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ABSTRACT

This research identified the patterns of self-disate between face-to-face and Facebook
friends’ interactions. A survey of 317 participegmtas conducted to compare the hypothesized
relationships among social attraction, self-disates predictability and trust in three types of
relationships: recently added Facebook friend,esteé Facebook friend, and an exclusive face-
to-face friend. Data was analyzed using structegalation modeling (SEM), multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA), t-tests and corrielas.

Results indicated that individuals reporting highdls of social attraction also reported
having greater self-disclosure with their latesdeatl Facebook friend, exclusive Facebook friend
and an exclusive face-to-face friend. This sugpartheorem of Uncertainty Reduction Theory
that states that persons disclose intimate infaonab individuals they like and withhold
intimate information from persons whom they do liie. These individuals also reported
greater predictability of their Facebook and faméace friends’ behavior, which supports axiom
of Uncertainty Reduction Theory that as the amafinverbal communication between strangers
increases, the level of uncertainty for each irtienat in the relationship will decrease. The more
friends talked to each other, the less uncertahey experienced. Additional evidence that the
relationship development across different frienggfipes (latest added Facebook friend,
exclusive Facebook friend and exclusive face-tefaend) is similar was the statistically
significant relationship between the variableseadf-disclosure and trust. This supports the
tenets of Social Penetration Theory and previoudiss that found self-disclosure to be
important for the facilitation of developing mutualst.

The results of this study showed that the procésslationship development, in terms of
the relationship between social attraction, sedtltisure, predictability and trust, were similar in

both Facebook and face-to-face relationships. Hewssignificant differences existed in the
viii



amount of self-disclosure and trust between Fadelbrteends and face-to-face friends. Although
the average duration of both exclusive face-to-faeadships and exclusive Facebook
friendships was six years, participants reportedenself-disclosure, more predictability and
trust in their face-to-face friends than with thieacebook friends. The findings about offline
friendships involving more breadth and depth thalne friendships seem to support “cues-

filtered-out” approach.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

“The human being can never be fully understoodtdpam his or her relation with others”
Martin Buber (1923)

According to traditional theories of relationshigvélopment, physical and geographical
proximity and information about the physical apeae of individuals were necessary pre-
conditions for social relationships to develop (6@ & Dutton, 2007; Honeycutt & Bryan, in
press). This view, also known as “cues filteretf theory, was challenged by later studies that
support the interpersonal side of computer-mediat@dmunication (CMC). Users report that
they socialize, maintain relationships, play garmed receive emotional support via online
communication. Although online communication cackl face-to-face characteristics, such as
physical proximity, frequent face-to-face interaatiand physical appearance, individuals in an
online setting can still decrease their uncertaafitgut one another. Physical proximity is not an
issue in online relationships; rather, frequencgmfne contact is what is important in the
formulation of online relationships (McKenna, Gre&nGleason, 2002; Wellman & Gulia,
1999). According to Walther (1996), computer-mésiacommunication facilitated the
formation of “hyperpersonal” relationships — gredezlings of intimacy than would have
otherwise been experienced in face-to-face (FTIEJiomships.

Computer-mediated communication is a type of comuoation facilitated by computer
technologies and defined as “synchronous or asgnclus electronic mail and computer
conferencing, by which senders encode in text ngessthat are relayed from senders’
computers to receivers” (Walther, 1992, p. 52) mPoter-mediated communication acts as a

vehicle for interpersonal communication, but alkera the content of social norms and



boundaries. Sometimes, CMC can be supplementdflitoep face-to-face relationships
(McQuillen, 2003).

Due to the growth of new social software appligadisuch as instant messaging, blogs,
wikis and a variety of social networking serviceglay people can connect and interact through
CMC (Gennaro & Dutton, 2007). They can see aridttatheir friends online, read how they
are currently feeling, see what they are cookingluoich book they are reading. Thanks to
online social networking sites (SNSs), such as lb@ale MySpace and Bebo, people can share
their private photo albums with three hundred e at the same time and keep in touch with
friends who moved away after high school.

