

commonly shared, though many indicated that mothers shared more and more often than fathers 

(Ammari, Kumar, Lampe, & Schoenebeck 2015).  

A child’s digital footprint can be very difficult to control, though there may be positive 

outcomes for children and parents from establishing an early digital footprint. A 2015 study 

focused on photo sharing online and the “modern day baby book,” finding that moms share cute 

and important photos in addition to photos  

“share cute, funny, milestone, and family and friend photos but refrain from sharing 

crying and naked photos. While some mothers harbor concerns about controlling 

information, oversharing, and digital footprints, the benefits of receiving validation 

outweigh their concerns” (Kumar and Schoenebeck, 2015, p. 1).  

Sharing pictures online helped mothers feel connected with family and friends, and provided 

them with social support and validation. Moreover, sharing pictures online creates a record of 

those memories, which is valued by new mothers. However, it is the responsibility of the parents 

or guardians to properly manage their children’s privacy and identities online. Kumar and 

Schoenebeck (2015) suggest that parents likely cannot control their children’s digital footprint, 
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and instead, parents may engage in privacy stewardship, which means that parents should 

consider what types of information they feel are appropriate to share about their children online 

and then communicate those preferences to family and friends. 

 Despite the benefits, exposure to the Internet and social media can also be harmful to 

children. While children today may be particularly technologically savvy, they are still 

considered to be vulnerable as they undergo cognitive and social development (Livingstone, 

2006). Thus:  

Concern currently centers on two external sources of risk or threat, both of which 

access a distinct if overlapping version of the “vulnerability” discourse about 

children and young people. One construes the child as naïve consumer whose 

privacy may be exploited by commercial bodies. The second construes the child 

as sexual innocent whose privacy may be corrupted by harmful content or 

pedophilic predators” (Livingstone, 2006, p 4).  

The presence of children and teens on the Internet has become such a concern that is has 

been discussed by the American Pediatrics Academy, informing pediatricians on the issues and 

consequences regarding social media and the strategies they can use to discuss these things with 

parents. Some of the dangers mentioned include cyberbullying and online harassment, Facebook 

depression, and sexting, concerns about privacy and children’s digital footprint, and the effects 

of advertisements that target them (O'Keeffe & Clarke-Pearson, 2011).  

Other studies have examined the consequences of children and teens’ exposure to social 

media advertising, including alcohol marketing. Results showed that Facebook had the highest 

reach among social media types, with an average monthly reach of 89% of males and 91% of 

females aged 15–24, followed by YouTube and Twitter. While Facebook pages marketing 
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alcohol could not be accessed by an under-18 user, YouTube and Twitter content was accessible 

by those of all ages (Winpenny, Marteau, & Nolte, 2013). Authors concluded that the 

coinciding rise in online alcohol marketing and the high social media usage by underage users 

warrant further monitoring and regulation by parents, as well as by the companies (Winpenny, 

Marteau, & Nolte, 2013). 

This dissertation aims to understand Facebook’s motivations for introducing the features 

Life Events and Scrapbook – two features that facilitate posting information and imagery about 

all kinds of users, including children -- at a time of strong concern about privacy. Facebook’s 

features and their advertising policies and procedures will be examined through the theoretical 

lens of Resource Dependence Theory and Critical Political Economy, two approaches offering 

explanation for advantages these features may offer Facebook as well as for problems for users 

that may stem from these advantages. Further, this dissertation will examine why people use the 

different features, how much users are aware of the advantages Facebook gains from the use of 

their private information, and how much they are aware of, and concerned about, privacy issues. 

The degree to which users are aware of, and concerned about these issues may correlate with 

uses and gratifications sought. The Uses and Gratifications theory is employed to shed light on 

users’ possible motivations as “gratification sought,” and analysis guided by the Communication 

Privacy Management perspective sheds light on awareness of challenges to users’ privacy. 

Resource Dependence Theory 

 Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) is concerned with how organizational 

behavior is affected by the organization’s relevant environment – in other words, by the external 

resources the organization receives and uses. The approach comes from Organization Studies, 

but has been used to help explain behavior in news organizations (e.g., Beam, 2001; Lowrey & 
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Woo, 2010) and PR organizations (Christen, 2005; Marsh, 2004). The nature of the inflow of 

resources affects the organization's ability to function and succeed, and encourages strategies by 

the organization to avoid uncertainty about resources and resource inflow.  RDT originated in 

the 1970s, crystallized in Pfeffer and Salancik’s The External Control of Organizations: A 

Resource Dependence Perspective. RDT places a specific emphasis on the role that power plays 

in distribution and flow of resources, and supplies an “explicit repertoire of tactics available to 

organizations” (Davis & Cobb, 2010). 

The basic argument is that the structure of, and power in, the market is directly related to 

organizations’ dependence on resources, and organizations depend on resources from their 

environment to sustain themselves and succeed. Such external resources may not be available on 

a predictable basis, and the diversity of resources needed – labor, capital, raw material, 

information, etc. -- can motivate organizations to work together to increase control over the flow 

of external resources, and thereby reduce uncertainty about resource flow. Organizations may 

also integrate with their environment to gain more control and make sure they have a predictable 

stream of resources; for example, consumers in the market are viewed as a resource, if not the 

ultimate resource (Davis & Cobb, 2010; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Resources help reduce 

dependency between the organization and external contingencies (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), 

diminish uncertainty for the firm (Pfeffer, 1972), lower transaction costs (Williamson, 1984), and 

ultimately aid in the survival of the firm (Singh, House, & Tucker, 1986)” (Hillman & Dalziel, 

2003, p 386). 

Resource Dependence Theory suggests implications for several organizational aspects, 

including the optimal internal structure of organizations, production strategies, recruitment of 

board members and employees, contract structure, external organizational relationships, and 
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other facets of organizational strategy. Organizations may not be able to accrue all the critical 

resources they need to function. Therefore, it is imperative they work through this scarcity.  

There are three core ideas to RDT: (1) the organization’s environmental context matters; 

(2) organizations have strategies to enhance their independence and pursue interests; and (3) 

power is critical to understanding internal and external actions of organizations.  

“To survive, organizations require resources. Typically, acquiring resources means the 

organization must interact with others who control those resources. In that sense, 

organizations depend on their environments. Because the organization does not control 

the resources it needs, resource acquisition may be problematic and uncertain. Other who 

control resources may be undependable, particularly when resources are scarce. 

Organizations transact with others for necessary resources, and control over resources 

provides others with power over the organization. Survival of the organization is partially 

explained by the ability to cope with environmental contingencies; negotiating exchanges 

to ensure the continuation of needed resources is the focus of much organizational 

action” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, p 258).  

This emphasis on power, as well as the catalog of tactics available to organizations, is a key 

component of Resource Dependence Theory that distinguishes it from other approaches that 

explain relationships among organizations, such as Transaction Cost Economics (Davis & Cobb, 

2010).  

One interesting aspect of RDT is the impact that resource scarcity may have on 

innovation and institutional change. Based on the premise of RDT, industry standards lead to 

resource scarcities in two ways (Lehlehici et al., 1991). This can be intrinsic or extrinsic, wherein 

increased demand and use of a standard can make the resources needed scarce or costly (Sherer 
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& Lee, 2002). As such, “organizations compete at greater costs for the scarce resources and then 

[they put themselves] ‘at risk’ for departing from standard practice in their pursuit of alternative 

resources” (Sherer & Lee, 2002). RDT says that organizations experiencing these scarcities and 

increased costs are more likely to pursue change and innovation in practices. They will “seek to 

be more competitive in acquiring resources or to innovate in ways that allow them to make use 

of alternative resources” (Sherer & Lee, 2002, p.103). This was exemplified in a study conducted 

by Sherer and Lee (2002), who concluded that “the ripeness of an industry for innovation can be 

gauged by assessing whether the resources associated with a standard are becoming scarce” 

(Sherer & Lee, 2002, p 115). As the number of social media outlets grows exponentially, people 

have the capacity to partake in only so many social media outlets, and consumer behavior related 

to social media outlets is relatively new and hard to predict. As such, it is important for these 

outlets to innovate by, for example, producing new features, and to entice consumers to continue 

or even begin use of the outlet, and to try ways to regulate patterns of use, increasing 

predictability (and ability to control).  

RDT has also been considered from a public relations perspective. The theory has been 

shown to be helpful to an understanding a variety of topics, including encroachment by 

marketing, according to one study (Lauzen, 1993). The study examined the relationship between 

public relations and marketing departments, from the perspective of 262 public relations 

practitioners in the United States. Results demonstrated that similarity of domains and the nature 

of resource dependence between the two departments are positively associated with the eventual 

takeover of the less powerful department, typically the PR department, by the more powerful 

marketing department (Lauzen 1993). RDT has also been useful in understanding crisis 

communication (Christen, 2005). Christen (2005) utilized five perspectives from organizational 
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theory to interpret the PR crisis surrounding AT&T’s 1995–1996 restructuring and downsizing. 

Findings emphasized two reasons why crisis management efforts were unsuccessful, including 

AT&T's inability to reduce dependence and uncertainty in external relationships amid 

conflicting demands of key external publics. RDT also has a connection to the reflective 

paradigm of public relations, which includes the core belief that the primary uncontrolled 

resource to be acquired is social legitimacy (Waeraas & Ihlen, 2009; Marsh, 2004). 

In sum, RDT proposes the idea that companies are likely to seek to reduce uncertainty 

about their environment and interactions with others to maximize resources, decrease 

dependency on resources in their environment, and increase their control over resource flow, 

which aids certainty and predictability. Further, companies facing scarcity and uncertainty may 

be more likely to innovate. For Facebook, adding features such as Scrapbook and Life Events is 

one possible way to reduce uncertainty both with regards to the continued use of their features, 

but also the advertisers, as it allows them to better target and thus continue to use Facebook to 

reach their targets. In reducing uncertainty, companies can have better control over their users 

and stakeholders. This should benefit the company (and potentially increase the power of the 

marketing side of the company), as it is likely to increase efficiency and reduce company costs. 

Moreover, it may make it easier to strategize and innovate for the future. 

From the beginning, Facebook has benefitted from users, who in a sense, do work for 

them and provide them with critical resources. They willingly accumulate and share personal 

information with their friends and in turn, with Facebook. The entire point of Facebook is that 

people want to look at content created by their friends, which can then be categorized, analyzed 

and used by Facebook. However, everyday users who aren’t paid or monitored can be highly 

unreliable. People are likely to act in ways that serve their own interests, and not Facebook’s. 
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This makes the process more uncertain for Facebook, and can hurt efficiency and increase costs. 

In this situation, costs may not just be monetary but also temporal. It costs Facebook time to 

sort out posts and photos that are important to users’ lives and which allow Facebook to acquire 

a deeper understanding of their users. This sorting via algorithms is particularly important, as 

that is where Facebook’s value lies. Facebook receives important insight into how their users see 

themselves, into their consumer behavior, their likes and dislikes and much more. Because of the 

unreliable nature of this consumer-based “labor,” Facebook requires a way to get people to 

organize their own important life events for them in a systematic way. This is where Scrapbook 

and Life Events come into play. Without these features, people will catalog “life events” 

however they choose. With Scrapbook and Life Events, users are cataloging their relationships, 

their children, their jobs and more in a way that is easier for them as users but also in a way that 

is easier for Facebook to analyze. Thus, these features make it easier for Facebook to reduce, and 

make predictable, the transaction costs involved in collecting and analyzing user’s photos via 

these new, more regulated features.  

Critical Political Economy 

 In addition to practical implications for firm performance, there are also critical 

implications from a societal standpoint to be drawn from the analysis of power relations between 

users and technology companies. The Political Economy approach allows us to examine the 

media critically, and to focus on the relationship between capitalist enterprise and public 

intervention. Political economists aim to understand how economics of production mold public 

discourse and change meaning within media content. From the Political Economy perspective, it 

is necessary to examine power. Political Economy differs from mainstream (classic) economic 

approaches because justice and moral issues are addressed directly. Focus of past Political 
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Economy research on media includes analyzing effects on differing economic classes, levels of 

access to communication technologies, how capitalism affects the media and cultural industries, 

and how corporate ownership affects what the media produces (e.g., Cohen, 2011; Fuch, 2015; 

Kang & McAllister, 2011). These last two are especially relevant to the study at hand. 

Many prior studies have examined Google, Facebook and other major website and apps from 

the Political Economy perspective.  Kang and McAllister (2011) examined the commodification 

of users by Google. Smythe (1977) explained commodification like this: 

“What they buy are the services of audiences with predictable specifications, who will 

pay attention in predictable numbers and at particular times to particular means of 

communication. As collectivities, these audiences are commodities. As commodities, 

they are dealt with in markets by producers and buyers (advertisers).”  

As such, different industries revolve around converting their audience into quantifiable 

commodities that can be sold on to advertisers (Arvidsson & Bonini, 2015). One way Google can 

do this is through their direct access to accurate user information, which allows for 

commodification to be instant and more cost efficient. Their targeted advertising strategy 

contributes to this commodification, as they “use behavioral information provided directly by its 

users of attention to advertising. Therefore, it can be said that each individual, as opposed to a 

speculative and constructed aggregate, is a commodity of Google” (Kang & McAllister, 2011, p 

151). In the process of commodifying their users, Google also accesses a variety of their personal 

information, including other “activities through which people willingly or unwillingly give their 

personal data while they use the Internet and their aggregated consciousnesses.” By doing this, 

Google acquires information about their users’ social networks in addition to other lifestyle and 

financial information, resulting in the commodification of social relations as well (Kang & 
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McAllister, 2011). Because of this commodification, Google has experienced reduced costs and 

enhanced revenue collection, which the researchers describe as more surplus value (Kang & 

McAllister, 2011). Thus, we may think about how this model could be applied to other media 

and the ramifications in terms of audience information collected, the amount of integration 

between advertising and media content, and future advancements and innovations.  

Commodification also relates to relying on the participation of their users. This is the idea 

behind the concept of “digital labor,” which is consistent with the concept of commodification 

and “has become a crucial foundation of discussions within the realm of the political economy of 

the Internet” (Fuchs, 2015). The argument is that the main strategy for acquiring capital relies on 

the exploitation of users’ unpaid labor (Fuchs, 2015). In this case, labor refers to those who help 

create content and participate in blogs, microblogs and other social networking sites for 

entertainment. This participation creates value that is at the core of profit generation (Fuchs 

2010b).  According to Fuchs:  

“Online activity creates content, social networks and relations, location data, browsing 

data, data about likes and preferences, etc. This online activity is fun and work at the 

same time – play labour. Play labour (playbour) creates a data commodity that is sold to 

advertising clients as a commodity. They thereby obtain the possibility of presenting 

advertisements that are targeted to users’ interests and online behaviour” (2015, p 237).   

This phenomenon was also studied by Cohen, as she discusses the ways in which “Web 2.0,” or 

interactive, participant-based online media, “has altered the terrain of media business, notably by 

adjusting consumers’ roles in the production process” (Cohen, 2011, p 7). Furthermore, she 

argues that Facebook is engaged in extensive commodification, which the company 

accomplishes through “surveillance” of users, which allows them to aggregate user information 
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and specifically target demographics for marketing purposes. Moreover, Cohen posits that 

surveillance is Facebook’s main strategy for retaining membership. Facebook, as well as other 

Web 2.0 applications, use a business model based on a notion of the consumer as producer, 

which allows them to capitalize on time spent on communicating and sharing information 

(Terranova, 2004). Previously, the role of consumers had been solely to consume goods, by 

reading or watching or buying the product. However, Web 2.0 facilitated the conversion of 

consumers to producers. This is crucial to the survival of these sites: “Without the producer-

consumer—or the “prosumer” (Lister et al. 2003, p. 33)—the sites would not exist” (Cohen, 

2011, p 7). Producer-consumers provide the content, by uploading photos, posting links, and 

more, which is in turn used to generate traffic and leveraged into advertising sales. Thus, Web 

2.0 companies profit from the unpaid labor time that producer-consumers spend managing their 

online identities and keeping up with friends (Coté and Pybus 2007). These sites are clearly 

entertaining and a way to socialize, but otherwise beneficial social relations can obscure 

economic relations in the digital age (Cohen, 2011).  Overall, Cohen’s study demonstrates how 

Facebook continues to utilize and benefit from familiar models of extensive commodification, 

with surveillance playing a key (Cohen, 2011, page 5).  

Postigo (2014) examined video game commentators on YouTube to study the practice of 

digital labor in action. By examining the videos and practices of 20 different commentators, 

Postigo could identify the social practices that function on the line between labor and leisure for 

commercial purpose. Additionally, he examined the technological platforms that make digital 

labor possible in a way that is rarely detected (Postigo, 2014). First, he identified the subscriber 

as the primary currency valued by YouTube, meaning their recruitment and continued 

involvement brings in revenue (Postigo, 2014). Thus, video game commentators function as one 
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retention strategy employed by YouTube, as “those with large subscriber bases are a 

management class harnessing (into channel views) and maintaining (retention and channel 

growth) the value of subscribers which function as the basic currency and labor within the 

digital labor architecture” (Postigo, 2014, p 345). In this situation, participatory actions such as 

subscribing, favoriting, and rating all take on a financial dimension, which incentivizes different 

activities to produce more subscribers, even if they are outside typical community behaviors, 

such as “giveaways” by the channel (Postigo, 2014).  

Just as Fuchs (2015) posits that content creation leads to value inherent to profits, de 

Kosnik says the massive flow of fan-generated audio, visual and textual material via social 

media should be considered free labor. In one respect, online fan content can be considered an 

unpaid and unauthorized form of marketing (de Kosnik, 2012). Furthermore, as Hebdige (1981) 

describes in his research on subcultures, fans often regard certain commodities with worth, as 

they become key elements of the fandom. For example, fans of Beyoncé are referred to as the 

Beyhive and like to buy things that have bumblebees on them. In doing so, they increase their 

market value (di Kosnik, 2012). The amount of time, effort and participation involved in fan 

communities produces benefits: “Without fan labor, there would be little or no social aspect to 

consuming” (de Kosnik, 2012, p 102). Fans feel, in some respects, obligated to “dedicate time, 

attention, creativity, intellect and energy to commodities” (de Kosnik, 2012, p 102).  

User participation is important to commodification, and there are several ways to increase 

user numbers. One way is through acquisition. Focusing on Facebook’s acquisition of the instant 

messaging (IM) app WhatsApp, Doyle (2013) explored the monetization of user data, both in 

terms of the economic environment that drives Facebook’s business model as well as their 

process for quantifying user information. By acquiring the mobile WhatsApp, Facebook greatly 
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expanded the amount of potential user data available for them to mine and analyze. Coupled with 

the information accrued from Facebook profiles, the acquisition provides Facebook with a 

formidable data resource. Mobile apps provide geolocation data as well as a wealth of other 

related information (Berry, 2014).  

These concepts seem relevant to Scrapbook and Life Events. Previous research on 

commodification in social media suggests content based on memories (photos, anecdotes, etc.) 

may be converted into data that advertisers can use to target them for products more effectively. 

Research on digital labor suggests when people organize their images and memories for 

Scrapbook, they are providing free labor to Facebook and turning their memories and their 

children’s memories into a product that generates profitable data for Facebook. Moreover, 

Scrapbook allows Facebook to capture “future consumers,” as information about children is 

already held by the company.  

It is worth exploring evidence about how Facebook seeks control and constraints over the 

way people create the narratives of their lives – a control that increases efficiency and reduces 

production uncertainties. Prior RDT research has established that it is necessary for companies to 

reduce uncertainty. In a society as hyper-connected as today’s, one of the best ways to 

accomplish this is through controlled data collection. Additionally, Political-Economy research 

has identified the ways in which companies have capitalized on their users, their users’ “play as 

labor,” and the content users produce and provide. Therefore, this dissertation will examine 

evidence about Facebook’s motivations for the introduction of these features from the 

perspective of these theoretical frameworks. Both theories suggest companies are motivated to 

stabilize and control incoming resource flow to reduce uncertainty, aid predictability, and reduce 

costs. Both theories consider the roles of power and control in these environments. RDT draws 
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implications for the cost and benefits to individual companies and for the structure of 

relationships between companies and their environments. Critical Political Economy research 

on digital media companies draws similar, if more critical implications, such as the 

consequences for individual privacy, autonomy and unintended provision of free labor in the face 

of powerful institutions and technologies.  

The following research question is suggested by Resource Dependence Theory and 

Political Economy. RDT assumes (1) organizations depend on resources from an uncertain 

environment, (2) survival of the organization depends on ability to cope with this uncertainty, 

and (3) ensuring the continuation of needed resources is the “focus of much organizational 

action” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Political Economy also addresses the reduction of 

uncertainty, but from a critical perspective. Political Economy scholars view the collection of 

analytics and the organization of consumers’ “play” activity as not just uncertainty reduction, but 

also “commodification” of users and “digital labor.” Therefore, the following question about the 

benefits of these features for Facebook will be addressed, from RDT and Political Economy 

perspectives: 

 

RQ1: What primary benefits from Facebook use generally, and from the use of Life 

Events and Scrapbook features, are perceived by Facebook?  

 

Critical scholarship on media, such as Political Economy research, assumes that media 

audiences (as well as media producers) are not fully aware of their relationship to the wider 

political-economic system, and therefore tend to be unaware of the purposes they serve for media 

companies, or the benefits their use offers, or of phenomena such as commodification and use as 
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digital labor. Yet, this research has been criticized for not recognizing that audiences can be 

more active than passive in their media choices and uses. It is important to understand not just 

Facebook’s motives in offering new features, but users’ motives in using these new features. 

Therefore, customers’ uses and gratifications of these features are important to understand. The 

next section details prior study of uses and gratifications of online and social media.  

Uses and Gratifications 

 A helpful way to understand motivations for using media is through Uses and 

Gratifications, a classic mass communication theory developed in 1940 that continues to have 

relevance in today’s media landscape. The uses and gratifications perspective has been useful 

over the years for its contributions to understanding motivations of traditional media use such as 

television (Greenberg, 1974; Rubin, 1981) and newspapers (Berelson, 1949). Uses and 

gratifications research has proposed four assumptions: that (1) individuals seek out media, and 

thusly (2) their media use is goal-oriented; (3) that exposure to media meets a variety of human 

needs, and so (4) people seek out media that meet those needs (McLeod & Becker, 1981; 

Palmgreen, Wenner, & Rosengren, 1985; Kaye, 2009).  

It is particularly important to study Internet and online media sources, as these media and 

users’ relationship with them are relatively new and continually changing. Online sources tend to 

be flexible, allowing for varying levels of activity because users are not necessarily equally 

active (Ruggiero, 2000). Urista, Dong and Day (2009) examined young adults’ motivations for 

engaging in social networking sites (SNS), specifically Facebook and MySpace (Urista, Dong, & 

Day, 2009). The main gratifications sought for SNS use included: 1) efficient communication, 2) 

convenient communication, 3) curiosity about others, 4) popularity, and 5) relationship formation 

and reinforcement (Urista, Dong, & Day, 2009). This is mostly consistent with a study from 
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Raacke and Bonds-Raacke (2008), who found the most popular gratifications sought in having 

Facebook or MySpace accounts were to keep in touch with old and current friends, to post and 

look at pictures, and to make new friends (Raacke and Bonds-Raacke 2008). Less common 

gratifications were learning about events, and feeling connected for dating purposes and 

academic purposes (Raacke and Bonds-Raacke 2008).  

A 2009 study examined people’s uses and gratifications for using Facebook Groups. 

Park, Kee and Valenzuela (2009) discovered four motives: socializing, entertainment, self-status 

seeking, and information. According to their results, individuals who participate in Facebook 

Groups to satisfy socializing needs tend to be interested in meeting and talking with others as 

well as gaining a community with peer support. Those who used Facebook Groups for 

entertainment engaged based on their need for leisure and amusement. Facebook Groups satisfy 

informational needs, as users intend to learn about nearby events and details regarding specific 

products and services. Finally, survey respondents are likely to participate in Facebook Groups, 

as it relates to their desire to maintain their personal status through online group participation. 