Boyd and Ellison (2007) define social network s{t8blSs) as web-based applications
allowing three functions: “1) users construct alfubr semi-public profile; 2) present a list of
other users to whom an individual is connected; Zndew and follow that list and the lists of
others within the system” (p. 211). The rise ofS8Nindicates a shift in the organization of
online communities. Unlike previous types of CMch as chats and blogs, social network
sites are primarily organized around people, nigrests (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). The main
purpose of social networks is to make new friengislor to maintain those that already exist
(Sheldon, 2008).

According to its website, Facebook (2010) is thesttafficked social media site in the
world with over 350 million active users (Janua@;10) and is one of the fastest growing social
network sites today. The most active membersacebook are college students (Mack, Behler,
Roberts, & Rimland, 2007). The generation bormveeh roughly 1980 and 1994 has been
characterized as the “Digital Natives” (PrenskyQ20or the “Net Generation” (Tapscott, 1998).

Digital natives are described as living lives imeegt in technology, “surrounded by and using



computers, videogames, digital music players, vichus, cell phones, and all the other toys and
tools of the digital age” (Prensky, 2001, p. 1)s lAvingstone reports (2008), “The simple
distinction between offline and online no longepttaies the complex practices associated with
online technologies as they become thoroughly e dh the routines of everyday life” (p.
395). Arnett (2004) coined the term “emerging #ubd” to describe young adults who are
between the ages of 18 and 29. His studies shive¢@merging adults are postponing marriage
and parenthood until at least their late twentsl are spending their time in self-focused
exploration. Most young adults in the western waunle still searching for their vocational
(career) and religious identities (Cote, 2006) eyhse a variety of online and offline social
networks to establish intimacy; connect and reconwéh friends and family members
(Subrahmanyam, Reich, Waechter, & Espinoza, 2008 Subrahmanyam et al. (2008) study,
young adults used social network sites to staguch with their friends and relatives, especially
those that they do not see often. The majorityeir time on social networking sites was spent
reading comments, writing comments, and responimnymments and messages. Other studies
also suggested that emerging adults use sociabndtvg sites to connect with people from their
offline lives (Steinfield, Ellison, & Lampe, 2008).

Online social networks provide users the opporutaitcommunicate things they might
never say in person. Tidwell and Walther (2002infd that computer-mediated communication
users have higher proportions of self-disclosunas those in face-to-face interactions.
According to Walther's (1996) hyperpersonal commoation framework, the reduced nonverbal
cues of CMC enables people to feel less inhibitetlithus disclose their inner feelings earlier in
the relationship (1996). People can disclose paisaformation and develop relationships

through CMC, just as they can in FTF situationsqC2006). Research by Craig, Igiel, Wright,



Cunningham, and Ploeger (2007) and Walther, VanHzde, Kim, Westerman, and Tong
(2008) supported the notion that existing interpeas communication theories work in a social
network setting. Craig et al. (2007) examinedrtile of perceived similarity and social
attraction on self-disclosure on Facebook, and tbhend that computer-mediated relational
development and face-to-face relational developraenjuite similar. The perception of
attraction influenced self-disclosure patternsai@et al. (2007) also urged for the expansion of
the model so it includes other variables.

While some studies suggested that anonymity ardtiso make it easier for individuals
to form strong ties (McKenna et al., 2002; Join2000Q1), others report that the quality of online
social interactions is lower than that of facedod interactions (Haythornthwaite, 2002).
Cummings, Butler and Kraut (2002) reported thalegm students evaluated e-mail
communication as inferior to face-to-face commutiaca Wellman (1997), however, noted that
the relationships formed online are strong whew #re voluntary and revolve around a
common interest. According to Jenkins (2006), SHifisot replace face-to-face
communication. Social network sites are ratherld@pg some forms of online communication
(e-mail, chat rooms) and incorporating others énstmessaging [IM], blogging, music
downloading).