Respondents “answered that they joined groups because they felt peer pressure, wanted to make 

themselves look cool, and to develop their career” (Park, Kee and Valenzuela, 2009, p 731).  

 A more recent study examined uses and gratifications for sharing photos online (Malik, 

Dhir, & Nieminen, 2016). After conducting an online survey, results indicated six different 

gratifications behind sharing digital photos on Facebook: affection, attention seeking, disclosure, 

habit, information sharing, and social influence. This study also revealed significant relationships 

between age, gender, and number of photos shared on Facebook as well as photo sharing 

gratifications. Results revealed that “the level of disclosure and social influence gratifications of 

photo sharing increases with the increase in age [and] as compared to younger users, older users 
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seek higher longing for disclosure and social influence from sharing photos” (Malik, Dhir, & 

Nieminen, 2016, p 135). The authors suggest that possible reasons for this could be the 

difference in awareness and influence of technology between these two groups (Malik, Dhir, & 

Nieminen, 2016). Because younger generations are more technology-oriented and use Facebook 

more frequently, the topic is often part of their normal discussions which means they are more 

aware of what kind of information should be disclosed and to whom (Madden et al., 2013; Quan-

Haase and Young, 2010).  

These findings corroborate an earlier study suggesting younger Facebook users share 

content more carefully, as they consider the accessibility of the data by friends, employers, co-

workers and others (Madden, 2012). Additionally, social influence gratification among older 

users can be attributed to the novelty of Facebook (Malik, Dhir, & Nieminen, 2016). “Compared 

to older respondents, the younger respondents might have less of a social influence impact, as 

photo sharing and other activities on Facebook are a common phenomenon for them” (Malik, 

Dhir, & Nieminen, 2016, p 135). As such, it is likely that the younger generation possibly 

consider photo sharing to be normal and routine, making it less cool and trendy (Malik, Dhir, & 

Nieminen, 2016). On the other hand, for older users, photo sharing on Facebook is different, 

new, exciting and trendy (Malik, Dhir, & Nieminen, 2016). Thus, photo sharing on Facebook by 

the older respondents can be considered a trend that helps them to be a part of the social groups, 

especially those of their children and grandchildren who have been using these services since 

they were young (Malik, Dhir, & Nieminen, 2016). 

In sum, research suggests a wide variety of possible gratifications for social media use, 

and the process of narrowing these is still ongoing. As social media like Facebook have evolved 

and added new features – for example, Life Events and Scrapbook -- it is important to 
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understand and update the motivations for how people engage with social media as they seek to 

gain the benefits of social interaction while reducing uncertainty and risk and maintaining 

privacy control – as well as why people engage with social media. Uses and Gratifications are 

helpful toward these ends, and the following research question is suggested: 

 

RQ2: What are the primary gratifications sought by users of Life Events and Scrapbook, 

and for Facebook in general? 

 

While Uses and Gratifications helps explain how and why users participate in features 

presented by Facebook, it is also important to consider the role of social media users’ concern 

over privacy and autonomy. Given the increasing blurring of the boundary between the private 

zone of the individual and powerful large commercial companies, we need to understand not 

only how and why social media companies like Facebook seek to reduce uncertainty and risk, 

and strengthen control over processes, but also how and why users do the same on their own 

behalf. Toward this end, the next section explains Communication Privacy Management Theory 

and discusses relevant research in this area. Communication Privacy Management theory helps 

explain users’ awareness and concern about online privacy and sheds light on strategies 

individuals use to protect privacy. The theory is a logical fit with expectations and concerns 

raised by RDT and Political Economy about the purposes and consequences of social media, as 

well as with the idea that users are not merely passive or merely subject to these purposes and 

consequences. Furthermore, the relationship between the gratifications sought by users and their 

personal understanding of Facebook and privacy should be explored.  
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Communication Privacy Management Theory 

During interpersonal communication, revealing private information to others may be 

risky because it could result in negative outcomes, such as embarrassment or leaked 

confidential information. As such, individuals attempt to manage their private information 

through privacy boundaries, based on privacy rules, to separate what can be disclosed and what 

should be kept in secret (Petronio, 1991). This boundary management is at the heart of 

Communication Privacy Management theory (CPM), which aims to explain how people decide 

what information can be revealed. According to CPM, individuals own their private information 

inside boundaries and they have rights to regulate access into their boundaries through 

developing rules and criteria (Petronio, 2002). When an individual shares private information, 

the receiver of that information becomes a co-owner. It is important that co-owners mutually 

negotiate privacy boundaries; failing to do so or to maintain them results in boundary turbulence. 

According to Petronio (2013), CPM is a continual process of rule development, boundary 

coordination, and boundary turbulence. Individuals partake in a decision-making process that 

leads to privacy rules that guide everyday disclosures and are a product of societal context and 

disclosure goals. Part of that process involves boundary coordination, which refers to the process 

of sharing privacy ownership and the permeability of rules in one's network (Stutzman and 

Kramer Duffield, 2010). These original owners, therefore, build their own metaphorical 

boundaries, have a desire to protect their privacy, and authorize trustworthy others as co-owners 

(Petronio, 2013). Adding co-owners necessitates privacy rules based on decision criteria, 

namely, motivations, cultural values, and situational needs (Petronio, 2013). Boundary 

turbulence refers to the dynamic process of maintaining and negotiating boundaries to manage 
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personal disclosures. To remedy the privacy management system, the often-used process 

includes updating, correcting, and revising the rules (Child, & Starcher, 2016). 

CPM was initially proposed to analyze the role of the privacy boundary in maintaining 

marital relations as well as parental relations. However, the applications of CPM are no longer 

limited to family communication, with theoretical applications extended to include health, 

relational issue and, most relevant to this study, online social media (Petronio, 2013). 

CPM and Social Media 

According to Digital in 2017 Global Review reported by We Are Social and HootSuite, up 

to January 2017, social media have around 2.8 billion active users, increased by 21% since 

January 2016. Not only do social media influence the way information will be created and 

disseminated (Yang, Pulido, & Kang, 2016), but social media also challenge the perception that 

interpersonal disclosure must keep intimate and private (Water, & Ackerman, 2011). Because 

social media fundamentally concern content-sharing behavior, it stands in conflict with the need 

to reduce disclosure-related harms (Stutzman and Kramer Duffield, 2010). Despite this, growing 

societal concerns for privacy necessitate a better understanding of individuals’ privacy concerns 

and how privacy works in a social media context, and there have been many studies that use 

CPM in the context of social media outlets. 

A study conducted by Coffelt, Strayhorn and Tillson (2014) examined credibility by 

focusing on university students’ perceptions of professors with whom they are Facebook friends. 

CPM is enacted by teachers, who must analyze the information, students, and the risk-to-benefit 

ratio of revealing information to students. Teachers are especially vulnerable, as disclosed 

information may be shared past the desired audience or used against the teacher (Coffelt et al, 

2014). Despite these risks, teachers in the study indicated that disclosure could be beneficial, 
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when it is relevant to the course content or helps to foster relationship development (Hosek & 

Thompson, 2009). As such, it is important to understand how teachers manage different 

boundaries. Results from this study indicated that students perceive teachers’ disclosures 

differently, depending on whether the information was provided on Facebook or in the classroom 

(Coffelt et al, 2014). “This difference supports the notion that teachers [perceive and] manage 

their privacy boundaries differently based on the context and target of who will link with the 

information” (Coffelt et al, 2014). 

CPM has recently been examined with regards to a newer concern: the management of the 

persona in multiple contexts (Lampinen, Tamminen, and Oulasvirta, 2009). Social networking 

sites provide a unique audience, composed of multiple groups important to an individual 

(Lampinen et al, 2009). Thus, it is important for individuals to properly manage the flow of 

information. According to Lampinen et al, users deal with group co-presence by “managing the 

situation to prevent anticipated conflictive and identity-threatening situations” (Lampinen et al, 

2009). Individuals use behavioral strategies, such as dividing the platform into separate spaces, 

using suitable channels of communication, and performing self-censorship, as well as mental 

strategies like creating more inclusive in-group identities and the reciprocity of trusting other 

users and being responsible (Lampinen et al, 2009).  

As Coffelt et al’s study demonstrated, individuals must adapt their privacy rules based on 

the “audience” for their messages. However, there are cases where posts on social media can be 

accessed by known and unknown individuals. This blurs the boundary between privacy and 

disclosure, and makes private information more difficult to be concealed. In this environment, 

especially when privacy turbulence occurs, users are more active in managing their accounts 

through untagging photos, deleting comments, unfriending someone, or deleting previously 
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posted information (Child, & Starcher, 2016). Nevertheless, the most effective way to control 

social media privacy boundary is to restrict access to users’ profiles and personal sites. 

According to Pew’s report, by 2012, more than half of social media users set their profiles to 

private and only intimate friends or family can access; 19% of users partially publicize their 

profile to “authorized” people, such as, friends of friends; the rest of users choose to set their 

profile as completely public. Consistent with these findings, Lewis, Kaufman and Christakis 

(2008) found that students were more likely to have a private profile if their friends and 

roommates had them and that women were more likely than men to have private profiles (Lewis 

et al, 2008). Moreover, results indicated that having a private profile is associated with a higher 

level of online activity. Finally, students who have private and public profiles seem to take on a 

“taste for privacy” as a cultural preference. 

Social media friendship has also been examined from a CPM standpoint. Facebook, like 

most social networking sites, has evolved and expanded their content and users. As a result, 

tensions have become more prevalent between users’ Facebook friend composition and their 

disclosure practices (Vitak, Blasiola, Patil, & Litt, 2015). It is crucial then for users to navigate 

these spaces carefully, as they want to reap the social benefits of Facebook use while ensuring 

certain content is not shared unintentionally. A 2015 study analyzed how Facebook users 

perceive online friendship (Vitak, Blasiola, Patil, & Litt, 2015).  Additionally, researchers 

examined how perceived audience affected privacy concerns and management strategies. Results 

indicated a complex relationship between users and their online disclosure, with most 

participants engaging in some degree of self-censorship (Vitak, Blasiola, Patil, & Litt, 2015). 

One aspect to consider in the CPM framework is the relationship between social media 

users and the outlets themselves. Social media outlets have allowed users to employ a variety of 
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strategies to control what information they share with their audiences. However, attention should 

also be paid to the rules set up for managing disclosure of personal information between users, 

social media platforms, and the companies associated with those platforms. Today, people are 

highly connected, using a variety of technologies and social media outlets, which has increased 

the opportunities available to reveal private information. Interacting with these platforms 

threatens to divulge various levels of a user’s private information for varying reasons, with or 

without their consent. 

Based on the previous literature, the following research questions are proposed to better 

understand users’ feelings and actions towards privacy online:  

 

RQ3a: How concerned are users about privacy issues related to Facebook use overall and 

to Scrapbook and Life Events, and how do dimensions of concern compare in perceived 

importance? 

 

RQ3b: What strategies for controlling privacy do people use on Facebook, and which 

strategies are perceived as most important?  

 

RQ3c: How do users’ privacy concerns related to Facebook correlate with strategies used 

for controlling privacy? 

 
 
The next research question derives from concerns stemming from concepts in RDT and 

Political Economy, but they appear here because like concerns over privacy, users’ perceptions 

of the benefits and strategies pursued by Facebook in its Live Events and Scrapbook features 
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reflect critical thinking on the part of the user. Also examined is the relationship between 

perceptions of Facebook and perceptions of privacy: 

 

RQ4a: What are Facebook users’ perceptions of the benefits that Facebook gains from the 

Life Events and Scrapbook features, and how do these benefits compare in terms of 

perceived importance?  

 

RQ4b: How do users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook correlate with privacy 

concerns? 

 

RQ4c: How do users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook correlate with strategies used 

for controlling privacy? 

 

A larger purpose of this study is to examine Facebook features like Life Events and 

Scrapbook in the context of the purposes and motivations of both Facebook as a company, and 

users/consumers.  Although RDT and Political Economy theories suggest Facebook would seek 

control over consumers for its own purposes, users are not passively helpless. They use media 

for their own purposes and gratifications. Also, users can actively negotiate ways to seek and 

secure privacy and autonomy for themselves in the face of the strategic, and possibly 

manipulative, efforts of Facebook. Thus, people aim to control their own environment online to 

reduce their uncertainty and risk, and companies attempt to do the same. As such, theory, prior 

research and anecdotal information suggest a negotiation for control between the users of 

Facebook as they seek gratifications and control, and Facebook the company. It is expected that 
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the uses and gratifications sought by Facebook users will be shaped by users’ “critical thinking” 

about these features – i.e., their privacy concerns and their perceptions about Facebook’s own 

motivations: 

 

RQ5: How does the relative importance of gratifications sought by users for Facebook 

and the two features correlate with level of users’ concern about privacy? 

 

RQ6: How does the relative importance of gratifications sought by users for Facebook 

and the two features correlate with users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook? 
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METHOD 

         To answer research questions, two distinct methodologies were used. First, a qualitative 

content analysis was conducted to better understand how Facebook portrays itself as a company 

and the benefits that they pursue through consumer usage of Scrapbook and Life Events, as well 

as Facebook in general. Findings from this analysis helped shape the instrument for the second 

method, a survey conducted with the goal of providing insights into (1) what gratifications are 

sought through use of Life Events, Scrapbook and Facebook in general, (3) what concerns and 

awareness users have about online privacy related to Facebook use, (4) what strategies for 

controlling privacy are pursued by Facebook users, and (5) users’ perceptions of Facebook’s own 

motives and benefits for pursuing Life Events and Scrapbook.  

Qualitative Content Analysis 

 To understand how Facebook portrays the benefits of Scrapbook to Facebook and 

address RQ1 and inform RQ4a, b, c, and RQ6 a directed qualitative content analysis was 

conducted. An objective of a directed content analysis is to confirm or extend a theoretical 

framework. Existing research helps focus the research questions. Using existing theory and 

theoretical research, researchers first identify key concepts as initial coding categories (Potter & 

Levine-Donnerstein, 1999). Then, operational definitions for each category are determined using 

the theory (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This method relies on both deductive and inductive 

approaches; some categories are informed by theory, but others emerge from the data during the 

analysis.  

With a directed approach, the researcher reads the text and highlights all text that on first 
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impression appears to represent the phenomena under study (in this case, benefits of 

using Life Events, Scrapbook and Facebook generally). Because the coding scheme may not be 

complete, data that cannot be coded should be identified and later analyzed to determine if they 

exemplify a new category or a subcategory of an existing code. Any text that does not fit into the 

initial coding scheme would be given a new code. (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). The texts are then 

re-analyzed. 

For this paper, the researcher began with expectations based on theoretical categories that 

stem from assumptions within RDT and Political Economy: specifically, that organizations will 

seek free labor from customers/audiences/users; will seek uncertainty reduction to aid 

predictability and control; and will seek to commodify customers/audiences/users. These 

theoretical categories are more specific than these theoretical assumptions. They are: (1) that 

Facebook seeks a controlled, organized system for individuals to share major life events and 

relevant pictures; (2) that Facebook aims to create lifelong customers, e.g., through early “digital 

births”; and (3) that Facebook seeks consumer data for analytics for advertisers. As such, the 

researcher used the directed content analysis to look for evidence that was consistent with these 

categories. In addition, the researcher looked for “disconfirming evidence” – i.e., emergent 

“codes” that describe benefits not predicted by the theoretical approaches.  

Sample 

A convenience sample of content was analyzed to better understand how Facebook 

portrays itself and possible benefits from Life Events and Scrapbook. The sampling unit was a 

stand-alone online document – more specifically, a news story or release, blog post, single 

report, or web page – that provided information regarding Facebook’s portrayal of possible 

benefits they receive from use of the features Scrapbook and/or Life Events. Content was 
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sampled from: 

 (1) Web pages from the Facebook site and the Facebook features: Facebook’s information 

pages regarding personalized advertising as well as their privacy policies were analyzed to 

determine all points of data collection. This includes any click-through links to relevant pages, 

such as advertising preferences and information regarding location data and consumer lists. 

Additionally, the features in question, Life Events and Scrapbook were analyzed to determine 

what personal information is associated or revealed by each feature.  

(2) Press and media releases, posts, reports: Sampling units include press and media releases 

about the introduction and reception of the different features, as well as annual reports. These 

were collected for a 5-year period, beginning with the date that “timeline” (the precursor to Life 

Events) was announced, December 15, 2011 and ending December 15, 2016. All documents 

came directly from Facebook’s own online sources, including their Newsroom and Facebook IQ 

section. Sampling units were found using combinations of the following search terms: 

“Scrapbook,” “Life Events,” “timeline,” “privacy,” and “advertising.”  

A preliminary check of the above search method was run, producing approximately 100 

articles, though not all may provide information about benefits to Facebook. Additionally, a 

Google search was also done, using the same search terms, to check for additional Facebook 

sources specifically regarding the two features. The size of the sample was determined by 

reaching the point of “saturation” or “redundancy” – in other words, the point at which adding 

more sampling units to the study did not result in additional perspectives or information (Glaser 

& Strauss, 1967). A total of 46 documents were analyzed. The texts analyzed included 18 

Facebook Newsroom articles, 5 Facebook webpages, 11 Facebook Help Center articles, and 1 

Facebook IQ article (a total word count of 15,359 for all articles). In addition, 5 Facebook annual 
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reports were analyzed (a total of 249,592 words). Additionally, the Facebook advertising policy, 

privacy policy and Cookie Policy were analyzed (a total of 5,671 words). 

Data Analysis 

 A pilot test of a random sample of content from the larger sample was conducted 

by the researcher to achieve “credibility,” considered an equivalent to “reliability” in qualitative 

research. The strategy of assessing “credibility” is recommended in qualitative research (Guba, 

1981), and it can be achieved through triangulation, including verifying the data with others (Cho 

& Lee, 2014). The researcher and another individual checked the credibility of interpretations 

with one another by randomly selecting five documents from outside the sample date 

(Newsroom articles) and coding these. Differences were discussed and accounted for; once 

credibility of coding was judged to be sufficient, with agreement in 95% of the cases, actual 

coding began following the coding rules provided below. Data analysis began with an overview 

reading of all the content, and cursory examination for benefits to Facebook: advertising and 

privacy policies, followed by the Scrapbook and Life Events, and then news articles, media 

releases, other posts, and annual reports. 

When that was completed, more intensive analysis using codes and categories was 

conducted. When conducting deductive qualitative content analysis, it is recommended that 

researchers identify a unit of analysis (Cho & Lee, 2014). In this study, the unit of analysis was 

the “reference.” A “reference” is operationalized as a single written thought – no less than one 

sentence and no more than one paragraph – that refers to any benefits from these features for 

Facebook (Lowrey & Shan, 2016). The directed approach requires that researchers develop both 

theory-based definitions of categories and then corresponding theory-based formulation of 

coding rules (Mayring, 2000). As such, the following are category definitions of benefits gained 
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by Facebook, allowing them to reduce uncertainty and increase efficiency, based on past RDT 

and Political Economy research: 

• Digital labor – Facebook benefits from the content that consumers produce for 

them. Consumers create, generate and organize content for Facebook. This 

includes activities such as posting photos, writing accounts of events and 

opinions, and doing the work of organizing the content. As such, Facebook has 

created different features that encourage users to engage in these types of 

activities, sharing information and images related to major and minor life events, 

as well as opinions. It should be noted here that digital labor is a theoretical 

construct, ascribed to user actions of content sharing, rather than the actions 

themselves. However, the term digital labor is used throughout to refer to these 

actions. 

• Personal data – When a Facebook profile is created, basic demographics such as 

age and gender are collected along with the user’s name and contact information. 

Thus, Facebook has access to this information. Additionally, Facebook and 

affiliate companies can have access to other personal information, such as when a 

user adds a Life Event to their timeline or adds a photo to their Scrapbook, though 

partly, control of this information is ultimately at the discretion of users through 

their privacy and advertising policies.  

• Personalized ad strategies – Facebook has a unique ability to target niche 

audiences as well as broader markets. Regardless of market size, Facebook and 

their advertisers use information shared with the platform, and the company if 

available, to select and target the right audiences. In doing so, Facebook ads have 
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become highly personalized.  

The three concepts above were coded using the following more specific rules, or definitions, for 

coding:  

• Digital labor – references to users inputting and organizing content and 

information such as posts, images and data in Life Events and Scrapbook and in 

Facebook generally, which may be used for the benefit of advertisers and 

Facebook.  

• Personal data – references to different data collection points used by Facebook 

and affiliates, e.g., age and gender.  

• Personalized ad strategies – references to relationships with advertisers; 

references to how personal information is used by Facebook or affiliates for 

advertising.  

It was expected that references in these documents would not make overt claims about 

benefits for Facebook, and instead would need to be interpreted as benefits. Theory guided the 

analysis in interpreting these references as benefits to Facebook. For example, references that 

encouraged users to upload personal photos, or to provide personal data, reflected concepts such 

as digital labor and commodification, and served as evidence for the coding categories. As 

mentioned, the texts were analyzed a first time, with the researcher highlighting all possible 

benefits, including benefits consistent with the three categories above, and identifying other 

benefits that do not fit these categories. Following this, findings were analyzed, identifying new 

possible categories. The sampling units were then re-read, guided by these changes to the 

categories, and references to benefits that were identified were re-sorted, as needed.   
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Survey 

To comprehensively understand motivations for using Facebook and the two features, 

concerns about privacy, and perceived benefits of these features for Facebook, a survey of 

Facebook users was conducted. Survey items built on previous Uses and Gratifications research 

as well as prior communication privacy analyses, and as such relied on already-designed scales. 

Before beginning, approval for human subjects research was obtained through IRB. 

Sample 

The sample size consisted of 975 individuals recruited through two different sources. 

Participants were recruited through a private Facebook Group that has nearly 12,000 members. 

This group consists of users who represent a company (brand ambassadors) that produces a daily 

news email that skims current events. In addition, Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (mTurk) was 

used. These different sources were used to seek a diverse sample of survey respondents. A total 

of N = 470 (98% response rate) people responded through the Facebook Group, while N = 505 

(85% response rate) people responded through mTurk. Each source had a separate survey with 

the exact same measures. To be eligible for the study, participants must have identified 

themselves as Facebook users. 

Data Collection 

Survey data was collected online through a survey constructed using Qualtrics Online 

Survey Software. Surveys took about 15 minutes to complete and were available for four weeks. 

Participants were sent two reminders after the initial contact. The survey was pilot-tested with 57 

students (around 10% of the projected sample size, and 6% of the actual sample size) in a 

Masters-level Marketing class who use Facebook, and the Life Events and/or Scrapbook 

features. The pilot questionnaire was administered in the same way as for actual data collection, 
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allowing the researcher to observe length of time. Questions were revised based on feedback 

from these respondents about any question that was confusing or for which there were 

inadequate choices. Also, respondents to the pilot test were asked about any gratifications they 

sought in using these features that did not appear in the list, as well as perceived benefits 

Facebook received from using Facebook or the features. The gratifications of “for work tasks” 

and “for tasks related to volunteer groups I’m involved with” were added to the list while “user 

participation” and “content created by users” were added to the benefits received by Facebook. 

Results remained confidential.  

Measures and Variables 

          A battery of survey measures focused on the gratifications individuals seek in using 

Facebook. Respondents were also asked about use of Scrapbook and Life Events, and to assess 

distinct gratifications for these uses, separate analyses were conducted for only those who 

reported using each of these features. The questions used in this research study built on previous 

literature and theory, as discussed earlier. Although prior research focuses on social media and 

Facebook in general, the measures used in these studies are adaptable to Facebook specifically. 

In addition, commonly mentioned new gratifications from the pilot surveys were used. 

To ensure proper participant recruitment, a series of screening questions were asked at 

the beginning of the survey. These questions asked the respondent to indicate whether they used 

Facebook and to describe their Internet habits. Additionally, a question was asked to ensure that 

participants were of legal age (at least 18). If they indicated they did not use Facebook, they were 

asked only demographic questions and the survey ended. All participants encountered a series of 

questions about gratifications in using Facebook, their attitudes on online privacy and their 

knowledge of Facebook privacy settings, as well as their attitudes about the perceived benefits 
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Facebook receives from their participation.  

Gratifications Sought from Facebook and Feature Participation. Previous studies 

have identified several outcome expectancies related to online media usage, including 

information seeking, convenience, and connection (e.g., LaRose and Eastin 2004). Using a 

modified uses and gratifications scale, the questionnaire included both traditional U&G items as 

well as new items the literature identified as uses and gratifications sought for social media. New 

items identified in the pilot study also were incorporated. Gratifications were categorized into 

four dimensions (Connection, Information, Content Sharing and Social Comparison) based on 

results of a factor analysis and reliability tests, as explained in the Analysis and Results chapter. 

This scale, as adapted from Kaye’s scale (2010), which itself was adapted from previous 

literature, included items such as: “to easily obtain information,” “to connect with friends and 

family,” and “to relieve boredom” and covered nine motivational factors: (see Appendix B). This 

scale covered nine motivational factors: Convenient Information Seeking, Anti-Traditional 

Media Sentiment (seeking out alternative sources to mainstream media), Expression/Affiliation, 

Guidance/Opinion Seeking, Blog Ambiance (building relationships based on bloggers’ personal 

accounts and communication with readers), Personal Fulfillment, Political Debate, Variety of 

Opinion, and Specific Inquiry. All items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). 

Information Privacy Concerns. To examine CPM-based privacy boundaries in the 

setting of Facebook, perceptions of information privacy were gauged using 14 items from the 

Internet Users’ Information Privacy Concerns (IUIPC) scale (Malhotra et al. 2004). This IUIPC 

scale focuses on 4 dimensions known to contribute to online information privacy concerns: data 

control, awareness of privacy practices, data collection and unauthorized secondary use of 



 

 
 

45 

 

personal data (Malhotra et al. 2004). This allowed for understanding about how concerned users 

are about their privacy online. Some items included are: “Consumer control of personal 

information lies at the heart of consumer privacy” and “It is very important to me that I am 

aware and knowledgeable about how my personal information will be used” (see Appendix B). 

Participants demonstrated their agreement with each statement on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).  

Privacy Control Strategies. To analyze the strategies used to control privacy based on 

CPM, importance of strategies was gauged based on nine of Facebook’s features (Strater & 

Lipford, 2008; Stutzman & Kramer-Duffield, 2010). These features are Scrapbook, Life Events, 

Changing the Audience of Posts, Friend lists, Brand Accounts, Information in the “About Me” 

section, tagging pictures, untagging pictures and checking in. Scrapbook was included as a 

strategy as it allows parents to have some control over the photos they share of their children and 

how the pictures are presented to other users. Users were asked if they used the feature and the 

importance of using each strategy to control their privacy. Participants demonstrated their 

agreement with each statement on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (5). 

Perception of Benefits to Facebook. Based on the content analysis and previous RDT 

and critical political-economy research, users’ perceptions of benefits received from their 

participation in Facebook generally and more specifically with Life Events and Scrapbook were 

examined. Five benefits (Personal Data, Consumer Loyalty, Data on Usage, User Participation 

and Content Created by Users) were presented to users based on their participation in each 

feature and for using Facebook generally. Participants demonstrated their agreement that 

Facebook received that benefit on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 



 

 
 

46 

 

strongly agree (7). 

Below (Table 1) depicts the means for all variables from hypotheses examined in this 

study.  

Table 1 Means for all Variables 
       Variables M(SD) 

Gratification dimensions (Range=1-5) 
       Connection 
       Information 
       Content Sharing 
       Social Comparison 

 
4.00 (0.61) 
3.45 (0.8) 
3.16 (0.92) 
2.84 (1.08) 

Privacy Concern dimensions (Range=1-7) 
       Data Control 
       Awareness of Privacy Policies 
       Data Collection 
       Unauthorized Use of Secondary Data 

 
6.10 (0.88)  
6.08 (0.97)  
5.81 (0.86)  
5.64 (1.11) 

Privacy Control Strategies (Range=1-7) 
       Changing the audience of posts  
       Friend lists  
       Untagging Pictures  
       Tagging Pictures  
       Putting information in "About Me" section of profile  
       Checking In  
       Creating account with a brand using Facebook profile  
       Life Events  
       Scrapbook  

 
5.62 (1.27) 
5.56 (1.30)  
5.50 (1.30)  
5.20 (1.25)  
5.06 (1.29)  
5.00 (1.31)  
4.59 (1.35)  
4.56 (1.33)  
4.30 (1.33) 

Perceived Benefits of Life Events feature use (Range=1-7) 
       Data on Usage  
       Content Created by Users  
       Personal Data  
       User Participation  
       Consumer Loyalty 

 
5.08 (1.56)  
5.07 (1.57)  
5.06 (1.59)  
5.05 (1.56)  
5.00 (1.59) 

Perceived Benefits of Scrapbook feature use (Range=1-7) 
       Data on Usage  
       Content Created by Users  
       Personal Data  
       Consumer Loyalty 
       User Participation  

 
5.20 (1.59)  
5.18 (1.65)  
5.15 (1.58)  
5.13 (1.62)  
5.06 (1.7) 

Perceived Benefits of Facebook feature use (Range=1-7)  
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       User Participation  
       Data on Usage  
       Personal Data  
       Consumer Loyalty  
       Content Created by Users 

5.57 (1.50)  
5.54 (1.51)  
5.50 (1.57)  
5.48 (1.51)  
5.45 (1.54) 

 

Data Analysis 

RQ1 was assessed via a directed content analysis of Facebook content, as discussed 

above. To assess RQ2 through RQ6, survey data were examined using SPSS. To answer RQ2, a 

factor analysis was conducted of all gratification items to identify the key gratification 

dimensions. The reliability of items within dimensions was assessed. Means of dimensions were 

compared and one-way analysis of variance tests were conducted to better understand differences 

in gratifications across degree of Facebook use, and across use or non-use of Life Events and 

Scrapbook. For RQ3a, means were compared across privacy dimensions. following assessment 

of reliability of dimensions’ survey items. ANOVAs were also conducted to better understand 

privacy attitudes across degree of Facebook use and across use and non-user of Life Events and 

Scrapbook. Overall means comparisons and ANOVAs comparing across degree of Facebook use 

were also used to answer RQ3b (strategies for controlling privacy), as well as RQ4a (perceptions 

of benefits to Facebook) to determine the relative importance of these strategies and perceived 

benefits.  

Bivariate correlation analysis was used to assess RQ3c and RQ4b, in which users’ 

privacy concerns were correlated with privacy strategies (RQ3c), and perceptions of benefits to 

Facebook were correlated with dimensions of privacy concerns (RQ4b). 
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To assess RQ5 and determine how the gratifications sought by users correspond with 

their level of concern about privacy, the researcher followed suit with past studies. Measures of 

privacy concern have scaled together reliably in previous research (Malhotra et al, 2004), but 

reliability of dimensions were assessed. A bivariate correlation analysis was then conducted in 

which dimensions of gratifications sought by users were correlated with dimensions of privacy 

concern. For RQ6, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in which dimensions of 

gratifications sought were correlated with users’ perceived benefits of features to Facebook. 

Lastly, separate regression analyses were conducted with the four gratification dimensions as 

dependent variables. Privacy control measures, perceived benefits and demographic measures 

were entered as independent variables, in separate blocks.   
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ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Qualitative Content Analysis 

The first research question (RQ1) asks what Facebook perceives as benefits from the use 

of the Life Events and Scrapbook features. A qualitative content analysis was conducted. Based 

on the aforementioned theories, this content analysis was grounded in three theoretical 

assumptions: that Facebook seeks a controlled, organized system for individuals to share major 

life events and relevant pictures; that Facebook aims to create lifelong customers, e.g., through 

early “digital births”; and that Facebook seeks consumer data for analytics for advertisers. These 

assumptions lead to three theoretical categories used for analysis, which led to three “coding 

rules” or specific guidelines for the coding (below).  

As mentioned, a pilot test of a random sample of content from the larger sample was 

conducted by the researcher to achieve “credibility.” Instead of reliability and validity, the 

strategy of “credibility” is recommended for qualitative research (Guba, 1981).  In qualitative 

research, this may be established through a variety of activities, including peer debriefing, 

prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, negative case analysis, referential 

adequacy, and member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Manning, 1997; Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005). Triangulation was used here, as many of the other activities are most appropriate for 

interviews and observation (e.g., prolonged engagement, observation, member checks). Two 

researchers examined the credibility of their interpretations with one another by randomly 

selecting five articles from Facebook Newsroom and coding these. Articles were found using the 
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same search terms as the sample but content came from outside the time parameters.  Differences 

were discussed. Once it was clear that the coders were judging content similarly and by similar 

conceptual criteria, credibility was achieved, and data analysis began with an examination of 

Facebook’s advertising and privacy policies, searching for and noting statements that reflected 

the categories, as described below. This was repeated, examining Scrapbook and Life Events for 

benefits Facebook receives when users engage these features, as well as news articles, media 

releases, annual reports and other Facebook-produced posts, allowing for additional insight 

regarding benefits to Facebook.  

 Three categories were developed from RDT and Political Economy: digital labor, 

personal data, and personalized advertising strategies. One additional categories emerged from 

the data: trust. Facebook needs their users to trust them so they can guiltlessly share their 

thoughts and pictures. As such, Facebook shares information about their products, advertising, 

and user controls, fostering loyalty to the social media outlet and allowing users to continue 

sharing. Findings for each category are elaborated below. Overall, 46 texts were analyzed (see 

complete breakdown in Methods). Lastly, the Scrapbook and Life Events features were analyzed, 

along with user advertising preferences, the controls each user has over their data, and Privacy 

Basics, an explainer on how their data may be processed.   

The first category derived from theory is Digital Labor, a concept from critical Political-

Economy theory. Digital labor is the creation, generation and organization of content by 

consumers for Facebook. According to this notion, Facebook would benefit from this digital 

labor because it’s free. Users do the work of providing the content that Facebook can utilize and 

profit from. From a critical Political-Economy perspective, this is exploitation of the users. Users 

contribute content voluntarily, enjoy posting and find value in this behavior. However, from the 



 

 
 

51 

 

critical Political-Economy perspective, this would not negate a responsibility or expectation that 

one should compensated by the company that benefits from the content produced and the time 

put into it. As such, the principle still holds that Facebook is benefiting from uncompensated 

“labor.” This includes activities such as posting photos, writing accounts of events and opinions, 

and doing the work of organizing the content. The concept of digital labor was coded as 

references to content and information that users input and organize themselves and may be used 

for the benefit of advertisers and Facebook as well as references to data users provide in Life 

Events, Scrapbook or other features.  As such, Facebook has created different features, such as 

Scrapbook and Life Events, that encourage users to engage in these types of activities, doing the 

work of sharing information about major and minor life events as well as opinions and photos. 

When coding the materials, references to digital labor were marked when they referred to content 

and information that users input and organize themselves and may be used for the benefit of 

advertisers and Facebook. Digital labor was also coded when there were references to data users 

provide in Life Events or Scrapbook.  

In general, fewer references were found to digital labor than any other dimension, 

suggesting either that this is less important to Facebook or it is a more latent benefit and more 

difficult to detect in the content. The data policy had the most references to digital labor, 

including:  

What kinds of information do we collect? 

Depending on which Services you use, we collect different kinds of information 

from or about you. We collect the content and other information you provide 

when you use our Services. (Facebook Data Policy).   
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In this section, Facebook clearly states the different types of data they collect, nearly all of which 

are both directly provided and generated by Facebook users; without users creating and 

supplying content to Facebook, they would be unable to survive. Additionally, Facebook 

outright states they benefit when users input data on:  

. . . the people and groups you are connected to and how you interact with them, 

such as the people you communicate with the most or the groups you like to share 

with. We also collect contact information you provide if you upload, sync or 

import this information (such as an address book) from a device. (Data Policy).  

In short, Facebook collects the information from Person A as well as the information provided by 

Person B (to whom they are connected – a friend, etc.) that is relevant to Person A, to get the 

best understanding of their users. This comprehensive understanding is provided for free, by the 

users themselves. Every time they log on with different devices, add a friend or do anything on 

Facebook, they devote time and energy that could have been used for other activities, including 

possibly activities that provide financial compensation. Instead, they work for free for 

Facebook’s, and advertisers’ gain.  

References to digital labor were found in other places as well, such as Facebook 

Newsroom articles. In the article introducing timeline, the Facebook setup that created Life 

Events, Lessin (2011) writes, “over time, your profile evolved to better reflect how you actually 

communicate with your friends. Now you can share photos of what you did last weekend, and 

updates about how you feel today.” In introducing the new (at the time) Facebook setup, Lessin 

clearly states that the purpose of this is to allow users to share information with friends and in 

turn, with Facebook. This is true of the Scrapbook feature as well. Facebook discovered that 

parents desired a place to store and share their photos with friends:  
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. . . we set out to help people who are already sharing and tagging photos of their 

children on Facebook have a better experience. We’re starting to pilot an optional 

way for you to organize photos of your child, using a special tag you choose to 

create. If you choose to tag your child in a photo it will be added to a 

customizable scrapbook. And, photos you choose to tag can be shared with your 

friends and your partner’s friends (Barak, 2015). 

While Scrapbook may provide users with a better way to store and share their photos, it 

also provides another and more convenient way for Facebook to analyze consumer information 

that was willingly supplied by the user for free. Most of the evidence for digital labor came from 

texts that were explanatory in nature, such as the Data Policy and Advertising Preferences, or 

revolved around the rules and regulations for participation, like Terms of Service or Advertising 

Policies. These documents are required to be available for users and for legal purposes, but are 

not typically prevalent or conspicuous on Facebook’s websites. There were fewer references to 

digital labor in texts that were more widely distributed, such as Facebook Newsroom articles. 

These articles are meant to be shared openly among users and so references to how Facebook 

benefits are minimal. Instead, these articles focus on the benefits for users and positives of user 

participation.  

The second category formulated from theory is personal data, information such as user 

demographics, psychographics and metadata. Facebook requires users to input demographic 

information as well as other information like their contact information to set up an account, while 

other information is collected through normal use. When coding the texts, coding for personal 

data included references to different data collection points used by Facebook and affiliates, such 

as age and gender. Another part of creating an account is agreeing to Facebook’s Terms of 
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Service, which refers users to the Data Policy to see “how we collect and can use your content 

and information” (Terms of Service, 2015). The Data Policy reveals that Facebook collects a 

plethora of information:  

. . . including when you sign up for an account, create or share, and message or 

communicate with others. This can include information in or about the content 

you provide, such as the location of a photo or the date a file was created. We also 

collect information about how you use our Services, such as the types of content 

you view or engage with or the frequency and duration of your activities. 

Thus, Facebook and their corporate partners have access to this information as well as other 

personal information, such as when a user adds a Life Event to their timeline or adds a photo to 

their Scrapbook. Users who choose to add Life Events to their timeline have several options, 

falling into 5 categories: Work & Education, Family and relationships, Home & living, Health & 

Wellness, and Travel & experiences. Under these categories, Facebook allows users to enter 

predetermined events, such as New Job, Published Book or Paper, First Met, Marriage, Bought a 

Home, Home Improvement, Organ Donor, Quit a Habit, New Instrument, Tattoo or Piercing, 

Travel, Changed Beliefs, and First Word, or users can ‘create [their] own’ under any category. 

These Life Events are examples of personal data that Facebook collects to provide their users 

with a fun experience to round out their understanding of each user for marketing purposes, and 

to reduce uncertainty about their users by prescribing their life events. Facebook is organizing 

their users in a way that is advantageous to Facebook, by predefining the events that constitute 

the user’s “life,” thereby making use of the data more manageable and systematic. However, 

Facebook offers no explanation as to why these specific categories and events out of the almost 

infinite life events that users may experience. Upon close examination, the life events available 
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are not necessarily obvious or natural. As such, it would seem they were chosen as they are 

useful to Facebook and their advertisers. The same is true of the Scrapbook feature, which 

becomes available to users when they “add a family member,” namely a son or daughter, to be 

associated with their account. From there, Scrapbook requires the child’s birthdate, a name (or 

nickname) and allows the users to add their partner to the Scrapbook. This is more demographic 

information, all directly supplied by the users, that Facebook has access to, allowing them to 

better understand users’ offline relationships and behaviors – and again, making the use of the 

data more manageable. This contributes to the idea of Facebook’s commodification of users: 

Facebook not only understands their users better but can define and categorize them more easily. 

This is accomplished through their collection of certain pieces of information over others, 

categories for entering that information, and the fact that categories are systematically the same 

and thus comparable across all users.  

Digital labor and personal data come together again in Facebook’s Advertising 

Preferences, where Facebook allows users to “learn what influences the ads you see and take 

control over your ad experience” (Advertising Preferences, 2018). Here, users can see what 

Facebook considers their interests based on whether users “like” a related Page, click on related 

ads or install a specific brand app. These interests are explicitly determined based on users’ 

personal data and behaviors. Again, Facebook has preselected the categories available to users, 

further commodifying them, and they also encourage users to provide the “labor.” In a 2014 

Newsroom article, Facebook announced the addition of internet-based advertising. The article 

addresses how they show relevant ads to their users, stating,  

Today, we learn about your interests primarily from the things you do on 

Facebook, such as Pages you like. Starting soon in the US, we will also include 
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information from some of the websites and apps you use (Making Ads Better, 

2014). 

References to personal data were highly prevalent across almost all the texts, including the 

explanatory and regulatory texts, as well as the texts aimed at wider audiences, reflecting the 

financial nature of Facebook and social media, which thrive on and revolve around personal 

information. While it seems obvious that Facebook would openly discuss personal data by nature 

of the website, it is important to note that Facebook mentions exactly what pieces of data are 

collected allowing users, and thus the researchers to see what data points are most valuable to 

Facebook. Overall, Facebook clearly benefits from the personal information shared with them by 

their users. However, Facebook shares this information with advertisers as described in the next 

section.  

The personal data that users input themselves, via free digital labor, lead Facebook to 

have a unique understanding of their consumers. Per the Political Economy perspective, 

Facebook may even have some control over them. Facebook can connect companies with niche 

audiences as well as broader markets. This has allowed Facebook ads to become highly 

personalized, and the last data category derived from theory is Personalized Advertising 

Strategies. When coding for personalized ad strategies, the researcher looked for references to 

relationships with advertisers as well as references to how personal information is used by 

Facebook or affiliates for advertising. In Making Ads Better, Facebook described in layman's 

terms how internet-based advertising works: 

Let’s say that you’re thinking about buying a new TV, and you start researching 

TVs on the web and in mobile apps. We may show you ads for deals on a TV to 

help you get the best price or other brands to consider. And because we think 
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you’re interested in electronics, we may show you ads for other electronics in the 

future, like speakers or a game console to go with your new TV (Making Ads 

Better, 2014). 

In this article, Facebook openly states that users are being classified in ways that make it easier 

for advertisers to target them. The quote above suggests users are put into an “interested in 

electronics” category, which makes this data more easily interpreted and utilized by advertisers. 

And while this can benefit users, it also results in commodifying personal interests for 

advertisers, and may also be considered an invasion of privacy on the part of Facebook and the 

advertisers.   

Facebook has introduced several ways for advertisers to reach users better, based on user 

activity. First is the Facebook Audience Network, which allows “advertisers to extend their 

campaigns beyond Facebook and into other mobile apps (Facebook Business, 2014). Facebook 

Audience Network: 

. . . help[s] publishers and developers support their services by showing relevant, 

high quality ads to people who visit their websites and apps. But in the past, we’ve 

only shown ads in these places to people who have Facebook accounts. Today, 

we’re expanding Audience Network so publishers and developers can show better 

ads to everyone – including those who don’t use or aren’t connected to Facebook 

(Bosworth, 2016).  

This article reveals the extent to which Facebook can target and follow their users in the name of 

their advertising partners. While Facebook and advertisers used to rely on their information 

provided by their users only while they used Facebook, they now can track their habits across the 

Internet as well. This grows their understanding of consumers, consumer relationships and 
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consumer habits, and extends the commodification process into more corners of people’s lives 

and daily time. Facebook also introduced Facebook Pixel, “an analytics tool that allows you to 

measure the effectiveness of your advertising by understanding the actions people take on your 

website” (About Facebook Pixel). Facebook Pixel allows companies to  

Reach the right people: Find new customers, or people who have visited a specific page 

or taken a desired action on your website. Plus, create Lookalike Audiences to reach 

more people who are similar to your best customers. Drive more sales: Set up automatic 

bidding to target people who are more likely to take an action you care about, like 

making a purchase. Measure the results of your ads. Understand how successful your ad 

is by seeing what happened as a direct result. You can view information like your 

conversions and sales (About Facebook Pixel, para 3). 

Of note in this last passage is the mention of “lookalike audiences.” This is a clear 

indication of Facebook’s tendency to categorize their users into groups of like-minded or 

similarly behaving people. From Facebook and advertisers’ standpoint, this is normal targeting 

and marketing. As discussed in Resource Dependence Theory, creating Lookalike Audiences 

simply reduces the uncertainty for Facebook and advertisers, allowing them to better reach their 

market. However, from a critical Political-Economy perspective, Facebook’s commodification of 

people and their lives reduces individuals’ personal complexities better allowing them to be, in a 

sense, herded and controlled, for their purposes. Furthermore, information gained by companies 

using Facebook Pixel is information gained by Facebook as well. As explained in the Help 

Center,  

Events are actions that happen on your website (like when someone makes a 

purchase). To track an event, you'll need to place a piece of code on your website 
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to help Facebook understand that someone has taken an action (Facebook Pixel 

Help Center, 3. Track Actions, para 2). 

In this way, it seems Facebook benefits from the digital labor of their advertisers as well, 

rounding out their knowledge about consumers. Like personal data, references to personalized 

advertising strategies were prevalent across almost all the texts, including the explanatory and 

regulatory texts, as well as those aimed at wider audiences. References were found in 

explanatory texts as they aimed to instruct the user about the relationship between their data, 

Facebook and advertisers. Additionally, references to personalized advertising strategies were 

found in other texts, like Newsroom articles that aimed to be straightforward with users. This is 

discussed further below. Based on these texts, it seems apparent that Facebook does its best to 

serve the companies that want to advertise with them. Just as they created different features to 

better serve their users, Facebook created better tools for advertisers to track, categorize and 

reach their users. 

It is worth noting that many of the documents coded, like the Data Policy and Advertising 

Preferences, are challenging for users to find. To find the Data Policy, users must click a light 

gray “Privacy” button found at the bottom of the right-hand column of their Newsfeed. Scrolling 

through this document will lead to the Advertising Preferences, as well as Privacy Basics, 

Cookies Policy and Terms of Service. This leads to the impression that while Facebook is not 

actively hiding information about users’ privacy controls, neither are they drawing attention to it. 