Self-disclosure and trust are important aspecfserfdship and measures of intensity of
a relationship (Levinger & Rands, 1985). Wheebass Grotz (1976) defined self-disclosure as
“any message about the self that a person commesitaanother” (p. 338). Although it has
not been extensively studied in CMC, trust is int@ot for the development of intimacy and
commitment (Anderson & Emmers-Sommer, 2006) andhferdevelopment of close

relationships (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). okding to Rempel et al. “trust is seen to



evolve out of past experience and prior interagtibus it develops as the relationship matures”
(p. 96). Many studies have looked at self-disalesa face-to-face relationships, but for
communication scholars it would be important towrfeow the communication in social

network sites is different or similar to face-t@éacommunication or in other computer-mediated
channels.

The main goal of this study is to understand whetie friendship development
facilitated through online social networks is comgide to face-to-face friendships. How is the
process of self-disclosure to a friend differepeleding upon the type of friendship (new
Facebook friendship, exclusive Facebook friendsinigh exclusive face-to-face friendship)?
What is the relationship between social attractind self-disclosure, and self-disclosure and
trust for face-to-face friends versus Faceboolnts®

Previous studies suggested that the more timesapapends interacting with another
person, the closer they will become, which suppitiesmere exposure effect. Exposure to
another person increases attraction to that pdB@ihm, Miller, PerIman et al., 2002). The
guestion is therefore asked, how does the frequehcgmmunication influence relationship
development on Facebook and face-to-face?

Sex differences in self-disclosure have emergdabth face-to-face and computer-
mediated communication. For instance, college wodiscuss intimate topics with friends
more frequently and in greater depth than college do (Aries & Johnson, 1983; Buhrke &
Fuqua, 1987; Petronio, 2002). Women disclosed terriet more than men (Peter, Valkenburg,
& Schouten, 2005), and also use more maintenaraiegtes than men in relationships when

communicating through the Internet (Fleuriet, Edra& Houser, 2009). The question for this



study is, how does gender influence relationshilbgment on Facebook when compared to
face-to-face?

This dissertation examines three types of relaligoss exclusive Facebook, exclusive
face-to-face, and a recently added Facebook frieladionship. Exclusive Facebook
relationship in this study is defined as the onéntamed exclusively through Facebook,
expecting that friends first met face-to-face. rEfiere, survey participants were asked to think
about a Facebook friend whom they do not see faéaee anymore because the friend moved
away or they moved away. Rabby (2007) calleddhosip of Internet users, Cyber Emigrants.
They tend to first meet offline, and then emigtateyberspace. Exclusive face-to-face
relationships occur between interactants who conicata face-to-face, but not through
Facebook. Rubby calls those interactants Real o] In this study, participants are asked to
think about one good friend who does not have &lf@ak account. For the latest added
Facebook friend, it is assumed that participargsnuet at an event, and recently added each
other as a Facebook friend. In order to distingbstween exclusive and latest added Facebook
friend, duration of relationship is measured. Aligh this study looks at self-disclosure,
predictability and trust in three different settitige readers have to keep in mind that the use of
either FTF or CMC might not be the only way frieradenmunicate to each other. Other media
(e.g., telephone) could potentially intervene ilatienships as well (Rabby, 2007).