Furthermore, Facebook Newsroom does not have a direct link on users’ Newsfeeds. Thus, 

anyone who wishes to find information about the social networking site directly from 

Facebook’s own news outlet must find the right terms to search successfully on web browsers to 

find Facebook’s Newsroom.  
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This is important when considering the first new benefit category that emerged from the 

data: Trust. Facebook needs users to be on the site to make their money through advertising, so 

it is important that Facebook maintains a relationship that elicits trust, loyalty and confidence in 

users. Thus “trust” may be perceived as a kind of resource that Facebook attempts to generate 

and use, and inspire loyalty. To do this, Facebook shares information with their users about their 

products and how they can be used – products such as their advertising systems -- in an attempt 

to be transparent. As such, “trust” was coded using the following rule definition for coding: 

References to Facebook’s explicit efforts to provide explanatory or additional information to 

inform the reader (user/advertisers/etc.), explicit mentions of its offerings of privacy/user 

controls, as well as references to explicit requests for feedback. Often these explicit mentions 

took the form of links to such information. This information is available through Facebook’s 

Newsroom as well as their Facebook IQ and Facebook Business sites. Moreover, Facebook links 

the user to additional content and Help pages to aid them in using Facebook and making privacy 

decisions. This was found numerous times, such as when Facebook links the users to Privacy 

Basics and the Data Policy when reviewing the Terms of Service or the Scrapbook Help Center 

when a user begins the process of creating Scrapbook. For example, one Help Center article 

addresses how users can adjust how ads are targeted to them. The article also explains that:  

If you don't want Facebook to use information based on your activity on websites 

or apps off Facebook for the purpose of showing you ads, you can opt out in your 

ad settings. Learn more about online interest-based advertising from Facebook 

and see our Data Policy for more information about our data practices (How can I 

adjust how ads are targeted). 
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Thus, Facebook makes it clear to users that they have these tools and information that suggest 

users have control. From a critical perspective, Facebook may be perceived as giving users only 

the feeling or illusion of control by providing them with information and choices. These options 

for editing advertising preferences are not open-ended or up to the user’s discretion, but instead 

limited to options that Facebook lists.  

Furthermore, while Facebook offers users some control over their preferences to make 

them more comfortable, this is limited in actuality and it doesn’t necessarily make their 

advertising experience better or more controlled. As explained in user’s Advertising Preferences,  

“Can your Facebook ad preferences be used to show you ads on devices such as 

computers, mobile devices and connected TVs?  

The Facebook Audience Network is a way for advertisers to display ads on 

websites and apps across devices such as computers, mobile phones and 

connected TVs. When companies buy ads through Facebook, they can choose to 

have their ads distributed in the Audience Network.  

We want to show ads that are relevant and useful to you. Your Facebook ad 

preferences can help us understand which ads would be most interesting to you.  

You can choose whether your Facebook ad preferences are used to show you ads 

on apps and websites that aren't provided by Facebook. 

 If you allow your Facebook ad preferences to be used:  

• You'll see ads that are more interesting and relevant to you.  
If you don't allow your Facebook ad preferences to be used:  

• You'll still see ads, but they won't be as relevant to you.  

• You may still see ads for other reasons, such as:  
o Your age, gender or location. 
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o The content in the app or website you're using. 

o Your activity off of the Facebook Companies” (User Advertising 

Preferences).   

Here, Facebook says they give users control over what personal information is used by 

them and their advertisers but then state that they will still display ads based on other personal 

data input by the users. They do this under the guise of providing users with an optimal 

experience and relevant products, but this area in particular is one where users may feel their 

privacy is violated. When users see ads that are highly relevant but based on information they 

don’t believe they shared directly with Facebook, this can be disturbing to users. In reality, 

Facebook’s Audience Network, Facebook Pixel and other features allows Facebook to follow 

users around the web. Thus, it is important for Facebook to give users control over their 

advertising preferences, but only some preferences.  

Additionally, Facebook asks their users for feedback when rolling out different privacy 

updates and other features. In offering these options, Facebook seeks to earn the trust of their 

users, fostering loyalty to the social media outlet and encouraging users to share their thoughts 

and pictures guiltlessly. When Facebook rolled out Scrapbook, Barak (2015) stated how 

Facebook was “excited to bring you this feature as early as possible, hear your feedback and 

continue building it together.”  Including the users in the creation and introduction of new 

features makes them feel like Facebook is giving them control and trying to better serve them. 

This is crucial to their relationship, as it is critical for Facebook that users feel they can trust 

Facebook with their information and photos.  

The final aspect of trust relates to access to privacy controls. Because Facebook needs to 

maintain a positive relationship with their users, they need to follow through on the 
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announcements they make (or at the very least, make the users perceive such). To do that, 

Facebook often links the user specifically to their privacy controls or tells the user where they 

can be adjusted. This may further build the trust and loyalty the user has with Facebook as a 

company while also helping to define the personal information Facebook and related third-

parties can use for targeting. When coding this aspect of Trust, privacy control was defined as 

references to instances of Facebook allowing users to control access to photos, posts, information 

and more. Users control their own Advertising Preferences, which allows users to adjust what 

ads they may see. Examples of controls for users include: “Manage whether we can show you 

ads intended to reach people based on these profile fields” and “Who can see your social actions 

paired with ads?”  On one hand, Facebook directs their users to features that allow them some 

control over their privacy settings as a service to customers and because it builds trust and 

rapport. However, this also allows them to reduce uncertainty about users’ reactions to privacy 

concerns, as Resource Dependence Theory would suggest. Lastly, from a critical Political-

Economy perspective, allowing users some semblance of control, or the perception of control, is 

a way to lessen the perceived pressure of the constraints Facebook still has on users. 

In sum, results of this content analysis indicate that there are four primary benefits of the 

Life Events and Scrapbook features that are perceived by Facebook: digital labor, personal data, 

personalized advertising strategies, and trust. Evidence for pursuit of digital labor was less 

obvious, but still evident. Because of digital labor, Facebook benefits from the fact that it does 

not need to compensate users for producing the content and data that Facebook relies on for its 

product. Evidence was especially strong that Facebook benefits from personal data and personal 

data categories, which provides myriad information points about users and conveniently 

organizes users into groupings that can be used more easily. Facebook can then use this 
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information to allow advertisers to better target users on Facebook while also allowing 

companies to follow users online and offline. Lastly, to ensure their users have faith in 

Facebook and continue to share information, Facebook apparently benefits from the resource of 

user trust, as evidence suggests it seeks to generate loyalty. This category emerged in the 

analysis. Facebook does this by being overtly and explicitly transparent and allowing users to 

control how their information is used and shared. Certainly, this transparency may be perceived 

as a benefit to customers, but it also allows Facebook to reduce uncertainty about users, and 

maintain some level of control over their behaviors, which fosters user loyalty and aids 

Facebook’s purposes.  

The next section provides findings from the survey of Facebook users. The survey 

measures the degree to which users perceive particular benefits to Facebook, users’ perceptions 

of privacy control and strategies for control, and users’ gratifications in using Facebook and its 

features. First, basic descriptive data on the survey sample are provided. 

Survey findings 

Descriptive findings of survey sample 

Of the 975 total respondents, 967 responded that they used Facebook. Thus, the overall N 

= 967. The sample consisted of 662 females and 286 males (no response = 19), with younger 

respondents (age 18-30) making up nearly half the sample, and with White respondents and 

respondents of Asian origin making up more than 4/5 of the sample. Thus, the sample skews 

younger, more female, and more heavily White and Asian. Recent demographic analysis of 

Facebook users show users to be more evenly split between genders, so the sample here skews 

more female (Aslam, 2018). A further breakdown of the sample can be seen in the table below 

(Table 2). 
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Table 2 Demographic Characteristics of Sample        

Characteristics  N = 967 % 

Age 
        18-30 
        31-40 
        41-50 
        51-60 
        61 or over 
        No response 
        M = 34.04 

 
473 
258 
113 
65 
36 
22 

 
48.90 
26.80 
11.60 
6.70 
3.70 
2.30 

Gender 
        Female 
        Male 
        No response 

 
662 
286 
19 

 
68.50 
29.60 
2.00 

Race and ethnicity  
        White (non-Hispanic)  
        Black or African American (non-Hispanic)  
        American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic) 
        Asian (non-Hispanic) 
        Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (non-Hispanic) 
        Hispanic, regardless of race 
        Other  
        Missing 

 
585 
35 
22 
257 
2 
25 
22 
19 

 
60.5 
3.60 
2.30 
26.60 
0.20 
2.60 
2.30 
2.00 

Education 
        No schooling completed 
        Nursery school to 8th grade 
        Some high school, no diploma 
        High school graduate, diploma or equivalent 
        Some college credit, no degree 
        Trade/technical/vocational training 
        Associate degree  
        Bachelor’s degree 
        Master’s degree 
        Professional degree 
        Doctorate 
        Missing 

 
2 
2 
12 
23 
88 
16 
44 
454 
243 
34 
30 
19 

 
0.20 
0.20 
1.20 
2.40 
9.10 
1.70 
4.60 
46.90 
25.10 
3.50 
3.10 
2.00 

 

 Of the total 967 Facebook users, 669 were aware of the Life Events feature while 279 

were aware of the Scrapbook feature. A more detailed breakdown is provided below (Table 3).  
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Table 3 Facebook and Feature Usage 

Usages N = 967  % 

Aware of Life Events 
        Yes 
        Maybe  
        No 

 
669 
153 
145 

 
69.20 
15.80 
15.00 

Use Life Events 
        Yes 
        Maybe  
        No 

 
450 
127 
390 

 
46.50 
13.10 
40.30 

Aware of Scrapbook 
        Yes 
        Maybe  
        No 
        Missing 

 
279 
127 
560 
1 

 
28.90 
13.10 
57.90 
.10 

Use Scrapbook 
        Yes 
        Maybe  
        No 
        Missing 

 
176 
114 
676 
1 

 
18.20 
11.80 
69.90 
.10 

 

Uses and gratifications of Facebook and its features 

The second research question aims to determine the primary gratifications sought by 

users of Life Events, Scrapbook and Facebook generally. To ascertain the importance of 

different gratifications and answer this question, a principal axis factor analysis was conducted. 

A Varimax rotation was used; items with loadings below .40 were excluded. This revealed four 

dimensions related to users’ gratifications (Table 4). They are Connection, Information, Content 

Sharing and Social Comparison. Connection gratifications come from users communicating 

through Facebook and connecting with friends and family in all locations. Information involves 
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gratifications that users get from staying current on news stories and social issues from 

knowledgeable sources through Facebook. Content Sharing gratifications come to the user from 

sharing pictures and other personal content on Facebook. Lastly, Social Comparison 

gratifications derive from users looking at stranger’s profiles and pictures on Facebook. (*Factor 

analyses were also conducted using only those who used Life Events and only those who used 

Scrapbook. Results can be seen in Appendix C.) As an initial assessment of the relationships 

between items in each dimension, a bivariate correlation was conducted using all items in each 

dimension. Because the sample was not random, parametric statistics are not technically 

appropriate; however, significance testing is used throughout the study as a conventional 

indication that a finding is substantive.  

After reviewing correlation results, two items (“for work tasks” and “for tasks related to 

volunteer groups I’m involved with”) were removed for having correlations below .30 with most 

other items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of Sampling Adequacy was .97, above the 

typically recommended value of .60, and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant (χ2 (1225) = 

28924.55, p < .05). Results of these tests suggest that variables in the sample are not unrelated, 

and that therefore the sample is suitable for factor analysis. 

Each of the four dimensions have Eigenvalues above 1.0, and .40 was used as the factor 

loading cutoff for inclusion of individual items within each dimension. Two other possible 

dimensions had Eigenvalues at or just above 1.0; however, it was decided not to include these 

two because individual items within them did not hang together well conceptually, and because 

of their position on the Scree Plot at the start of the “elbow” of the plot where the line flattens 

out. 
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Reliability tests were conducted to verify that the items as grouped by the factor analysis 

can be aggregated reliably into single dimensions. Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) 

for all dimensions are greater than 0.70 (Table 4).  

 
Table 4 RQ2: Results of factor analysis and reliability tests for Gratification items 

Construct Variable/Item Factor 
Loading 

Coefficient 
Alpha (α) 

Eigenvalue 

Connection to keep in touch with friends living far 
away  
to communicate with friends who have 
Facebook  
to stay in touch with people I know  
to keep in touch with old friends  
to maintain relationships with people I 
may not get to see very often  
to connect with people I otherwise would 
have lost contact with  
to keep in touch with current friends  
to make a social connection with others  
to post/look at pictures  
to feel connected  
to find people I have not seen for a while 
because it is fun 

0.75 
 

0.75 
 

0.74 
0.73 
0.71 

 
0.68 

 
0.68 
0.57 
0.54 
0.51 
0.49 
0.45 

0.91 6.20 

Information to access information at any time  
to get information  
for a wide variety of information  
because it’s easy to access information  
because Facebook provides the most up-
to-date information  
for links to more information sources  
to keep up with current events  
for depth of information  
for specific information of interest  
for access to experts  
to keep up with social issues and trends 

0.71 
0.69 
0.69 
0.66 
0.65 

 
0.65 
0.64 
0.58 
0.56 
0.48 
0.43 

0.91 6.03 

Content 
Sharing 

to share photos that disclose information 
about myself  
to share photos that may gain attention  
to share photos to get comments  

0.70 
 

0.7 
0.68 
0.66 

0.92 5.74 
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to share photos that disclose happenings 
around me  
to share photos that contain important 
information  
to share photos to get more likes  
to share photos that disclose information 
about others around me  
to share photos that include useful 
information  
to share information about yourself 

 
0.66 

 
0.65 
0.64 

 
0.62 

 
0.51 

Social 
Comparison 

to look at the photo albums of other 
people’s friends 
to look at the photo albums of people I do 
not know  
to look at the profiles of people you do 
not know  
to look at the profiles of other people’s 
friends  
because I feel peer pressure to participate 

0.77 
 

0.77 
 

0.74 
 

0.68 
 

0.46 

0.89 3.80 

 

After verifying the dimensions, the individual gratifications were averaged for each 

dimension to determine a mean for each of the 4 dimensions. These dimension variables were 

then used as dependent variables in one-way ANOVA tests, conducted to understand more 

thoroughly how gratifications corresponded with use by investigating difference by frequency of 

using Facebook generally, and use/non-use of Life Events and Scrapbook. Posting and checking 

Facebook habits were divided into 3 categories each, elaborated below. Use of Life Events and 

Scrapbook features was also divided into three categories: yes, maybe and no.  

 
Table 5 Frequency information for Posting on Facebook 
Posting Frequencies Categories N % 

Low Less than once a month 127 13 
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Once a month 
2-3 times a month 

88 
142 

9 
14.60 

Medium Once a week  
2-3 times a week 
Daily, for less than an hour 

142 
232 
140 

14.60 
23.80 
14.40 

High 1 to 4 hours a day 
5 to 8 hours a day  
More than 8 hours per day 

74 
17 
6 

7.60 
1.70 
.60 

 
 
Table 6 Frequency information for Checking Facebook 
Checking Frequencies Categories N % 

Low Less than once a month 
Once a month 
2-3 times a month 

10 
25 
35 

1 
2.60 
3.60 

Medium Once a week  
2-3 times a week 
Daily, for less than an hour 

28 
50 
287 

2.90 
5.10 
29.4 

High 1 to 4 hours a day 
5 to 8 hours a day  
More than 8 hours per day 

432 
73 
28 

44.30 
7.50 
2.90 

 

Overall users found Connection to be the gratification they feel best describes their use of 

Facebook (M = 4.00, SD = 0.61) and Social Comparison to be least descriptive (M = 2.84, SD = 

1.08). The rest of the means can be seen below.  

 
Table 7 RQ2: Descriptive statistics for gratifications for all Facebook users (Range = 1-5) 

Gratification Dimensions M(SD) 

Connection 4.00 (0.61) 

Information 3.45 (0.8) 

Content Sharing 3.16 (0.92) 

Social Comparison 2.84 (1.08) 
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Means for gratifications were also compared by examining only users of Life Events and users 

of Scrapbook. Life Events users found Connection to be the gratification that they feel best 

describes their use of Facebook (M = 4.13, SD = .55) and Social Comparison to be least 

descriptive (M =3.03, SD = 1.13). The rest of the means can be seen in (Table 8).  

 
 
 
 
 
Table 8 RQ2: Descriptive statistics for gratifications of Life Events users (Range = 1-5) 

Gratification Dimensions M(SD) 

Connection 4.13 (.55) 

Information 3.6 (.77) 

Content Sharing 3.43 (.87) 

Social Comparison 3.03 (1.13) 
 

Scrapbook users also found Connection to be the gratification that they feel best describes their 

use of Facebook (M =4.07, SD = .59) and Social Comparison to be least descriptive (M =3.67, 

SD = .97), though Social Comparison was perceived as substantially more descriptive than for 

Life Events or for all Facebook users. The rest of the means can be seen below.  

 
Table 9 RQ2: Descriptive statistics for gratifications of Scrapbook users (Range = 1-5) 

Gratification Dimensions M(SD) 

Connection 4.07 (.59) 

Information 3.84 (.69) 

Content Sharing 3.77 (.78) 

Social Comparison 3.67 (.97) 
 



 

 
 

72 

 

Before conducting the ANOVAs to examine difference in gratifications by level of use, 

descriptive statistical tests were conducted to test if assumptions for the ANOVA test were met. 

The skewness and kurtosis were between -1 and 1 for each and all the dependent variables, 

except Information, satisfying the assumption for these variables that variables will be normally 

distributed. While it is ideal for skewness and kurtosis to be within the -1 to 1 range for ANOVA 

analysis, ANOVA tolerates violations of normality well, especially for large groups, (Kim, 2013) 

and so analysis proceeded. However, cautious interpretation for the Information variable is 

warranted, as is interpretation for other variables in the analysis below that do not meet this test 

(most of the variables do). 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the importance of the gratification 

dimensions relative to posting habits on Facebook (Table 10). A Levene’s test was first 

conducted to test the assumption of homogeneity of variances across groups, revealing that the p-

value was significant (p < .05) for all variables except Content Sharing. Because the Levene’s 

test was significant for the other variables, a Welch ANOVA was used. This is a suitable test for 

obtaining an F statistic for groups with unequal variances, and it is used for other analyses 

throughout the study where the homogeneity of variances assumption was violated. However, it 

should be noted that differences between the Welch ANOVA and the traditional ANOVA were 

negligible for all Welch ANOVAs conducted throughout the study. This is the case for several 

tests below; in each case of unequal variances (Connection, Information, Content Sharing, Social 

Comparison) the Welch ANOVA was used.  

ANOVA results show there was a significant difference in the importance of Connection 

[F(2, 248) = 26.03, p = .00], Information [F(2, 285) = 43.31, p = .00], Content Sharing [F(2, 

959) = 45.75, p = .00], and Social Comparison [F(2, 258) = 7.05, p = .001] between the posting 
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levels. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were conducted for all gratification 

dimensions. There was a significant difference (p < .05) in the importance of all gratifications 

between the posting levels, with those who posted on Facebook the most finding all 

gratifications to be more important than low or medium posters. There was no difference in the 

importance of Social Comparison between the low and medium posters, or in the importance of 

Connection between medium and high posters.  

 
 
Table 10 RQ2: Analysis of Variance Results for Gratifications and Levels of Posting on 
Facebook (Range = 1-5) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Connection 3.81 (.69) 4.11 (.51) 4.15 (.62) 26.03* 2, 248 

Information 3.22 (.81) 3.3 (.77) 3.92 (.62) 43.31* 2, 285 

Content Sharing 2.83 (.92) 3.3 (.85) 3.66 (.94) 45.76* 2, 959 

Social Comparison 2.72 (1.01) 2.86 (1.10) 3.19 (1.14) 7.05* 2, 258 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p < .05. 
 

A one-way or Welch ANOVA (depending on Levene’s test results) was also conducted 

to compare levels of frequency of users checking Facebook on the perceived relevance of each 

gratification dimension (Table 11). The Levene’s p-value was significant (p < .05) for all 

variables except Content Sharing. There was a significant difference across the checking levels 

in the perceived relevance of all gratification dimensions: Connection [F(2, 180) = 44.55, p = 

.00], Information [F(2, 187) = 14.83 p = .00], Content Sharing [F(2, 959) = 6.52, p = .002] and 

Social Comparison [F(2, 204) = 12.47, p = .00]. 

Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were conducted. There was a significant 

difference (p = .05) in the perceived relevance of all gratifications across checking levels, with 
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people who checked Facebook most often perceiving Connection and Information as best 

descriptive of their Facebook use, while Social Comparison was perceived as least descriptive. 

There was no difference in the importance of Information between the low and medium 

checkers, in the importance of Content Sharing between the low and high checkers, or in the 

importance of Social Comparison between the medium and high checkers.  

 
 
 
 
 
Table 11 RQ2: Analysis of Variance Results for Gratifications and Levels of Checking Facebook 
(Range = 1-5) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Connection 3.4 (.74) 3.91 (.62) 4.14 (.52) 44.55* 2, 180 

Information 3.3 (.82) 3.3 (.86) 3.58 (.73) 14.83* 2, 187 

Content Sharing 3.32 (.83) 3.03 (.96) 3.24 (.90) 6.52* 2, 959 

Social Comparison 3.34 (.88) 2.85 (1.09) 2.77 (1.08) 12.47* 2, 204 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the perceived gratifications of Facebook 

use relative to the use of the Life Events feature, using the response categories of yes, maybe, no 

for use of Life Events (Table 12).  

 
Table 12 Usage information (n’s) for Life Events and Scrapbook users 
Usage Categories Life Events n % Scrapbook n % 

Yes 450 46.20 176 18.10 

Maybe 128 13.1 115 11.80 

No 390 40 676 69.30 

Missing 7 .70 8 .80 

 



 

 
 

75 

 

The Levene’s p-value was significant (p < .05) for all variables except Connection. As 

mentioned, Welch ANOVAs were used when the Levene’s test was significant. There was a 

significant difference across usage categories in the perceived relevance of all gratification 

dimensions: Connection [F(2, 960) = 19.77, p = .00], Information [F(2, 390) = 29.242, p = .00], 

Content Sharing [F(2, 384) = 78.26, p = .00] and Social Comparison [F(2, 373 = 43.51, p = 

.00]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were carried out. There was a significant 

difference (p < .05) in the perceived relevance of all gratifications across the usage categories, 

with those who did not use Life Events finding all gratifications to be less descriptive of their use 

than those who use or might use Life Events. There was no difference in the relevance of 

Connection between maybe and no levels, and there was no difference for all other variables 

between yes and maybe levels.  

 
Table 13 RQ2: Analysis of Variance Results for Gratifications and Use of Life Events (Range = 
1-5) 

Dependent Variables  Yes M(SD) Maybe M(SD) No M(SD) F  d.f 

Connection 4.13 (.55) 3.84 (.55) 3.91 (.66) 19.77* 2, 960 

Information 3.60 (.77) 3.63 (.63) 3.22 (.82) 29.24* 2, 389 

Content Sharing 3.43 (.87) 3.51 (.72) 2.75 (.88) 78.26* 2, 384 

Social Comparison 3.03 (1.13) 3.24 (.93) 2.49 (.96) 43.51* 2, 373 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p < .05. 
 

Lastly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the gratifications sought by users 

relative to the use of the Scrapbook feature.  The Levene’s p-value was significant (p < .05) for 

all variables except Connection. Welch ANOVAs were used when the Levene’s test was 

significant.  Results of Welch ANOVAs showed significant differences for Information [F(2, 

291) = 54.933, p = .00], Content Sharing [F(2, 287) = 118.008, p = .00] and Social Comparison 
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[F(2, 271) = 164.318, p = .00] between the usage categories. There was also a significant 

difference in the relevance of Connection [F(2, 960) = 5.24, p = .005], though mean differences 

were small. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were carried out. There was a significant 

difference (p = .05) in the perceived relevance of all gratifications between the usage levels. 

There was no significant difference in the perceived relevance of the gratification Connection 

between users and non-users, or in the perceived relevance of all other gratifications between the 

users and users indicating “maybe.”  

 
 
Table 14 RQ2: Analysis of Variance Results for Gratifications and Use of Scrapbook (Range = 
1-5) 

Dependent Variables  Yes M(SD) Maybe M(SD) No M(SD) F  d.f 

Connection 4.07 (.59) 3.84 (.5) 4.01 (.63) 5.24* 2, 960 

Information 3.84 (.68) 3.75 (.54) 3.30 (.81) 54.93* 2, 291 

Content Sharing 3.77 (.78) 3.70 (.61) 2.91 (.89) 118.01* 2, 987 

Social Comparison 3.67 (.97) 3.58 (.72) 2.50 (.97) 164.32* 2, 271 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p < .05. 
 

Privacy concerns and strategies for control on Facebook 

RQ3A asks how concerned users are about privacy issues related to Facebook overall, 

and how the dimensions of concern compare in perceived importance. Means were compared 

across four privacy dimensions. These dimensions have tested as reliable in previous research 

(Malhotra et al, 2004; Doorey, 2016), but dimensions were checked again here, for this unique 

sample. Relationships among the items within the four dimensions were first assessed using a 

bivariate correlation analysis of all items in each dimension. All correlation coefficients (Pearson 

Product Moment coefficients) for all variables within each dimension were .30 or higher, lending 
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support to the pattern of dimensions. Second, reliability across items for each dimension was 

assessed. Each dimension has a Cronbach’s Alpha greater than or equal to 0.70 (Table 15). 

 
Table 15 RQ3: Privacy dimensions and reliability tests  

Privacy 
Dimension 

Measures Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Data Control ● Consumer privacy on Facebook is a matter of 
consumer’s right to exercise control and autonomy 
over decisions about how their information is 
collected, used and shared.  

● Consumer control of personal information lies at the 
heart of consumer privacy.  

● I believe that online privacy is invaded when control 
is lost or unwillingly reduced as a result of a 
marketing transaction. 

0.70 

Awareness of 
Privacy 
Policies 

● Companies seeking information online should 
disclose the way the data are collected, processed, and 
used.  

● A good consumer online privacy policy should have a 
clear and conspicuous disclosure.  

● It is very important to me that I am aware and 
knowledgeable about how my personal information 
will be used by Facebook. 

0.76 

Data 
Collection 

 

● It usually bothers me when Facebook asks me for 
personal information.  

● When Facebook asks me for personal information, I 
sometimes think twice before providing it.  

● It bothers me to give personal information to so many 
online companies.  

● I'm concerned that Facebook is collecting too much 
personal information about me. 

0.84 

Unauthorized 
Use of Data 

● Facebook should not use personal information for any 
purpose unless it has been authorized by the 
individuals who provided information.  

● When people give personal information to Facebook 
for some reason, Facebook should never use the 
information for any other reason.  

● Facebook should never sell the personal information 
in their computer databases to other companies.  

● Facebook should never share personal information 
with other companies unless it has been authorized by 
the individuals who provided 

0.84 
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After verifying the dimensions, the individual privacy items were averaged for each 

dimension to determine a mean for each of the 4 dimensions, and means were compared. In 

terms of overall perceived importance, users had especially strong feelings about awareness of 

privacy policies and unauthorized use of data (Table 16). Users ranked their agreement with 

statements regarding the privacy dimensions on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree).  

 
 
 
 
 
Table 16 RQ3A: Importance of Privacy Issues (Range = 1-7, N= 959) 

Privacy Dimensions M(SD) 

Awareness of Privacy Policies 6.10 (0.88) 

Unauthorized Use of Secondary Data 6.08 (0.97) 

Data Control 5.81 (0.86) 

Data Collection  5.64 (1.11) 
 

Next, ANOVAs were conducted across frequency of posting on Facebook and frequency 

of checking Facebook, to more thoroughly examine variability in perceived importance of 

privacy dimensions. First, descriptive statistical tests were conducted to ensure the normality of 

the data, an assumption of ANOVA. The skewness and kurtosis were between -1 and 1 for all 

dependent variables, except Unauthorized Use of Data. As such, data were considered normal 

for these three variables. As previously mentioned, ANOVA tolerates violations of normality 

well, especially for large groups, and so analysis proceeded.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine how concerned users are about privacy 

issues related to how often they post on Facebook (Table 17). The p-value for the Levene’s test 
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was not significant (p > .05) for Data Control and Awareness of Privacy Policies, confirming the 

assumption of equal variances for these variables. The p-value was significant (p < .05) for 

Data Collection and Unauthorized Use of Data, suggesting unequal variances, and Welch 

ANOVAs were conducted to obtain F statistics for the test of these variables. There were 

significant differences across posting levels for only the concern about Data Collection [F(2, 

251) = 8.719, p = .00] and concern about Unauthorized Use of Data [F(2, 251) = 3.236, p = 

.041]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were conducted.  There were significant 

differences between high and low posting levels at p < .05 in the concerns about Data Collection 

and Unauthorized Use of Data, with those who posted the least on Facebook being the most 

concerned. However, these differences were relatively modest. There was no difference between 

the medium and low groups for Unauthorized Use of Data and no difference between the 

medium and high groups for either variable.  

 
Table 17 RQ3A: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Concerns and Levels of Posting on 
Facebook (Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Data Control 5.82 (0.86) 5.79 (0.86) 5.85 (0.92) 0.23 2, 956 

Awareness of Privacy 
Policies 

6.14 (0.84) 6.09 (0.90) 6.06 (0.94) 0.46 2, 956 

Data Collection 5.82 (0.95) 5.54 (1.16) 5.49 (1.25) 8.72* 2, 251 

Unauthorized Use of 
Data  

6.14 (0.90) 6.08 (0.98) 5.83 (1.09) 3.24* 2, 251 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗ p < .05. 
 

Additionally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine how concerned users are 

about privacy issues related to how often users check Facebook (Table 18). The p-value for the 

Levene’s test was not significant (p > .05) for all variables, confirming the assumption of equal 
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variances. Thus, traditional ANOVA tests were conducted for all variables. There were 

significant differences across the checking frequencies only for the Awareness of Privacy 

Policies [F(2, 956) = 16.427, p = .00] and concern about Unauthorized Use of Data [F(2, 956) 

= 13.886, p = .00] between the checking frequencies. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test 

were carried out for Awareness of Privacy Policies and Unauthorized Use of Data. For these two 

variables, there was a significant difference across all levels of checking frequencies at p < .05, 

except between the medium and high levels. 

 
 
Table 18 RQ3A: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Concerns and Levels of Checking 
Facebook (Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Data Control 5.73 (0.85) 5.83 (0.83) 5.81 (0.89) 0.37 2, 956 

Awareness of Privacy 
Policies 

5.53 (0.97) 6.13 (0.87) 6.16 (0.85) 16.43* 2, 956 

Data Collection 5.43 (0.90) 5.71 (1.08) 5.62 (1.14) 2.25 2, 956 

Unauthorized Use of 
Data  

5.50 (1.12) 6.12 (0.92) 6.12 (0.95) 13.89* 2, 956 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p < .05. 
 

It was also necessary to understand the relationship between privacy concerns and the use 

of the two Facebook features. Thus, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine how 

concerned users are about privacy issues related to the use of Life Events (yes/maybe/no for use) 

(Table 19). The p-value for the Levene’s test was not significant (p > .05) for all variables except 

Unauthorized Use of Data (p = 0.018), confirming the assumption of equal variances for all 

variables except Unauthorized Use of Data, and a Welch’s ANOVA was used for this variable. 

There were significant differences between the levels of Life Events use in the concern about 
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Data Control [F(2, 956) = 5.499, p = .004], Awareness of Privacy Policies [F(2, 956) = 19.391, 

p = .000], concern about Data Collection [F(2, 956) = 5.068, p = .006] and concern about 

Unauthorized Use of Data [F(2, 341) = 18.558, p = .000]. However, mean differences between 

levels for Data Control and Data Collection were very small. Post hoc comparisons using the 

Tukey test were carried out. For all variables, there was a significant difference at p < .05, with 

those who reported they don’t use Life Events being the most concerned about privacy. There 

was no difference in concern about Data Control between the yes and no categories.  

 
 
Table 19 RQ3A: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Concerns and Use of Life Events 
(Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Yes M(SD) Maybe M(SD) No M(SD) F  d.f 

Data Control 5.84 (0.85)  5.58 (0.90)  5.85 (0.85)  5.50* 2, 956 

Awareness of Privacy 
Policies 

6.09 (0.84)  5.7 (0.95)  6.25 (0.86)  19.39* 2, 956 

Data Collection 5.57 (1.10)  5.48 (1.00)  5.77 (1.13)  5.07* 2, 956 

Unauthorized Use of 
Data  

6.05 (0.95)  5.64 (1.08)  6.26 (0.90)  18.56* 2, 341 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
 

Finally, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine how concerned users are about 

privacy issues related to the use of Scrapbook (Table 20). The p-value for the Levene’s test was 

not significant (p > .05) for all variables except Data Control (p = 0.00), confirming the 

assumption of equal variances for all other variables. Thus, a Welch’s ANOVA was used for 

Data Control. There was a significant difference across levels in the concern about Data Control 

[F(2, 265) = 8.068, p = .000], Awareness of Privacy Policies [F(2, 956) = 57.254, p = .000], 

concern about Unauthorized Use of Data [F(2, 956) = 46.068, p = .000], and concern about Data 
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Collection [F(2, 956) = 10.473, p = .000] though mean differences for Data Collection were 

small.  Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were carried out. For all variables, there was 

a significant difference at p < .05 in the concern about all four issues -- generally, those who 

don’t use Scrapbook are most concerned about privacy. There was no difference in the concern 

about Data Control between the yes and no categories or between the yes and maybe categories.  

 
Table 20 RQ3A: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Concerns and Use of Scrapbook 
(Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Yes M(SD) Maybe M(SD) No M(SD) F  d.f 

Data Control 5.86 (0.70)  5.52 (0.83)  5.85 (0.89)  8.07* 2, 265  

Awareness of Privacy 
Policies 

5.90 (0.81)  5.43 (0.90)  6.27 (0.83)  57.25* 2, 956 

Data Collection 5.51 (1.03)  5.27 (0.94)  5.74 (1.13)  10.47* 2, 956 

Unauthorized Use of 
Secondary  

5.84 (0.90)  5.43 (1.04)  6.25 (0.91)  46.07* 2, 956 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
 

 RQ3b asks what strategies are used for controlling privacy on Facebook, and which 

strategies are perceived as most important. Means were compared across privacy control 

strategies, and then differences in strategies were analyzed across levels of use of Facebook 

using ANOVA. Overall means comparison showed that changing the audience of posts was 

perceived as the most important strategy while Scrapbook was perceived as the least important. 

The rest of the means can be seen below (Table 21). Users can change the audience of their 

posts, which allows them to let different groups of people see different content. Friend lists are 

categories of users, either created automatically by Facebook or by an individual, that allows the 
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user to reach specific groups. For example, Friend lists are created automatically based on user’s 

schools or employment.    

 
 

Table 21 RQ3B: Importance of Privacy Strategies (Range = 1-7) 

Privacy Strategy M (SD) 
% Agree/Strongly 

Agree 

Changing the audience of posts 3.62 (1.27) 55.3  

Friend lists 3.56 (1.30) 55.3 

Untagging Pictures 3.50 (1.30) 52.9 

Tagging Pictures 3.20 (1.25) 41.8 

Putting information in "About Me" section of profile 3.06 (1.29) 37.5 

Checking In 3.00 (1.31)  35.4 

Creating account with a brand using Facebook profile 2.59 (1.35) 24.5 

Life Events 2.56 (1.33) 25.5 

Scrapbook 2.30 (1.33) 20.2 

 

Descriptive statistical tests were conducted to ensure the normality of the data. Both the 

skewness and kurtosis were between -1 and 1 for all of the dependent variables, except the 

kurtosis for Life Events, Creating a Brand Account, Putting Information in the “About Me” 

Section and Checking In. Again, because ANOVA tolerates violations of normality, analysis 

proceeded. The p-value for the Levene’s test was not significant (p > .05) for all variables, 

confirming the assumption of equal variances. Therefore, only traditional ANOVAs were 

conducted.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the strategies used for controlling 

privacy on Facebook relative to how often users post on Facebook (Table 22). There was a 

significant difference only for the use of Untagging Pictures [F(2, 955) = 12.478, p = .00] across 



 

 
 

84 

 

the levels of posting frequency. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were carried out for 

this variable. There was a significant difference at p < .05 in the use of Untagging between all 

the posting habits, with the least frequent posters finding it to be the most important.  

 
 
Table 22 RQ3B: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Strategies and Posting on Facebook 
(Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Changing the audience 3.66 (1.28) 3.64 (1.24) 3.32 (1.40) 2.868 2, 955 

Friend lists 3.56 (1.26) 3.60 (1.30) 3.39 (1.42) 1.008 2, 955 

Untagging Pictures 3.66 (1.31) 3.50 (1.25) 2.91 (1.35) 12.478* 2, 955 

Tagging Pictures 3.29 (1.26) 3.19 (1.22) 2.96 (1.33) 2.716 2, 955 

“About Me” information 3.04 (1.28) 3.09 (1.29) 3.01 (1.32) 0.228 2, 955 

Checking In 2.97 (1.35) 3.03 (1.28) 2.89 (1.26) 0.536 2, 955 

Creating brand account  2.58 (1.38) 2.58 (1.34) 2.71 (1.33) 0.408 2, 955 

Life Events 2.53 (1.34) 2.58 (1.33) 2.6 (1.29) 0.18 2, 955 

Scrapbook 2.29 (1.35) 2.30 (1.32) 2.35 (1.29) 0.079 2, 955 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
 

A one-way ANOVA was also conducted to compare the strategies used for controlling 

privacy on Facebook relative to how often users check Facebook (Table 23). The p-value for the 

Levene’s test was not significant (p > .05) only for Untagging Pictures, confirming the 

assumption of equal variances only for this variable. The p-value for the Levene’s test was 

significant (p < .05) for all other strategies. Thus, a Welch’s ANOVA was used for these 

variables. There were significant differences across checking frequencies for only the use of 

Scrapbook [F(2, 214) = 66.992, p = .001], Changing the Audience [F(2, 219) = 36.243, p = .00], 

Friend Lists [F(2, 205) = 22.095, p = .00], Information In The “About Me” Section [F(2, 207) = 
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5.469, p = .005], Tagging Pictures [F(2, 209) = 14.721, p = .00], Untagging Pictures [F(2, 955) 

= 16.991, p = .00], and Checking In to control privacy on Facebook [F(2, 222) = 6.729, p = 

.001]. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were carried out for these variables. There 

was a significant difference (p = .05) in the use of all the above strategies between all checking 

frequencies. Those who posted most often found Changing the Audience, Friend Lists, Tagging 

and Untagging to be the most important while those who checked the least found Changing the 

Audience and Friend lists to be most important. There was no difference in the importance of 

Scrapbook, Information in the “About Me” Section or Checking in between the low and medium 

as well as the medium and high categories. There was also no difference in the importance of 

Friend Lists and Untagging between the medium and high levels.  

 

Table 23 RQ3B: Analysis of Variance Results for Privacy Strategies and Checking Facebook 
(Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

Scrapbook 2.64 (0.96) 2.40 (1.35) 2.19 (1.35) 6.99* 2, 214 

Life Events 2.79 (0.92) 2.61 (1.34) 2.51 (1.37) 2.61 2, 219 

Changing the audience 2.81 (0.86) 3.51 (1.31) 3.80 (1.24) 36.24* 2, 218 

Friend lists 2.79 (1.03) 3.53 (1.28) 3.69 (1.31) 22.10* 2, 205 

Creating brand account  2.57 (0.91) 2.69 (1.38) 2.53 (1.38) 1.58 2, 221 

“About Me” information 2.69 (1.02) 3.15 (1.30) 3.05 (1.29) 5.47* 2, 207 

Tagging Pictures 2.66 (0.95) 3.13(1.27) 3.33 (1.24) 14.72* 2, 209 

Untagging Pictures 2.66 (1.15) 3.52 (1.27) 3.60 (1.30) 16.99* 2, 955 

Checking In 2.63 (0.87) 2.97 (1.36) 3.06 (1.31) 6.73* 2, 221 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
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RQ3C asks how users’ privacy concerns correlate with strategies used for controlling 

privacy. A bivariate correlation analysis was used to examine the relationship between privacy 

concerns and privacy strategies (Table 24). A moderately strong positive correlation was found 

between awareness of privacy policies and changing the audience of posts [r = 0.30, n = 958, p = 

0.0], friend lists [r = 0.28, n = 958, p = 0.0], and untagging pictures [r = 0.25, n = 958, p = 0.0]. 

Other substantial correlations were found between concern about data collection and untagging 

pictures [r = 0.20, n = 958, p = 0.0] as well as between concern about unauthorized secondary 

use of personal data and changing the audience of posts [r = 0.22, n = 958, p = 0.0], friend lists [r 

= 0.25, n = 958, p = 0.0] and untagging pictures [r = 0.21, n = 958, p = 0.0]. The rest of the 

correlations can be seen in Table 24.  

Table 24 RQ3C: Zero-Order Correlations of Strategies for Controlling Privacy on Facebook 
and Privacy Concerns 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1: Scrapbook - .65** .14** .19** .54** .36** .26** .08* .36** -.02 -.07* 0.02 -.05 
2: Life 
Events 

 - .30** .35** .52** .52** .44** .21** .46** 0.05 .06* .12** .04 

3: Change 
the    
audience 

  - .57** .20** .38** .42** .51** .29** .18** .30** .13** .22** 

4: Friend lists    - .32** .47** .46** .44** .41** .12** .28** .18** .25** 
5: Brand 
account 

    - .46** .34** .17** .46** .05 .02 .10** .01 

6: “About 
Me” section 

      .55** .37** .60** .10** .17** .10** .09** 

7: Tagging 
Pictures 

      - .59** .60** .08* .16** .13** .10** 

8: Untagging         - .40** .17** .25** .20** .21** 
9: Check In         - .03 .08* .07* .06 
10: Control          - .57** .42** .50** 
11: 
Awareness 

          - .52** .69** 

12: 
Collection 

            -.05 

13: 
Unauthorized 
Use 

            - 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01 
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Perceived Benefits of Facebook and Feature Use 

The next research question, RQ4a, aimed to discover what Facebook users’ perceptions 

are of the benefits that Facebook gains from Life Events, Scrapbook and all Facebook features 

in general. Benefits listed derived from the content analysis. User participation and content 

created by users corresponds with “digital labor,” usage and personal data correspond with 

“personal data” and “advertising strategies,” and “consumer loyalty” with “consumer trust and 

loyalty.” Overall, when respondents were asked about Facebook generally (all Facebook 

features), they perceived that Facebook benefited fairly strongly from all potential benefits listed 

(Table 25). 

 
Table 25 RQ4A: Perceived Benefits from all Facebook features (Range = 1-7) 
Perceived Benefits  M(SD) 

User participation 5.57 (1.50) 

Data on Usage 5.54 (1.51) 

Personal Data 5.50 (1.57) 

Consumer Loyalty 5.48 (1.51) 

Content created by users 5.45 (1.54) 

 

Additionally, means were compared for perceived benefits using only those who 

indicated they used Life Events and Scrapbook. Thus, means were compared for perceived 

benefits of Life Events by users of Life Events, shown below (Table 26).  

Table 26 RQ4A: Perceived Benefits from using Life Events (Range = 1-7) 
Perceived Benefits  M(SD) 

Data on Usage 5.08 (1.56) 

Content created by users 5.07 (1.57) 

Personal Data 5.06 (1.59) 

User participation 5.05 (1.56) 

Consumer Loyalty 5.00 (1.59) 
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Additionally, means were compared for perceived benefits of Scrapbook by users of Scrapbook 
(Table 27). 
 
Table 27 RQ4A: Perceived Benefits from using Scrapbook (Range = 1-7) 

Perceived Benefits  M(SD) 

Data on Usage 5.20 (1.59) 

Content created by users 5.18 (1.65) 

Personal Data 5.15 (1.58) 

Consumer Loyalty 5.13 (1.62) 

User participation 5.06 (1.7) 

 

It appears that users of Life Events and Scrapbook, likely to be heavier and more 

experienced users of Facebook, view Facebook as benefiting less than other users. 

One-way ANOVAs were conducted to compare the perceptions of benefits received by 

Facebook from use of all features (general Facebook use), use of Life Events and use of 

Scrapbook across the three levels of frequency for posting on Facebook. Before conducting the 

ANOVAs, descriptive statistical tests were conducted to ensure the normality of the data. The 

skewness and kurtosis were between -1 and 1 for all the dependent variables. The Levene’s p-

value was not significant (p < .05) for all variables.  

When general users of Facebook were tested, there were no significant differences across 

the three posting levels in the perception of benefits from personal data [F(2, 947) = 0.476, p = 

.621], consumer loyalty [F(2, 947) = 1.660, p = .191], data on usage [F(2, 947) = 1.168, p = 

.312], user participation [F(2, 947) = 0.809, p = .446], or content created by users [F(2, 947) = 

0.774, p = .462]. 

When only users of Life Events were tested, there were no significant differences across 

the posting levels in the perception of benefits from personal data [F(2, 435) = 0.39, p = 0.68], 
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consumer loyalty [F(2, 435) = 2.32, p = .10], data on usage [F(2, 435) = 1.03, p = .36], user 

participation [F(2, 435) = 0.83, p = .44], or content created by users [F(2, 435) = 1.90, p = .15]. 

When only users of Scrapbook were tested, there were significant differences for all 

measures, but these were not strong: the perception of consumer loyalty [F(2, 173) = 6.95, p = 

.001], data on usage [F(2, 173) = 4.40, p = .01], user participation [F(2, 173) = 5.50, p = .005], 

and content created by users [F(2, 173) = 7.86, p = .001] between the levels of frequency for 

checking Facebook. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were conducted. There was a 

significant difference (p = .05) in the perception of all five benefits to Facebook between posting 

levels.  

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to assess perceptions of benefits gained by Facebook 

across the three levels of frequency for checking Facebook (Table 28). When general users of 

Facebook were tested, there was a significant difference in the perception of personal data [F(2, 

947) = 18.42, p = .00], consumer loyalty [F(2, 947) = 19.68, p = .00], data on usage [F(2, 947) = 

22.52, p = .00], user participation [F(2, 947) = 26.94, p = .00], and content created by users 

[F(2, 947) = 24.82, p = .00] across the frequency levels. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey 

test were conducted. There was a significant difference (p = .05) in the perception of all five 

benefits to Facebook across all checking frequencies. 

Table 28 RQ4A: Analysis of Variance Results for Perceived Benefits across frequency levels for 
Checking Facebook, all users (Range = 1-7) 

Dependent Variables  Low M(SD) Medium M(SD) High M(SD) F  d.f 

All features - Personal Data 3.57 (1.46) 2.38 (1.44) 2.44 (1.62) 18.42* 2, 947 

All features - Consumer 
Loyalty 

3.59 (1.4) 2.42 (1.41) 2.44 (1.53) 16.68* 2, 947 

All features - Data on Usage 3.6 (1.49) 2.36 (1.4) 2.37 (1.53) 22.52* 2, 947 
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All features - User 
participation 

3.66 (1.48) 2.31 (1.36) 2.35 (1.52) 26.94* 2, 947 

All features - Content 
created by users 

3.76 (1.53) 2.4 (1.43) 2.5 (1.54) 24.82* 2, 947 

Note. Significance indicated by ∗p ≤ .05. 
 

When only users of Life Events were tested, there were significant differences across 

checking frequencies in the perception of personal data [F(2, 435) = 14.70, p = .00], consumer 

loyalty [F(2, 435) = 11.50, p = .00], data on usage [F(2, 435) = 19.52, p = .00], user 

participation [F(2, 435) = 16.14, p = .00], and content created by users [F(2, 435) = 22.64, p = 

.00] between the frequencies of checking. Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were 

conducted. There was a significant difference (p = .05) in the perception of all five benefits to 

Facebook between the levels of frequency for checking Facebook.  

When only users of Scrapbook were tested, there was a significant differences across 

levels of checking frequency in the perception of personal data [F(2, 176) = 6.34, p = .00], 

consumer loyalty [F(2, 176) = 5.61, p = .001], data on usage [F(2, 176) = 8.69, p = .00], user 

participation [F(2, 176) = 9.71, p = .00], and content created by users [F(2, 176) = 8.63, p = .00]. 

Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey test were conducted. There was a significant difference (p 

= .05) in the perception of all five benefits to Facebook between all checking frequencies.  

Users were also asked, in an open-ended question, to identify any additional benefits that 

they perceived Facebook received. When users were asked to list any additional benefits 

Facebook received from using Facebook generally, users mentioned “data for ads,” “more 
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information,” and “indirectly, ad dollars” as additional benefits. These benefits mostly fell under 

already existing benefit categories.  

 For Life Events, users suggested that information used by advertising was a benefit, 

stating “ad marketing,” “advertising” and “targeted ads” most commonly. Additional answers 

include “customer satisfaction,” and “information on important dates.” These answers largely 

track with the benefits already listed (i.e., consumer data and consumer loyalty). (One respondent 

mentioned the vague concept “blackmail,” which did not track with existing categories.) 

When users were asked to name any additional benefits they perceived Facebook 

received from Scrapbook, users suggested that “retained customers,” and “knowing about our 

children” could also be benefits. Most users stated they could not think of additional benefits. 

Again, the benefits listed by users fell largely under already-existing benefit categories, 

specifically consumer loyalty and data usage.  

RQ4b asks how users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook correlate with privacy 

concerns. To answer this, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted to assess the relationship 

between users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook and the dimensions of privacy concerns.  

When looking at the benefits Facebook receives in general (Table 29), there was a moderately 

positive correlation between Awareness of Privacy Policies and the benefits of Personal Data [r 

= 0.24, n = 950, p = 0.0], Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.27, n = 950, p = 0.0], Data on Usage [r = 

0.26, n = 950, p = 0.0], User Participation [r = 0.29, n = 950, p = 0.0], and Content Created by 

Users [r = 0.30, n = 950, p = 0.0]. There was also a moderately positive correlation between 

concern about Unauthorized Use of Data and Content Created by Users [r = 0.25, n = 950, p = 

0.0]. Other substantial correlations were found between concern about Unauthorized Use of Data 

and Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.23, n = 950, p = 0.0], Data on Usage [r = 0.21, n = 950, p = 0.0], 
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User Participation [r = 0.23, n = 950, p = 0.0], and between concern about data control and User 

Participation [r = 0.20, n = 950, p = 0.0], and Content Created by Users [r = 0.22, n = 950, p = 

0.0]. 

 
Table 29 RQ4B: Zero-Order Correlations of Privacy Concern and Perceived Benefits to 
Facebook 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
- 1: 

Control 
.57** .42** .50** .18** .17** .19** .20** .22** 

2: Awareness of Privacy 
Policies 

 - .52** .69** .24** .27** .26** .29** .30** 

3: Collection   - .53** .09** .08* .08* .11** .14** 
4: Unauthorized Use of 
Data 

   - .17** .23** .21** .23** .25** 

5: Personal Data     - .75** .81** .76** .80** 
6: Loyalty      - .82** .82** .76** 
7: Data on Usage       - .86** .81** 
8: Participation        - .86** 
9: Content by Users         - 

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

When looking at correlations between privacy concerns and perceived benefits of Life 

Events for only users of Life Events, results indicated that there was a moderately positive 

correlation between awareness of privacy policies and consumer loyalty [r = 0.25, n = 438, p = 

0.0], data on usage [r = 0.27, n = 438, p = 0.0], user participation [r = 0.34, n = 438, p = 0.0], and 

content created by users [r = 0.28, n = 438, p = 0.0]. Other substantial correlations were found 

between concern about unauthorized secondary usage of personal data and data on usage [r = 

0.21, n = 438, p = 0.0], user participation [r = 0.28, n = 438, p = 0.0], and content created by 

users [r = 0.20, n = 438, p = 0.0]. All the above items are significant at the 0.01 or 0.05 level. 

Significance testing is used here as a conventional indication that this finding is substantive, even 

though the sample was not random.  
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When looking at correlations between privacy concerns and perceived benefits of 

Scrapbook for only users of Scrapbook, results indicated that there was a moderately positive 

correlation between concern about Data Control and User Participation [r = 0.26, n = 176, p = 

0.0] and Content Created by Users [r = 0.25, n = 176, p = 0.0]. Other substantial correlations 

were found between concern about Data Control and Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.22, n = 176, p = 

0.0] and Data On Usage [r = 0.23, n = 176, p = 0.0], between Awareness of Privacy Policies and 

the benefits of Personal Data [r = 0.23, n = 176, p = 0.0], Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.23, n = 176, 

p = 0.0], Data On Usage [r = 0.20, n = 176, p = 0.0], User Participation [r = 0.20, n = 176, p = 

0.0], and Content Created By Users [r = 0.22, n = 950, p = 0.0], and between concern about 

Unauthorized Use of Data and Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.23, n = 176, p = 0.0] and Content 

Created By Users [r = 0.20, n = 176, p = 0.0].  All the above items are significant at the 0.01 or 

0.05 level. Significance testing is used here as a conventional indication that this finding is 

substantive, even though the sample was not random. There was no correlation between concern 

about data collection and any of the perceived benefits.  

The next question, RQ5, asks how the relative importance of gratifications sought by 

users for Facebook and the two features (Life Events and Scrapbook) correlate with level of 

users’ privacy concerns. To answer RQ5, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted in which 

dimensions of gratifications sought by users were correlated with dimensions of privacy concern. 

In the correlation analysis for use of all Facebook features (Table 30), a moderately positive 

correlation was found between Connection and Awareness of Privacy Policies [r = 0.26, n = 959, 

p = 0.0] and Unauthorized Use of Data [r =0.21, n = 959, p = 0.0]. A moderately negative 

correlation was found between Social Comparison and Awareness of Privacy Policies [r = -0.26, 
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n = 959, p = 0.0] and Unauthorized Use of Data [r = -0.22, n = 959, p = 0.0]. It is important to 

note that all correlations were negative except between Connection and the privacy dimensions.  

 
 

Table 30 RQ5: Zero-Order Correlations of Gratifications and Privacy Concern Variables, all 
Facebook features 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1: 
Information 

- .44** .60** .50** 0.004 -.08* -.11** -.07* 

2: 
Connection 

 - .44** .20** .14** .26** .07* .21** 

3: Content 
Sharing 

  - .65** -0.01 -.17** -.09** -.17** 

4: Social 
Comparison 

   - -0.04 -.26** -0.05 -.22** 

5: Data 
Control 

    - .57** .42** .50** 

6: Awareness 
of Privacy 
policies  

     - .52** .69** 

7: Data 
Collection 

      - .53** 

8: 
Unauthorized 
Use of Data 

       - 

M 3.45 4.0 3.16 2.48 5.81 6.10 5.64 6.08 

SD .8 .61 .92 1.08 .86 .88 1.11 .97 

n 965 963 962 962 959 959 959 959 

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

 
To further understand the relationship between gratifications sought and privacy 

concerns, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in which dimensions of gratifications 

sought by users are correlated with dimensions of privacy concern, using only those individuals 



 

 
 

95 

 

who answered they used Life Events. A moderately positive correlation was found between 

Connection and Awareness of Privacy Policies [r = 0.30, n = 445, p = 0.0] and Unauthorized 

Use of Data [r =0.21, n = 445, p = 0.0]. A moderately negative correlation was found between 

Social Comparison and Awareness of Privacy Policies [r = -0.21, n = 445, p = 0.0]. It is 

important to note that all correlations were negative except between Connection and the privacy 

dimensions.  

Lastly, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in which dimensions of 

gratifications sought by users are correlated with dimensions of privacy concern, using only 

those individuals who responded that they used Scrapbook.  A moderately positive correlation 

was found between Connection and Data Control [r = 0.30, n = 176, p = 0.0], Awareness of 

Privacy Policies [r = 0.41, n = 176, p = 0.0], Data Collection [r = 0.21, n = 176, p = 0.006] and 

Unauthorized Use of Data [r = 0.29, n = 176, p = 0.0]. A moderately positive correlation was 

also found between Social Comparison and Data Collection [r = 0.27, n = 176, p = 0.0] Other 

substantial correlations were found between Information and Data Control [r = 0.23, n = 176, p 

= 0.002], and between Content Sharing and Data Collection [r = 0.21, n = 176, p = 0.005].  

The last research question, RQ6, asks how the relative importance of gratifications sought 

by users for Facebook and the two features correlate with users’ perceptions of benefits to 

Facebook. To answer RQ6, first bivariate correlation analyses were conducted in which 

dimensions of gratifications sought were correlated with users’ perceived benefits of all features 

of Facebook (Facebook use generally). In the correlation analysis for users of all Facebook 

features (Table 31), a substantial correlation was found between Connection and Consumer 

Loyalty [r = 0.20, n = 950, p = 0.0], User Participation [r = 0.21, n = 950, p = 0.0] and Content 
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Created by Users [r = 0.23, n = 950, p = 0.0] as benefits to Facebook from using all features. All 

other correlations were relatively weak and negative; all can be seen in Table 31.  

 
Table 31 RQ6: Zero-Order Correlations of Gratifications and Perceived Benefits to Facebook, 

all Facebook features 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1: 
Connection 

- .44** .44** .20** .18** .20** .18** .21** .23** 

2: 
Information 

 - .60** .50** -0.03 -0.03 -0.06 -.08* -0.05 

3: Content 
Sharing 

  - .65** -.11** -.09** -.13** -.13** -.10** 

4: Social 
Comparison 

   - -.15** -.14** -.17** -.19** -.14** 

5: Personal 
Data  

    - .75** .81** .76** .80** 

6: Consumer 
Loyalty 

     - .82** .82** .76** 

7: Data on 
Usage 

      - .86** .81** 

8: User 
Participation 

       - .86** 

9: Content 
by Users 

        - 

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

 
 

To further understand the relationship between the gratifications sought and the perceived 

benefits to Facebook, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in which dimensions of 

gratifications sought by users were correlated with users’ perceived benefits of Life Events to 

Facebook, using only those who responded that they used Life Events. A substantial positive 

relationship was found between Connection and Consumer Loyalty [r = 0.13, n = 438, p = 0.01], 

Data on Usage [r = 0.10, n = 438, p = 0.04], User Participation [r = 0.14, n = 438, p = 0.0] and 

Content Created by Users [r = 0.13, n = 438, p = 0.01]. No substantial correlations were found 

between Social Comparison and any benefits to Facebook from Life Events, though all 
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correlations that existed here were negative. No correlation was found between Information or 

Content Sharing and any benefits to Facebook from using Life Events.  

Lastly, bivariate correlation analysis was also conducted in which dimensions of 

gratifications sought by users are correlated with users’ perceived benefits of features to 

Facebook, using only those cases who responded that they used Scrapbook. A moderately 

positive correlation was found between Connection and User Participation [r = 0.22, n = 176, p 

= 0.003] and Content Created by Users [r = 0.26, n = 176, p = 0.0] as benefits to Facebook from 

using Scrapbook. A moderately positive correlation was also found between Information and 

Data on Usage [r = 0.21, n = 176, p = 0.005] and Content Created by Users [r = 0.24, n = 176, p 

= 0.001] as benefits to Facebook from using Scrapbook. No correlation was found between 

Content Sharing or Social Comparison and any benefits to Facebook from using Scrapbook.  

Finally, to further shed light on RQ5 and RQ6, hierarchical multiple regressions were 

used to determine associations between each gratification dimension of using Facebook and the 

dimensions of privacy concern and perceived benefits to Facebook, after controlling for 

demographic variables. Model 1 includes only a block of control demographic variables (age, 

gender and education), variables measuring privacy dimensions are added as a block in Model 2, 

and perceived benefits to Facebook are added as a block in Model 3 (see Tables 32-35).  

Standardized skewness scores were within +/- 3 for all four dependent variables. There 

were no significant outliers. The regression models' Durbin-Watson statistics ranged between 1.5 

and 2.5 for all variables, providing evidence of uncorrelated residuals (and so standard error is 

not likely to be underestimated). Multicollinearity was a potential problem only with the 

Perceived Benefits responses. Correlations between perceived benefit variables were in the .70 

and .80 range, which could be evidence of multicollinearity between those variables 
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(multicollinearity was not a problem for the other sets of variables). However, a separate 

regression analysis was conducted in which only one perceived benefit, personal data, was 

included in the regression model. Results did not change substantially - the Beta coefficient for 

privacy policy, with all perceived benefits in the model was .19; with only personal data included 

it was .20. 

 
Table 32 RQ6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for variables predicting 
Connection 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 B SE  B SE  B SE  
Constant 3.41 0.10  2.68 0.16  2.62 0.164  
Demographics          
Age 0.01 0.002 0.11*** 0.002 0.002 0.04 0.002 0.002 0.03 
Gender (M=1, F=2) 0.17 0.04 0.13*** 0.13 0.04 0.10** 0.11 0.042 0.09** 
Education 0.02 0.01 0.07* 0.01 0.01 .07* 0.01 .01 0.07* 
Privacy Concerns          
Data Control    -0.01 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.028 -0.02 
Privacy Policy    0.15 0.03 0.22*** 0.13 0.033 0.19*** 
Data Collection    -0.06 0.02 -0.12** -0.06 0.021 -0.11** 
Unauthorized Use    0.06 0.03 0.10* 0.06 0.028 0.09* 
Perceived Benefits          
Personal Data       0.001 0.023 0.002 
Consumer Loyalty       0.02 0.024 0.04 
Data on Usage       -0.03 0.029 -0.06 
User Participation       -0.001 0.031 -0.002 
Content by Users       0.07 0.027 0.17* 

R2  .04   .10   .12  
Adjusted R2   .04   .09   .10  

 R2     .06   .02  
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

In the first step of the regression on the gratification Connection, age, gender and 

education level were positive predictors of Connection as a gratification sought from Facebook 

use (Table 32). These control variables accounted for 4% of the variance in the Connection 

scores. Awareness of Privacy Policies and concern about Unauthorized Use of Data were 

positively associated with Connection even after controlling for demographic variables, while 
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concern about Data Collection was negatively related to Connection. Privacy and demographic 

variables accounted for 9-10% of the variance in the Connection score. In the final step, 

Content Created by Users as a benefit to Facebook was positively associated with Connection. 

Perceived benefits, privacy and demographic variables accounted for 10-12% of the variance in 

Connection.  

Table 33 RQ6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for variables predicting 
Information 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 B SE  B SE  B SE  
Constant 3.91 0.13  4.05 0.22  4.07 0.23  
Demographics          
Age -.01 0.002 -.09** -0.01 0.002 -0.07* -0.01 0.002 -0.07 
Gender (M=1, F=2) -.12 0.06 -.07* -0.10 0.06 -0.06 -0.09 0.06 -0.05 
Education -.01 0.01 -.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 
Privacy Concerns          
Data Control    0.07 0.04 0.08 0.04* 0.08 0.08* 
Privacy Policy    -0.02 0.05 -0.02 0.05 -0.02 -0.02 
Data Collection    -0.08 0.03 -0.08** 0.03 -0.11 -0.08** 
Unauthorized Use    -0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.04 -0.01 -0.01 
Perceived Benefits          
Personal Data      0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 
Consumer Loyalty      0.05 0.03 0.09 0.05 
Data on Usage      -0.03 0.04 -0.06 -0.03 
User Participation      -0.08 0.04 -0.14 -0.08 
Content by Users      0.03 0.04 0.05 0.03 

R2  .02   .03   .04  
Adjusted R2  .01   .02   .02  

 R2     .01   .01  
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

In the first step of the regression on the gratification Information, age and gender were negative 

and weak predictors of Information as a gratification sought from Facebook use (Table 33). 

These control variables accounted for 1-2% of the variance in Information. Concern about Data 

Collection was negatively related to Connection, even after controlling for demographic 

variables. Privacy and demographic variables accounted for about 2-3% of the variance in 
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Information. In the final step, there was no significant association between any perceived 

benefits and Information.  

 
Table 34 RQ6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Content 
Sharing 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 B SE  B SE  B SE  
Constant 4.24 .14  4.57 .25  4.66 0.25  
Demographics          
Age -.02 .003 -.19*** -.01 .003 -.15*** -0.01 0.003 -.15*** 
Gender (M=1, F=2) -.31 .06 -.15*** -.27 .06 -.13*** -0.26 0.07 -.13*** 
Education -.004 .01 -.01 -.01 .01 -.02 -.004 0.01 -0.01 
Privacy Concerns          
Data Control    .12 .04 .11** 0.13 0.04 0.12** 
Privacy Policy    -.08 .05 -.08 -0.07 0.05 -0.07 
Data Collection    -.003 .03 -.00 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 
Unauthorized Use    -.12 .04 -.12** -0.12 0.04 -0.12** 
Perceived Benefits          
Personal Data       -0.04 0.04 -0.06 
Consumer Loyalty       0.06 0.04 0.10 
Data on Usage       -0.05 0.04 -0.09 
User Participation       -0.07 0.05 -0.11 
Content by Users       0.06 0.04 0.10 

R2  .07   .09   .10  
Adjusted R2  .07   .08   .09  

 R2     .02   .01  
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

In the first step of the regression on the gratification Content Sharing, age and gender were 

negatively associated with Content Sharing (Table 34). These control variables accounted for 7% 

of the variance in the Content Sharing scores. Concern about Data Collection was positively 

associated with Content Sharing, even after controlling for demographic variables, while concern 

about Unauthorized Use of Data was negatively related to Content Sharing. Privacy and 

demographic variables accounted for about 8-9% of the variance in Content Sharing over and 

above age, gender, and education. In the final step, there was no association between any 
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perceived benefits and Content Sharing.  

 
 
Table 35 RQ6: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Social 

Comparison 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 B SE  B SE  B SE  
Constant 4.90 0.16  5.40 0.27  5.49 0.27  
Demographics          
Age -.03 .003 -.27*** -0.02 0.003 -0.22*** -0.02 0.003 -.21*** 
Gender (M=1, F=2) -.69 .07 -.29*** -.62 .07 -.26*** -.60 .07 -.26*** 
Education -.001 .01 -.003 -.003 0.01 -0.01 -.001 0.01 -0.00 
Privacy Concerns          
Data Control    0.14 0.05 0.11** 0.15 0.05 0.12*** 
Privacy Policy    -0.24 0.05 -0.20*** -0.24 0.06 -.19*** 
Data Collection    0.12 0.03 0.12*** 0.12 0.03 0.12*** 
Unauthorized Use    -0.13 0.05 -0.11** -0.13 0.05 -0.12** 
Perceived Benefits          
Personal Data       -0.04 0.04 -0.06 
Consumer Loyalty       0.09 0.04 0.12* 
Data on Usage       -0.05 0.05 -0.07 
User Participation       -0.13 0.05 -0.18** 
Content by Users       0.09 0.04 0.13* 

R2  .19   .23   .24  
Adjusted R2  .18   .22   .23  

 R2     .04   .01  
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

In the first step of the regression on the gratification Social Comparison, age and gender 

were negatively related to Social Comparison as a gratification sought from Facebook use (Table 

35). These control variables accounted for 18-19% of the variance in the Social Comparison 

scores. Concern about Data Control and Data Collection were positively associated with Social 

Comparison, even after controlling for demographic variables, while Awareness of Privacy 

Policies and concern about Unauthorized Use of Data was negatively related to Social 

Comparison. Privacy and demographic variables accounted for about 22-23% of the variance in 

the Social Comparison score. In the final step, Content Created by Users and Consumer Loyalty 
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as benefits to Facebook were positively associated with Social Comparison, while User 

Participation was negatively related. Perceived benefits as well as privacy and demographic 

variables accounted for about 23-24% of the variance in the Social Comparison score.   
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DISCUSSION 
  

Based on Facebook’s own words, it is clear to see that the company benefits in several ways 

from individuals engaging with their site and the different features. In general, survey findings 

suggest that users who are most engaged tend to have a laxer attitude about privacy issues and 

seem less likely to perceive the ways that Facebook benefits from their use. It seems then, that 

Facebook benefits greatly from users who are, from a critical perspective, blindly loyal or at least 

less cautious, and it also seems that the more deeply they are engaged with Facebook and its 

features, the greater this loyal attitude. Both Resource Dependence Theory and Political-

Economy would predict this, and it seems that in the negotiation between the company and its 

users, the company has the upper hand. Findings are summarized here, and some implications 

are drawn.  

 From their users’ participation, Facebook receives the benefits of digital labor, personal 

data, personalized advertising strategies and trust. Facebook states, both explicitly and implicitly 

throughout their texts, that they analyze and sell the content that their users share on Facebook. 

On the other hand, digital labor as a benefit was more subtly implied by Facebook. Users are not 

directly told that their information is used by Facebook, for their profit, without compensation 

for that information in any way. This free collection of information saves Facebook money as 

they gain a better understanding of their consumers and allows them to profit more when they 

pass that information along to advertisers. Thus, every time a user shares their baby’s pictures 

with family, connects with old friends or shares a news article, they provide valuable information 

to Facebook about their preferences and habits, for free. Their information is scrutinized and sold 
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and their preferences and habits become the inspiration for advertisements on their newsfeed. In 

this process, customers are categorized into groups and as Facebook calls them, “lookalike 

audiences.” This makes it easier for both Facebook and advertisers to make decisions about and 

use this data to target users. This is evidence of the commodification of users, as users go along 

with the categorizations and supply Facebook with the data so willingly. Users are encouraged to 

do this, as Facebook shares information with their users about how they may ‘control’ their 

privacy and manage their settings on their site while asking for feedback about their features. 

This gives the company the appearance of transparency, which helps build trust and loyalty, a 

kind of resource for Facebook. When users believe they can trust Facebook, they feel better 

about engaging and sharing more content. Furthermore, they feel better about introducing their 

family members, like their children, to the site as well, even if it is solely through pictures. 

Children’s privacy online is a delicate situation for parents to navigate. Facebook provides them 

with a seemingly safe place to share pictures of their children, offering them control over who 

can seem them and how they may be displayed. This begins a digital footprint for kids over 

which they and their parents have little control. Meanwhile this helps the company gain users in 

addition to relevant personal information while keeping their revenue cycle profitable. This is 

especially important to understand, as Facebook makes nearly all their money through 

advertising and they can do this with maximum efficiency because they exploit their users and 

the content they put online.  

Coming from the Political Economy viewpoint, the findings that Facebook pursues user 

trust and loyalty in Facebook as a resource suggest that Facebook is using a subtle form of 

control, by providing users with only the sense of having control over their information and the 

processes. This is apparent in several places, such as the Life Events options pre-listed for users 
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as well as the advertising preferences. In both instances, the categories presented seem natural to 

the user, so they are less likely to be questioned or perceived as inappropriate. Another example 

is seen when Facebook involves the users and asks for feedback on different features and 

privacy issues. This encourages users’ beliefs that users and Facebook work together. And while 

users’ opinions may be of value to the company, users aren’t provided with full control over all 

their information, indicating that Facebook is not very concerned. Moreover, while Facebook 

demonstrates some concern about privacy, they don’t make privacy controls easy to locate or 

use, or find specific information about. This recalls the old expression “out of sight, out of 

mind:” when users are oblivious to different controls they have over their account, they probably 

won’t go looking for them. Lastly, the language used by Facebook throughout all their 

documents further encourages that latent control. This language puts the user in the driver’s seat 

by providing them with control. Examples of this include “you choose,” “you provide,” “if you 

upload” and “you can share.” Putting it on the users, rhetorically, almost relieves Facebook of 

the control in the user’s mind without actually doing so in reality.  

From the RDT perspective, Facebook aims to control audience behavior so that the 

benefits they provide would become less uncertain and more predictable. Language that 

encourages users to post content is evidence of this. By not commanding users, Facebook 

reassures users and furthers the impression that users have control over their decisions and the 

process, making their ongoing compliance more likely to be reliable. From the critical Political-

Economy standpoint however, this information suggests users have good reason to think 

judiciously about using Facebook -- why does Facebook need them to provide or upload or 

share? This brings about the question as to what degree users think critically about Facebook and 

privacy issues, and in what contexts.  
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While understanding Facebook’s motivations is useful, it’s necessary to understand how their 

consumers perceive the site and perceive Facebook. From one perspective, this is important 

because consumers’ use and engagement keeps Facebook in business. From another 

perspective, this is important because critical thinking about Facebook, and its motives, and the 

capacity to negotiate control over the relationship should benefit consumers. When looking at 

what gratifications users say best describe their use of Facebook overall, Connection is at the top, 

followed by Information.  Users overall seemed mostly neutral about Content Sharing and on 

average, do not think Social Comparison described their use. When examining the gratifications 

overall for users of Life Events only or Scrapbook only, Connection and Information were also 

considered the gratifications that best describe their use. However, both users of Life Events and 

of Scrapbook rated Content Sharing and Social Comparison higher than general users. 

Additionally, Scrapbook users found Social Comparison to be a better descriptor of their use 

than Life Events users or users in general. The high Connection gratification indicates that users 

place high importance on maintaining connections with those they already know and trust. This 

appears consistent with Facebook’s aims, per the content analysis, of classifying users to make 

them easier to “use.” Content Sharing is above neutral for users, again suggesting consistency 

with Facebook’s benefit of digital labor. However, users are not seemingly cognizant of this 

activity. The Information gratification is also high, which is less consistent with the idea of 

commodification.  

 Delving deeper into the gratifications seen as relevant by users, the importance of 

each gratification dimension was compared with posting habits on Facebook. Overall, the 

perceived relevance of all the gratification dimensions increased as posting habits increased. 

Thus, people who post more on Facebook are even more likely connect and communicate with 
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peers, and to stay up-to-date on current events and information. They care somewhat less about 

the importance of providing information about themselves and considerably less about social 

comparison. Of note is that there was little difference in the importance of Social Comparison 

between the low and medium posters, or in the importance of Connection between medium and 

high posters. Thus, high and medium frequency posters find Connection to be the most 

important, while on the opposite end of the scale, low and medium posters are less likely to care 

about Social Comparison. Unsurprisingly, Content Sharing was perceived as much more 

relevant for those who posted most often. The relative importance of the gratifications was also 

compared with the frequency with which individuals checked Facebook. As with the comparison 

across posting levels, importance of Connection increases as the checking frequency increases, 

while the importance of Social Comparison decreases. Additionally, the importance of Content 

Sharing is higher for those who check Facebook the least, followed by those who check it most 

and then those in the middle. This means that the people who check Facebook the most do so 

mostly to connect and communicate, and those who check Facebook the least find Social 

Comparison and Content Sharing more relevant. Overall, with a couple of exceptions, those who 

post on and checked Facebook more frequently perceived gratifications to be more relevant to 

them. This makes sense as they engage with the site the most.  

In addition to comparing the gratifications to the posting and checking habits, they were 

also compared across use of the Life Events and Scrapbook features. Similar to the findings on 

Facebook use overall, findings indicated that those who use Life Events find Connection to be 

the gratification that best describes their use, followed by Information and Content Sharing; Life 

Events users were neutral about Social Comparison. It is important to note that there was no 

difference in the relevance of Connection between maybe and no levels, and there was no 
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difference for all other variables between yes and maybe levels. This would suggest that 

individuals use Life Events, and perhaps Facebook in general (given that those not using Life 

Events rated Connection more important than did Life Events users for all other gratifications), 

specifically to communicate and connect with their friends as well as to stay up to date on 

information and current events and to share information, opinions and pictures with their 

Facebook friends. There was also a difference in the importance of the gratifications relative to 

the use of Scrapbook. The importance of all dimensions except Connection increases as user 

participation in Scrapbook goes from no to yes. The difference in the importance of Connection 

did not significantly vary between users and non-users. Thus, results suggest that users of 

Scrapbook do so to connect and communicate like users in general but more specifically to keep 

up-to-date on information, to share information and pictures with Facebook friends and for social 

comparison. Overall, the importance of Connection remained the highest across all users. 

Compared to general users of Facebook, Scrapbook and Life Events users perceive 

slightly stronger relevance across all four gratification dimensions. Scrapbook users rank 

especially high on Social Comparison and Content Sharing gratifications compared to all users. 

This indicates that those who use these features tend to use Facebook more intensely and with 

more trust and loyalty, as evidenced by their comparatively lower concern about privacy issues 

than users overall, and feel more involved in the online social realm provided by Facebook. This 

may explain the overall increased perception of gratification importance. Furthermore, the high 

mean for Content Sharing suggests that high involvement may drive users toward providing 

digital labor. 

The second aspect from the consumer side of this study examined user attitudes regarding 

their concern and awareness about privacy issues and policies. Overall, users gave high scores to 
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all four dimensions. Of these privacy dimensions, users were most concerned about being aware 

of privacy policies and unauthorized secondary use of their personal data, followed by their 

concern about data control and data collection. Because Awareness of Privacy Policies ranks 

the highest, this indicates that trust (leading to loyalty) would be important to Facebook. The 

content analysis lent evidence to this, as trust was a prevalent benefit perceived by Facebook. As 

such, Facebook seems to be aware of the need to cater to this user concern, at least in an overt 

way. 

These attitudes regarding concern and awareness were then looked at relative to posting 

and checking habits. Generally, differences across levels of posting and checking were modest. 

Results found that there was a significant difference in the posting levels and concern about Data 

Collection and Unauthorized Secondary Use of Personal Data. Those who posted the least were 

more concerned about their data being collected and used in an unauthorized manner by 

Facebook than were the most frequent posters. Additionally, levels of concern and awareness 

were examined against the frequency which with users check Facebook. Contrary to the posting 

results, those who checked Facebook more were more concerned about being aware of the 

privacy policies and about unauthorized secondary use of their personal data. Results suggest 

greater privacy concerns do not affect the less invasive and less risky behavior of merely 

checking Facebook. Comparing the posting and checking results, higher levels of posting 

indicate slightly less concern for two privacy dimensions, while higher levels of checking 

indicate slightly more concern for two privacy dimensions. These two findings make sense, as 

those who invest themselves more in Facebook -- who provide personal information more 

frequently through posting -- are less concerned about privacy. Users may be less concerned, or 

they may have lower concerns to internally justify more posting to themselves. However, it could 



 

 
 

110 

 

also be that less concern over privacy leads to less concern about posting; it’s not clear why more 

concern about privacy would lead to more checking. Again, however, these differences in 

perception of privacy across use levels were not large. 

Attitudes regarding the concern and awareness levels of users about privacy issues and 

policies was also examined relative to use of the Life Events feature only and Scrapbook. 

Overall, users are moderately concerned about privacy, with users who don’t use Life Events 

being most concerned with privacy issues. It could be that they find Life Events to be a source of 

privacy concern. It could also be that users or Life Events are more invested Facebook users and 

therefore less bothered by privacy issues related to Facebook. These results were similarly 

demonstrated with users of Scrapbook only. Users who do not use Scrapbook have higher levels 

of privacy concern, followed by users and those who might. Users with high levels of concern 

may feel that Scrapbook could violate their privacy or at least not enhance it, or it could be that 

these more invested users are less troubled by privacy issues with Facebook. Like the findings 

about frequent posters, users of Scrapbook or of Life Events have somewhat lower levels of 

concern about privacy across all privacy dimensions. As such, these results may be explained 

similarly: Those who provide personal information more frequently through these features may 

be less concerned about privacy, because they are genuinely less concerned through experience 

or because they are invested more; or, those more concerned with privacy may be less likely to 

use additional features like Scrapbook.  

Based on users’ attitudes regarding privacy concerns, it is important to then understand 

what strategies individuals use to manage and control their privacy on Facebook. Overall, 

changing the audience of posts was perceived as the most important strategy, followed by friend 

lists and untagging pictures. Scrapbook, Life Events and creating brand accounts were perceived 
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as the least important strategies for controlling privacy on Facebook. That Scrapbook is the least 

important strategy suggests it is not supporting one of its key intended purposes, that of 

providing parents with more control and privacy. Results show a big drop off in use of the 

untagging strategy when moving from low frequency posters to high frequency posters, that is 

not seen for other strategies. This suggests that those who post the least care greatly about what 

pictures are attached with their profile. The reason for this is unknown, as untagging only deletes 

an individual’s affiliation with a picture, but not the picture itself. This could be a result of vanity 

then, as users who post less may be more selective when posting content or letting content be 

affiliated with their profiles. The data say only that there seems to be something about using 

untagging as a privacy strategy that appeals less to those who post a lot – and more to those who 

don’t post as much. The reason would seem to lie in something that’s inherently different or 

unique about untagging. One unique finding regarding the untagging strategy is the suggestion 

of two different types of heavy Facebook users: heavy posters and heavy checkers. The 

heaviness of the different types of users relate to privacy in opposing ways, at least in terms of 

untagging – heavy posters utilize untagging less than lighter posters while heavy checkers utilize 

untagging more than lighter checkers.  

When comparing the strategies across checking frequencies, there was a difference in 

importance between the frequencies of Scrapbook, changing the audience, Friend lists, putting 

information in the “About Me” section, tagging pictures, untagging pictures and checking in.  

The importance of changing the audience, Friend lists, tagging pictures, untagging pictures and 

checking in all increased as checking frequency increased, while the importance of Scrapbook 

decreased. These results indicate that higher frequency checkers care most about easily 

controlling who can see what content. Additionally, high posters use Scrapbook far less than any 
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other strategy. One explanation for the low use of Scrapbook across the board may be the 

relative newness of the feature and how it only appears when entering a family member. Less 

than a third of respondents to this survey were aware of the feature. As such, their lack of 

awareness may contribute to their not using it to control privacy.  

It was also important to understand the relationship between users’ privacy concerns and 

strategies used for controlling privacy. Results from a bivariate correlation analysis showed that 

moderately strong positive correlation was found between awareness of privacy policies and 

changing the audience of posts, friend lists, and untagging pictures. Thus, users who think 

privacy policies are especially important are more likely to control their content and control who 

can see it. Other substantial correlations were found between concern about data collection and 

untagging pictures and checking in. This suggests that users concerned about how much data 

Facebook collects are more likely to disconnect pictures from their account. Lastly there was a 

substantial positive relationship between concern about unauthorized secondary use of personal 

data and changing the audience of posts, friend lists and untagging pictures. Again, users 

concerned about how their information may be used by Facebook are more likely to want to 

control the content associated with their Facebook profile and who can see that content.  

The third component of this study examines what users perceive as benefits to Facebook 

from using the different features available, if the benefits existed at all. Overall, users believed 

fairly strongly that all of Facebook features produced the following benefits for Facebook the 

company: user participation, data on usage, personal data, consumer loyalty, and content created 

by users. Life Events users only somewhat agreed that all perceived benefits were received by 

Facebook from using Life Events. Additionally, Scrapbook users somewhat agreed that all 

perceived benefits were received by Facebook from using Scrapbook. Both Life Events and 



 

 
 

113 

 

Scrapbook users perceived Facebook as benefiting less from the listed benefits than general 

users. This is consistent with these users, and frequent posters, being less concerned with 

privacy. It may be that users who are less critical of Facebook are more likely to use additional 

features like Life Events and Scrapbook, or it may be that users of these features tend to be more 

involved with and attached with Facebook, and this encourages less critical thought about 

Facebook’s motives.  

 The perceived benefits were also compared to posting and checking habits on Facebook. 

There was no significant difference in the perception of benefits to Facebook from using all of 

Facebook’s features relative to the posting habits. Thus, all Facebook posters perceived the 

importance of the benefits to Facebook from using all Facebook features about equally. 

However, there was a significant difference in the perception of benefits to Facebook from using 

Scrapbook. Personal data, data on usage and content created by users were perceived as more 

important benefits to Facebook for those who were in the medium and high checking frequencies 

than for those in the low checking frequency. Consumer loyalty and user participation were 

perceived as more important for those who were in the medium frequency than for those in the 

low and high checking frequencies. Lastly, there was a significant difference in the perception of 

the benefits of using all of Facebook’s features relative to checking frequencies. All the benefits 

were perceived as more important for those in the medium and high checking frequencies than 

for those in the low checking frequency. Overall, this means that those who check Facebook 

more often tended to agree more strongly that Facebook received benefits from using the 

different features. It is interesting to note that checking more frequently led users to see 

Facebook as benefiting more, but posting more frequently did not lead users to that conclusion. 

One reason for this could be that those who see Facebook as benefiting more are more critical of 
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FB and therefore more cautious in their use. Or, it might mean that those who post a lot are more 

invested in the idea of Facebook, and therefore have a lower desire think critically about 

Facebook. 

After learning about users’ levels of privacy concern and their perceptions of benefits to 

Facebook, it was necessary to see if a relationship existed between them. When looking at the 

benefits Facebook receives from individuals using all features, results indicated that there was a 

low to moderate relationship between all four dimensions of privacy concern and all five 

perceived benefits to Facebook. These results suggest that the more concerned users are about 

privacy, the more critical is their thinking about Facebook, manifested in their belief that 

Facebook stands to benefit more from their use. Examining only users of Life Events as well as 

users of only Scrapbook, results also showed positive correlations of low to moderate strength 

between all four privacy dimensions and all five perceived benefits of using Life Events or using 

Scrapbook. However, these correlations were, in general, somewhat stronger than for Facebook 

users generally. This suggests that these users of special features may tend to be more critical of 

Facebook and have higher privacy concerns on Facebook than the average user.  

The relationship between the relative importance of gratifications sought by users and the 

users’ attitudes regarding concern and awareness about privacy was also examined. A 

moderately positive relationship was found between Connection and all dimensions of privacy 

concern. This indicates that those who find communication with familiar people (Connection) to 

be the most relevant gratification have higher privacy concerns, while those interested in 

Information, Content Sharing and Social Comparison have lower levels of privacy concerns. The 

regression analysis also showed that those who were concerned and aware of Facebook’s 

obligation to provide policy information about privacy were somewhat more likely to seek to 
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connect with those they know. Those less concerned about this privacy obligation were more 

likely to merely observe (lurk) others they do not know well.   

Generally, aside from the gratification of Connection, those with higher levels of 

privacy concerns tended to perceive that gratifications from Facebook were less relevant to them 

while those with lower levels of privacy concerns tended to perceive the gratifications as more 

relevant to them. This provides more evidence that the amount of critical thinking done by users 

regarding Facebook use and privacy may have an impact on users’ motivations. However, the 

positive correlation between Connection and privacy concerns suggests that people who are 

worried about privacy may choose to view Facebook as a place to connect and communicate 

with family and friends, while those who desire more varied activities on Facebook have lower 

privacy concerns and feel freer to engage online. 

There were no substantive differences between all Facebook use and Life Events use for 

this analysis. However, results were different for Scrapbook use, as all correlations between 

privacy concerns and gratifications were positive, and tended to be stronger than for users 

generally. Results indicate that Scrapbook users overall are much less likely to let privacy 

concerns dampen their engagement with Facebook. This suggests that users who are more 

engaged in certain features, like Scrapbook, do not want to, or do not naturally, think critically 

about their Facebook use. This may be a direct result of Scrapbook’s singular mission – it is a 

single convenient place to post pictures of their kids to share with friends and family. As such, 

people who have a strong desire to share their pictures and connect their child with friends and 

family may refuse to let privacy concerns bother them.  

The final relationship to understand was between the relative importance of gratifications 

sought by users and users’ perceptions of benefits to Facebook. A substantial correlation was 
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found between Connection and all five perceived benefits to Facebook from using all features. 

These relationships suggest that users who care about connecting (which correlated positively 

with higher privacy concerns as noted above) also believe more strongly that Facebook benefits 

from their participation. However, in the regression analysis, only Facebook benefiting from 

content produced by users correlated with Connection. Negative relationships of moderate to 

weak strength were found between Content Sharing and all five perceived benefits to Facebook, 

and between Social Comparison and all five perceived benefits to Facebook. In the regression, 

benefiting from user participation correlated negatively with Social Comparison, but the 

relationship was not strong. Examining only those individuals who use Life Events, the 

relationship between the gratifications sought by users and users’ perceived benefits of Life 

Events to Facebook were found to be generally weak. A moderately positive relationship was 

found between Connection and Personal Data, Data on Usage, User Participation and Content 

Created by Users. These relationships suggest that users who care about connecting (who also 

have higher privacy concerns per the previous section) also believe more strongly that Facebook 

benefits from their participation. A moderately negative relationship was found between Social 

Comparison and Data on Usage, User Participation and Content Created by Users. The 

relationship between the gratifications sought by Scrapbook users and users’ perceived benefits 

of Scrapbook to Facebook was also analyzed. When considering the benefits Facebook receives 

from users participating in the Scrapbook feature, a moderately positive relationship was found 

between Connection and all perceived benefits except Consumer Loyalty. A moderately positive 

correlation was also found between Information and all five perceived benefits to Facebook from 

using Scrapbook. Results are like those between privacy concerns and gratifications. Generally, 

those who viewed Facebook as benefiting the most also tended to perceive that gratifications for 
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Facebook were less relevant to them, while those who viewed Facebook as benefiting the least 

tended to perceive that gratifications were more relevant. One interpretation of this is that, 

similar to the privacy concern findings, Scrapbook users don’t allow their perceptions about 

how Facebook may be benefiting from their use to dampen the gratifications they receive from 

Facebook as users. These users appear to be more willing and less critical users overall. 

Unfortunately, because these are just correlations, it is unknown whether this attitude 

predisposed them to using features like Scrapbook, or whether use of these features somehow 

lessened their critical thinking about Facebook. 

In looking at regression analyses, predictors seem to be most explanatory for the Social 

Comparison dimension and the least explanatory for Information. Perceived benefits add the 

least explanation of all gratification dimensions, while privacy concerns add substantial 

explanation for all gratification dimensions except Information. Though not predicted, gender 

appeared to be a noteworthy predictor for all gratification dimension except Information. Age 

was negatively associated with Social Comparison, suggesting that younger users care more 

about their peers’ activities. In terms of privacy dimensions, data collection and data control 

were positively associated with Social Comparison, while Awareness of Privacy Policies and 

Unauthorized Use of Data were negatively associated with Social Comparison.  Focusing only 

on beta coefficient findings that are near or above .20, it can be seen that factors related to 

Facebook itself – its obligations and its likely benefits – have a notable impact on two of the 

gratifications. Those who say they are especially aware and concerned about Facebook’s 

obligation to disclose privacy information are more likely to seek to connect with others they 

know, but those who indicate less concern about Facebook disclosing privacy information are 

more likely to value social comparison and view content from others they don’t know.  Further 
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these same individuals who value social comparison with others they don’t know are less likely 

to perceive that Facebook is benefiting from users’ participation. Those who are more likely to 

merely view others behind the scenes may be less engaged with Facebook and less likely to 

provide content, which might explain the relative lack of concern about privacy policies and 

benefits to Facebook from their use. 

The most important implications of this study come from the relationship between the 

results of the content analysis and the survey of Facebook users. Facebook, as a company, clearly 

depends on free labor from their users to create and share content that can be sold and utilized by 

advertisers. This keeps their internal costs down while maximizing their revenue. Furthermore, 

Facebook capitalizes on their users’ trust and loyalty to make money and to continue the cycle by 

introducing their children to the networking site. While RDT suggests this is solely to reduce 

uncertainty about input and stabilize costs, there is a more critical aspect to be observed. Using 

the Political Economy perspective, Facebook essentially manipulates users into working for free, 

providing users only with a semblance of control as their compensation. As a result, users are 

more likely to feel they can comfortably share their content on Facebook, which encourages 

growth of profit. As depicted in the results of the user survey, Facebook users care about 

connecting with their friends and family especially, but they also see other gratifications as 

important: information, content sharing and social comparison. As users come to rely on 

Facebook more for these gratifications, Facebook the company is better equipped to rely on their 

users for labor, personal information and thusly, revenue. Moreover, users of features like Life 

Events and Scrapbook, as well as users who post and check Facebook frequently – the most 

engaged Facebook users -- perceived the gratifications of using Facebook to be even more 

relevant than general users while typically perceiving privacy concerns to be less important. 
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These more engaged users were also generally less likely to perceive strong benefits to Facebook 

from users. Also, users who are less concerned about privacy also are less likely to see that 

Facebook benefits from users. These results suggest that the more involved users are with a 

social networking site like Facebook, the less concerned they are about privacy issues. They 

seem to be less critical in their thinking. This could be a form of cognitive dissonance, where 

users try to justify their behavior, or users with lower privacy concerns may simply be 

predisposed to post more and engage in features like Life Events and Scrapbook that encourage 

disclosure of personal information. Regardless, these users have strong motivations behind their 

use of Facebook, which furthers the reliance they may have on the site. This gives Facebook the 

advantage, as they can more easily rely on users to provide the content which provides the 

revenue.  

Despite the benefits provided by this study’s findings, there are also some limitations to 

these results. The content analysis could only determine how Facebook portrays benefits to their 

company second-hand, through its own rhetoric. Interviews with Facebook representatives would 

have added credibility to these findings, as well as participant observation. Additionally, a non-

random sample was used, albeit a large one. This makes parametric statistics, like significance 

testing, technically inappropriate.  Notwithstanding, significance testing was used as 

conventional criteria to indicate that particular findings were substantive. Many of the analyses 

do not indicate causal direction, only association. Thus, ideas about cause-effect direction are 

generally speculative. There was little difference between the posting categories and and some 

privacy concern variables, possibly due to a ceiling effect: everyone surveyed rates high on this 

dimension. As such, the variables may not be correlated with anything. Finally, the 

high/medium/low split of Facebook use was not split evenly in three ways. The decision was 
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made to leave the split as uneven because the split between time frames was logical. However, 

the uneven split may have led to reliability problems due to categorical levels with relatively 

low n’s.  
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CONCLUSION 

Overall, the purpose of this study was to understand how Facebook the company and their users 

negotiate for control by examining Facebook as well as the Scrapbook and Life Events features 

from multiple angles. This study has shed light on a necessary question, as Facebook has 

established itself as the go-to social media outlet, with over 2 billion individuals signed up. 

Facebook has become a leader in social networking sites, in addition to their acquisition of 

related social media outlets like Instagram and WhatsApp. With so many people using and 

trusting in the company, analyzing Facebook’s motivations for introducing new features allows a 

better understanding of what the company is trying to accomplish. In a time where individuals 

are highly wary of their privacy, this information should contribute to users’ ability to think more 

critically, and make more informed choices about the consequences of their participation on the 

site and with these features. This study will also provide insight for other companies that are 

exploring similar features and the consumers of those brands. Furthermore, the massive 

population of Facebook users demands that academia take notice and thus users’ motivations and 

concerns should be better understood. This research is of benefit to Facebook and other social 

media outlets as concerns over online privacy increase and intensify. 

 This research study pursued these goals using a qualitative content analysis of 

Facebook’s texts. Results indicated that Facebook receives four main benefits from users 

engaging in different features and with Facebook in general. These benefits are digital labor, 

personal data, personalized advertising and trust. Digital labor, for which evidence was weakest 

refers to the creation, generation and organization of content by consumers for Facebook for free. 
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This allows Facebook a better understanding of their users at no cost and thus more advertising 

revenue. By participating in digital labor, users provide their personal data, including 

everything from demographic and psychographic information to metadata and contact 

information.  This gives Facebook their unique understanding of their consumers and the 

information they can sell to advertisers. As Facebook connects companies with niche audiences 

as well as broader markets, Facebook ads seem likely to become more highly personalized to 

target specific users and audiences. Altogether, this information places Facebook in a very 

questionable light. Therefore, the last benefit may be the most important – the resources of trust 

and loyalty. That people sign onto Facebook and continue to share their content is what keeps 

Facebook in business. As such, it is critically important that users trust the company they share 

their information with. Based on these results, Facebook clearly benefits from user participation.  

Furthermore, results from a survey of Facebook users demonstrated that connecting with 

familiar others was the most sought gratification of using Facebook, Life Events and Scrapbook. 

This makes sense, as that is the overarching goal of the site in general and of those specific 

features. Additionally, users’ privacy concerns were examined. Users cared more about being 

aware of privacy policies and the unauthorized secondary use of their personal data over 

concerns about data control and data collection. This suggests users know the concerns around 

sharing information and desire to be more informed about their use, while still feeling 

comfortable participating and sharing content. Lastly, this study determined what users perceive 

as benefits to Facebook from using the different features available, if the benefits existed at all. 

Overall, users believed fairly strongly that all of Facebook features produced user participation, 

data on usage, personal data, consumer loyalty, and content created by users as benefits for 
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Facebook the company. Users of either Life Events or Scrapbook only somewhat agreed that all 

perceived benefits were received by Facebook from using Life Events or Scrapbook.  

Both the RDT and critical Political-Economy perspectives used for this dissertation 

propose that companies, like Facebook, attempt to control environmental factors like their 

markets and consumers to make things more predictable and keep the money coming in. 

However, CPM as well as the uses and gratifications theory, where users are perceived as active 

media users, suggests social media users do their own negotiating for control. Results of this 

study suggest that Facebook users are at a disadvantage in this negotiation of control, due to 

Facebook's subtle use of control via earning users’ trust and loyalty. Furthermore, results 

demonstrate that more engaged users – those who post more and use specialized features like 

Scrapbook -- are less likely to think critically about and question Facebook's motives and to less 

likely to cherish their own privacy rights. From the survey results, users who chose to connect 

with those they are most familiar with over other gratifications seemed to have higher privacy 

concerns, suggesting they think more critically about Facebook. Meanwhile users who chose the 

other gratifications had lower privacy concerns. As such, users who engage more online think 

less critically, perhaps because they don’t want to acknowledge privacy concerns that would 

make sharing online uncomfortable. Moreover, users who think more critically about their 

Facebook use tended towards changing the audience of their Facebook posts and Friends lists. 

This suggests users who are critical of Facebook are more critical about the information and 

friends associated with their accounts. 

Future research should consider other features that Facebook offers through their site or 

through their affiliated apps, like WhatsApp or Instagram. Little research exists regarding 

gratifications sought by users as well as privacy concerns related to use of these apps and thus 
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should be explored. Privacy concerns related to use may be particularly interesting, as these apps 

focus on more niche activities (i.e. photo sharing or messaging) but are still in the business 

family of Facebook. Thus, research is needed to see how users perceive the connection between 

the apps and Facebook the company in addition to privacy concern related to use. Additionally, 

in-depth interviews may provide more information about the benefits users perceive Facebook 

gets from their engagement online.  

While the individual methods provide valuable information, the key findings of this study 

come from the relationship between the results of the content analysis and the survey of 

Facebook users. Facebook, as a company, clearly depends on free labor from their users to create 

and share content that they can be sold and utilized by advertisers. This keeps their internal costs 

down while maximizing their revenue. Furthermore, Facebook capitalizes on their users’ trust to 

make money and to continue the cycle by introducing their children to the networking site. As 

depicted with the survey, Facebook users care about connecting with their friends and family 

which relates to the other gratifications of information, content sharing and social comparison. 

As users come to rely on Facebook more for these gratifications, and come to be less critical in 

their thinking, Facebook the company is better equipped to put their users to work -- for labor, 

personal information and thus, revenue 
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APPENDIX B – SURVEY MEASURES 
Facebook - Motivations and Privacy mTurk 
Start of Block: Informed consent 

Q1 Ariel Fink, Principal Investigator from the University of Alabama, is conducting a research 
study called Living Online: Examining Facebook’s Scrapbook and Life Events Features. Dr. 

Wilson Lowrey, a professor in the College of Communication and Information Sciences at UA, 
supervises her. She wishes to find out what motivates you to access Facebook, and more 
specifically, to use certain features.  
 
Taking part in this study involves completing an online survey, in which you will be asked a 
series of questions about why you access Facebook. The study should take about 15-20 minutes 
to complete. This survey contains questions about Facebook usage, thoughts on privacy, and 
your social media use.  
 
We will protect your confidentiality by keeping your answers in a spreadsheet accessible only to 
the researchers. Your name and any other identifying information will not be available to the 
researchers. Only Ariel Fink and Dr. Wilson Lowrey will have access to the data. The data are 
password protected. Only summarized data will be presented at meetings or in publications. 
Please note that the researchers will delete any participant-identifying information from their 
records once the study is completed. Since this survey is available online, your participation will 
be kept private, and you are able to complete it from a computer of your choosing and at a time 
and place of your choosing.  
 
The only direct benefit to you is compensation. By completing the survey, you will earn 10 
cents. If you opt out of the survey early or do not pass the screener questions, you will not be 
compensated. The findings may be useful to brand managers who are responsible for developing 
new strategies to communicate with external stakeholders.  
 
There is minimal risk associated with this research project. You will be asked to complete a 
series of questions about your motivations for accessing Facebook, and more specifically if you 
use particular Facebook features. The only potential risks are feelings of discomfort regarding 
the discussion and consideration of online behaviors and privacy. Respondents will not have 
access to responses from other users, and study results will only be available to the student 
investigator. Only aggregated data will be reported in conference presentations, publications, and 
internal department reports. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may 
skip any questions you do not want to answer or end participation in the study at any time. You 
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must be at least 18 years old to participate in this study.  
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Dr. Wilson Lowrey at wlowrey@ua.edu 
or Ariel Fink at adfink@crimson.ua.edu. You may also contact the University of Alabama’s 
IRB contact and participant outreach at participantoutreach@ua.edu or online at: 
http://ovpred.ua.edu/research-compliance/prco/.  

 
YOUR PARTICIPATION IS COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY. You are free not to participate or 
stop participating any time before you submit your answers. Failure to compete this study will 
have no effect on your relationship with the University of Alabama. 
 
If you understand the statements above, are at least 18 years old, and freely consent to be in this 
study, click on the (AGREE) button to begin 

o Agree  (1)  

o Disagree  (2)  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Ariel Fink, Principal Investigator from the University of Alabama, is conducting a 
research study... = Disagree 

End of Block: Informed consent 
 

Start of Block: Internet and Facebook Usage 
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Q2 How often do you use social media? 

o Never  (1)  

o Less than Once a Month  (2)  

o Once a Month  (3)  

o 2-3 Times a Month  (4)  

o Once a Week  (5)  

o 2-3 Times a Week  (6)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (7)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (8)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (9)  

o More than 8 hours per day  (10)  
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Q3 What forms of social media are you likely to use? Please click all that apply. ▢ Blogs  (1)  ▢ Facebook  (2)  ▢ Twitter  (3)  ▢ Instagram  (4)  ▢ Pinterest  (5)  ▢ Snapchat  (7)  ▢ Other  (6) ________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Q4 Have you ever used Facebook? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (4)  
 
Skip To: End of Survey If Have you ever used Facebook? = No 
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Q5 How often do you check Facebook? 

o Less than once a month  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o 2-3 times a Month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o 2-3 times a week  (5)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (6)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (7)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (8)  

o More than 8 hours per day  (9)  
 
 
 
Q6 How often do you post on Facebook? 

o Less than once a month  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o 2-3 times a Month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o 2-3 times a week  (5)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (6)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (7)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (8)  

o More than 8 hours per day  (9)  
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Q7 Below is an image that depicts the Life Events feature on Facebook. Life Events (right 
corner) allows Facebook users to share major and minor events that happen in their lives, such 
as a new job or relationship. 

 
 
 
 
Q8 Are you aware of Facebook's Life Events?  

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
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Q9 Have you ever used Life Events?  

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever used Life Events?  = No 
 
Q10 How likely is it that you would ever use Life Events?  

o Extremely likely  (23)  

o Somewhat likely  (24)  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  (25)  

o Somewhat unlikely  (26)  

o Extremely unlikely  (27)  
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Q11 How often do you look for your friends' Life Events in your timeline?  

o Never  (1)  

o Less than once a month  (2)  

o Once a month  (3)  

o 2-3 times a month  (4)  

o Once a week  (5)  

o 2-3 times a week  (6)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (7)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (8)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (9)  

o More than 8 hours per day  (10) 
 
 
Q12 How often do you post about your Life Events?  

o Never  (1)  

o Less than once a month  (2)  

o Once a month  (3)  

o 2-3 times a month  (4)  

o Once a week  (5)  

o 2-3 times a week  (6)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (7)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (8)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (9)  
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o More than 8 hours per day  (10)  
 
 

 
Q13 Below is an image that depicts Facebook's Scrapbook feature. Scrapbook gives Facebook 

users the option to create a more private photo album when they list a child as a relative. The 
option to create this Scrapbook only appears when adding a son, daughter, child (gender neutral) 
or pet (gender neutral).  

 
 
 

 
Q14 Are you aware of Facebook's Scrapbook?  

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
 
 

 
Q15 Have you ever used Scrapbook? 

o Yes  (1)  

o Maybe  (2)  

o No  (3)  
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Display This Question: 

If Have you ever used Scrapbook? = No 

 
Q16 How likely is it that you would ever use Scrapbook? 

o Extremely likely  (16)  

o Somewhat likely  (17)  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  (18)  

o Somewhat unlikely  (19)  

o Extremely unlikely  (20)  
 
 

 
Q17 How often do you check a Scrapbook that you created or that was made by a friend or 
family member?  

o Never  (1)  

o Less than once a month  (2)  

o Once a month  (3)  

o 2-3 times a month  (4)  

o Once a week  (5)  

o 2-3 times a week  (6)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (7)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (8)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (9)  

o More than 8 hours per day  (10)  
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Q18 How often do you post to Scrapbook?  

o Never  (1)  

o Less than once a month  (2)  

o One a month  (3)  

o 2-3 times a month  (4)  

o Once a week  (5)  

o 2-3 times a week  (6)  

o Daily, for less than an hour  (7)  

o 1 to 4 hours a day  (8)  

o 5 to 8 hours a day  (9)  

o More than 8 hours a day  (10)  
 
End of Block: Internet and Facebook Usage 

 



 

 
 

145 

 

Start of Block: Gratifications of Using Facebook 
 
Q19 Below is a series of statements about Facebook. Please indicate the extent to which you 
feel they describe you. 
I typically access Facebook... 
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 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

to get 
information (1)  o  o  o  o  o  

to access 
information at 
any time (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
because it’s 

easy to access 
information (3)  o  o  o  o  o  

for a wide 
variety of 

information (4)  o  o  o  o  o  
to keep up 

with current 
events (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
because 

Facebook 
provides the 
most up-to-

date 
information (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  

for specific 
information of 

interest (7)  o  o  o  o  o  
to keep in 

touch with old 
friends (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
for links to 

more 
information 
sources (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  
for depth of 
information 

(10)  o  o  o  o  o  
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for access to 
experts (11)  o  o  o  o  o  
to keep in 
touch with 

current friends 
(12)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to 

communicate 
with friends 
who have 

Facebook (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  

 
Q20 Below is a series of statements about Facebook. Please indicate the extent to which you feel 
they describe you. 
I typically access Facebook... 
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 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

to express my 
opinions (14)  o  o  o  o  o  

to make a 
social 

connection 
with others 

(15)  
o  o  o  o  o  

to be in 
contact with 
like-minded 
people (16)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to feel 

involved (17)  o  o  o  o  o  
because 

Facebook is 
independent of 

traditional 
media (18)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to post/look at 
pictures (19)  o  o  o  o  o  

to relieve 
boredom (20)  o  o  o  o  o  
because I’m 
addicted to 

Facebook (21)  o  o  o  o  o  
because using 
Facebook is a 

habit (26)  o  o  o  o  o  
because it 

helps me relax 
(22)  o  o  o  o  o  
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to compare my 
opinions to 
others (23)  o  o  o  o  o  
to keep up 
with social 
issues and 
trends (24)  

o  o  o  o  o  
because 

Facebook is 
exciting (25)  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
 
Q21 Below is a series of statements about Facebook. Please indicate the extent to which you feel 
they describe you. 
I typically access Facebook... 
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 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

to feel 
connected (1)  o  o  o  o  o  

to share 
information 

about yourself 
(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to get peer 

support from 
others (3)  o  o  o  o  o  

to stay in touch 
with people I 

know (4)  o  o  o  o  o  
because it is 

fun (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
because I feel 
peer pressure 
to participate 

(6)  
o  o  o  o  o  

to maintain 
relationships 
with people I 
may not get to 
see very often 

(7)  

o  o  o  o  o  

to find people I 
have not seen 
for a while (8)  o  o  o  o  o  

to connect 
with people I 

otherwise 
would have 
lost contact 

with (9)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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to keep in 
touch with 

friends living 
far away (10)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to look at the 
photo albums 
of people I do 
not know (11)  

o  o  o  o  o  
to look at the 

profiles of 
other people’s 
friends (12)  

o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 

Page Break  
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Q22 Below is a series of statements about Facebook. Please indicate the extent to which you feel 
they describe you. 
I typically access Facebook... 
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 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

to look at the 
photo albums 

of other 
people’s 

friends (13)  
o  o  o  o  o  

to look at the 
profiles of 

people you do 
not know (14)  

o  o  o  o  o  
for work tasks 

(16)  o  o  o  o  o  
for tasks 
related to 
volunteer 
groups I'm 

involved with 
(28)  

o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
to get more 
likes (17)  o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
to get 

comments (18)  o  o  o  o  o  
to share photos 

that disclose 
information 
about others 
around me 

(19)  

o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
that disclose 
information 
about myself 

(20)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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to share photos 
that disclose 
happenings 
around me 

(22)  
o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
that may gain 
attention (23)  o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
that include 

useful 
information 

(25)  
o  o  o  o  o  

to share photos 
that contain 
important 

information 
(26)  

o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Gratifications of Using Facebook 

 
Start of Block: Internet Privacy Concerns 

 
Q23 Below, please indicate how much the following statements reflect your opinion about 
privacy on Facebook.                     
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Q24 Consumer privacy on Facebook is a matter of consumers' rights to exercise control and 
autonomy over decisions about how their information is collected, used and shared.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q25 Consumer control of personal information lies at the heart of consumer privacy. 

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q26 I believe that online privacy is invaded when control is lost or unwillingly reduced because 
of a marketing transaction. 

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q27 Companies seeking information online should disclose the way the data are collected, 
processed, and used. 

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q28 A good consumer online privacy policy should have a clear and conspicuous disclosure.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q29 It is very important to me that I am aware and knowledgeable about how my personal 
information will be used by Facebook.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q30 It usually bothers me when Facebook asks me for personal information.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q31 When Facebook asks me for personal information, I sometimes think twice before providing 
it.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q32 It bothers me to give personal information to so many online companies.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q33 I'm concerned that Facebook is collecting too much personal information about me.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q34 Facebook should not use personal information for any purpose unless it has been authorized 
by the individuals who provided information. 

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q35 When people give personal information to Facebook for some reason, Facebook should 
never use the information for any other reason.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 



 

 
 

161 

 

Q36 Facebook should never sell the personal information in its computer databases to other 
companies.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
 
 

 
Q37 Facebook should never share personal information with other companies unless it has been 
authorized by the individuals who provided the information.  

o Strongly agree  (1)  

o Agree  (2)  

o Somewhat agree  (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (4)  

o Somewhat disagree  (5)  

o Disagree  (6)  

o Strongly disagree  (7)  
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Q38 I have read Facebook's privacy policy.  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o I'm not sure  (3)  
 
 

 
Q39 I have read Facebook's advertising policies.  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o I'm not sure  (3)  
 
 

 
Q40 Facebook has crossed the line in terms of user privacy.  

o Strongly agree  (18)  

o Agree  (19)  

o Somewhat agree  (20)  

o Neither agree nor disagree  (21)  

o Somewhat disagree  (22)  

o Disagree  (23)  

o Strongly disagree  (24)  
 
 

 
Q41 If you agreed in the question above that Facebook has crossed the line in terms of privacy, 
how exactly do you think they have crossed the line? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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End of Block: Internet Privacy Concerns 
 

Start of Block: Privacy Strategies 

 
Q42 Please indicate if you use the following features to manage or control your privacy on 
Facebook.  ▢ Scrapbook  (1)  ▢ Life Events  (2)  ▢ Changing the audience of posts  (3)  ▢ Friend lists  (4)  ▢ Creating an account with a brand using Facebook profile  (5)  ▢ Putting information in "About Me" section of profile  (6)  ▢ Tagging Pictures  (7)  ▢ Untagging Pictures  (8)  ▢ Checking In  (9)  
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Q43 Please indicate the importance of using these features to manage or control your privacy on 
Facebook.  

 Extremely 
important (1) 

Very 
important (2) 

Moderately 
important (3) 

Slightly 
important (4) 

Not at all 
important (5) 

Scrapbook (1)  o  o  o  o  o  
Life Events (2)  o  o  o  o  o  
Changing the 
audience of 

posts (3)  o  o  o  o  o  
Friend lists (4)  o  o  o  o  o  

Creating 
account with a 

brand using 
Facebook 
profile (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Putting 

information in 
"About Me" 
section of 
profile (6)  

o  o  o  o  o  
Tagging 

Pictures (7)  o  o  o  o  o  
Untagging 
Pictures (8)  o  o  o  o  o  
Checking In 

(9)  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
End of Block: Privacy Strategies 

 
Start of Block: Facebook benefits 
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Q44 Below is a list of benefits that Facebook the company may gain from the Life Events 
feature. How much do you agree or disagree that each of these is a benefit for Facebook? 

 Strongly 
agree (1) Agree (2) Somewhat 

agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Personal 
Data (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Consumer 
Loyalty (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Data on 
Usage (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

User 
participation 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Content 

created by 
users (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q45 Below is a list of benefits that Facebook the company may gain from the Scrapbook 
feature. How much do you agree or disagree that each of these is a benefit for Facebook?   
  

 Strongly 
agree (1) Agree (2) Somewhat 

agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Personal 
Data (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Consumer 
Loyalty (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Data on 
Usage (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

User 
participation 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Content 

created by 
users (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q46 Below is a list of benefits that Facebook the company may gain from all its features. How 
much do you agree or disagree that each of these is a benefit for Facebook?   
  

 Strongly 
agree (1) Agree (2) Somewhat 

agree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(5) 

Disagree 
(6) 

Strongly 
disagree 

(7) 

Personal 
Data (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Consumer 
Loyalty (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Data on 
Usage (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

User 
participation 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Content 

created by 
users (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
End of Block: Facebook benefits 

 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 
Q47 What is your age?  

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q48 What is your gender?  

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  
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Q49 What is your ethnicity or race?  

o White (non-Hispanic)  (1)  

o Black or African American (non-Hispanic)  (2)  

o American Indian or Alaska Native (non-Hispanic)  (3)  

o Asian (non-Hispanic)  (4)  

o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (non-Hispanic)  (5)  

o Hispanic, regardless of race  (6)  

o Other  (7)  
 
 

Q50 What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled, 
highest degree received.  

o No schooling completed  (1)  

o Nursery school to 8th grade  (8)  

o Some high school, no diploma  (9)  

o High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED)  (2)  

o Some college credit, no degree  (3)  

o Trade/technical/vocational training  (4)  

o Associate degree  (10)  

o Bachelor's degree  (5)  

o Master's degree  (11)  

o Professional degree  (6)  

o Doctorate degree  (7)  
End of Block: Demographics
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APPENDIX C – FACTOR ANALYSES FOR LIFE EVENTS USERS AND SCRAPBOOK 
USERS 

 
Table 36 Results of Item Measurement Scale for Life Events Users  

Construct Variable/Item Factor 
Loading 

Coefficient 
Alpha (α) 

Eigenvalue 

Information to access information at any time  
to get information  
for a wide variety of information  
because Facebook provides the most up-
to-date information  
because it is easy to access information  
to keep up with current events  
for links to more information sources  
for depth of information  
for specific information of interest  
for access to experts  
because Facebook is independent of 
traditional media  
to feel involved  
to compare my opinions to others  
to keep up with social issues and trends 

0.724 
0.702 
0.699 
0.666 

 
0.664 
0.629 
0.613 
0.581 
0.561 
0.515 
0.478 

 
0.434 
0.419 
0.412 

0.92 6.63 

Connection to communicate with friends who have 
Facebook  
to stay in touch with people I know  
to keep in touch with old friends  
to keep in touch with friends living far 
away  
to maintain relationships with people I 
may not get to see very often  
to keep in touch with current friends  
to connect with people I otherwise would 
have lost contact with  
to make a social connection with others  
to post/look at pictures  
to feel connected  
to find people I have not seen for a while  

0.729 
 

0.709 
0.708 
0.702 

 
0.679 

 
0.662 
0.616 

 
0.538 
0.528 
0.523 
0.482 

0.89 6.02 
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because it is fun 0.446 
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Content 
Sharing 

to share photos that disclose information 
about myself  
to share photos to get comments  
to share photos that contain important 
information 
to share photos that may gain attention  
to share photos that disclose information 
about others around me  
to share photos that include useful 
information 
to share photos that disclose happenings 
around me  
to share photos to get more likes  
to share information about yourself  
for tasks related to volunteer groups I'm 
involved with  
for work tasks 

0.657 
 

0.65 
0.647 

 
0.641 
0.634 

 
0.618 

 
0.614 

 
0.604 
0.448 
0.415 

 
0.403 

0.91 5.59 

Social 
Comparison 

to look at the photo albums of other 
people’s friends 
to look at the photo albums of people I do 
not know  
to look at the profiles of people you do 
not know  
to look at the profiles of other people’s 
friends  
because I feel peer pressure to participate 

0.796 
 

0.773 
 

0.726 
 

0.697 
 

0.546 

0.91 4.82 
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Table 37 Results of Item Measurement Scale for Scrapbook Users  

Construct Variable/Item Factor 
Loading 

Coefficient 
Alpha (α) 

Eigenvalue 

Engagement to look at the profiles of people you do 
not know  
to share photos that disclose information 
about others around me  
to look at the photo albums of people I do 
not know  
to share photos to get more likes  
to look at the photo albums of other 
people’s friends  
to share photos that may gain attention  
to share photos that contain important 
information  
to share photos that disclose information 
about myself  
because I feel peer pressure to participate  
to look at the profiles of other people’s 
friends  
to share photos to get comments  
for tasks related to volunteer groups I'm 
involved with  
to share photos that include useful 
information 
to share photos that disclose happenings 
around me  
to get peer support from others  
for access to experts  
because Facebook is independent of 
traditional media  
to compare my opinions to others  
for work tasks  
to express my opinions  
because I’m addicted to Facebook  
because Facebook is exciting 

0.813 
 

0.784 
 

0.764 
 

0.756 
0.727 

 
0.713 
0.691 

 
0.685 

 
0.677 
0.677 

 
0.65 
0.626 

 
0.618 

 
0.58 

 
0.566 
0.562 
0.536 

 
0.534 
0.528 
0.523 
0.513 
0.476 

0.78 11.15 

Connection to keep in touch with old friends 
to communicate with friends who have 
Facebook  

0.77 
0.728 

 

0.85 8.03 
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to keep in touch with friends living far 
away  
to connect with people I otherwise would 
have lost contact with  
to keep in touch with current friends  
to stay in touch with people I know  
to post/look at pictures  
to make a social connection with others  
to maintain relationships with people I 
may not get to see very often  
to feel connected  
because it is fun  
because it’s easy to access information 
to be in contact with like-minded people  
to find people I have not seen for a while  
to feel involved 
to keep up with social issues and trends 
to keep up with current events 

0.694 
 

0.671 
 

0.652 
0.627 
0.601 
0.596 
0.57 

 
0.549 
0.544 
0.528 
0.525 
0.52 
0.487 
0.475 
0.47 

Information for a wide variety of information  
to get information  
for links to more information sources  
because Facebook provides the most up-
to-date information  
for depth of information 
to access information at any time  
for specific information of interest  
to share information about yourself  
because it helps me relax 

0.707 
0.687 
0.674 
0.655 

 
0.625 
0.564 

0.5420.
465 

0.449 

0.65 5.95 
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