Social network sites, including Facebook, may inyplae definition of friendship (Beer,
2008). While most people have an average of 1bifhate acquaintances, the figure of 150
seems to “represent the maximum number of indivgwéth whom we can have a genuinely
social relationship” (Dunbar, 1996, p. 77). Elhs&teinfield, and Lampe (2007), however,

argued that young adults, such as college studeatg benefit from the large, more



heterogeneous network that Facebook enables apitbeige a window into a diverse set of
perspectives and information (Ellison et al., 2007)

Chapter 2 summarizes the important literature geiévo this study by providing an
overview of the interplay between computer-mediated face-to-face interpersonal
communication. It discusses the characteristidseaolution of social network sites, focusing
on the most popular SNS, Facebook. In additiomyéview summarizes the literature on two
theories directly related to the purpose of theeegch — Social Penetration Theory and
Uncertainty Reduction Theory, citing relevant sasdon relational development in computer-
mediated and face-to-face settings. Finally, ifeedture on sex differences, and the frequency
of communication, is reviewed as it may relaten® breadth and depth of self-disclosure
between Facebook friends and face-to-face frief@tsapter 3 presents the hypotheses and
research questions and rationale for them, andtehdpresents methodology. Chapter 5
reports the findings of the study, and chapters6uBses them, including limitations and

directions for future research.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This section introduces the differences betweenpeten-mediated and face-to-face
interpersonal communication, including differenageself-disclosure and the quality of online
versus offline relationships. The chapter defirmsad network sites, characteristics and
evolution, and focuses on the Facebook notioniehdiship. The relational development
theories are explained, including Uncertainty RéidancTheory and Social Penetration Theory.

Facebook and Face-to-Face Friendships

Research from various social science disciplinesiges different definitions of
friendship. Hartup (1975) defined friends as thtveigo spontaneously seek the company of
another” (p. 11). According to Wright (1984), figship is a relationship that includes voluntary
interaction. Hays (1988) defined it as a voluntatgrdependence between two persons over
time. As Rawlins (1992) notes, “the importancér@ndship as a source of security and self-
esteem, is surely a principle source of the imptdss#tudy such relationships” (p. 13). Friends
help individuals develop new skills and provide gamionship, emotional acceptance,
connectedness, inclusion, affiliation, satisfactoal belonging (Burleson & Samter, 1994).

Throughout history, scholars studied social netwa@ikd how their sizes are influenced
by gender, income, education and personality. Whi#esize of any average social network is
expected to be about 125 people, only four of tltestacts are considered as a real source of
help during severe hardship (Hill & Dunbar, 2008)was suggested that newer communication
technologies could have a dramatic impact on soeaborking behavior (Acar, 2008; Kiesler et
al., 2002). Acar (2008) argued that online socédivorks, more popularly known as social

network sites (SNS), are not only larger than ragsbcial networks but also structurally



different since they are not highly influenced ®nmbgraphic factors, such as income and
attractiveness. An average Facebook user hasasévees more friends on Facebook than in
real life (Acar, 2008; Sheldon, 2008), because pé@eived lower risk of accepting new
members, ease of requesting a membership, sosi@abidity (positive feeling of online
popularity) and failure to exclude members whoraréonger contacted (Acar, 2008, p. 77).
Lack of anonymity and the physical proximity of tiigers in SNS distinguishes them from other
forms of CMC (Acar).

SNS scholars suggest that technological tools asdwocial network sites assist us in
maintaining friendship relationships with more widuals (Donath, 2007; Donath & Boyd,
2004). SNSs could be useful for strengthening wiesk(Ellison et al., 2007). Although in
“real” life individuals differentiate between clof&ends, true friends, best friends, good friends,
casual friends, work friends, social friends anenfdly acquaintances (Westmyer & Myers,
1996), on Facebook this differentiation is lostydht and Marmo (2009) also reported
confusion in the definition of “friend.” Some pdemonsider their casual relationships to be
friendships, whereas others reserve the term fliendose relationships, the difference being
the level of trust and intimacy of disclosures bestw the two types of friendships. Bryant and
Marmo explored which relational maintenance behavéwe performed on Facebook, and which
relationship types comprise college students’ Fagkbfriend” list. Bryant and Marmao’s
analysis revealed that Facebook “friend” lists@mprised of five distinct types of
relationships: close friends, casual friends, ardaaces, romantic partners and outsiders (e.qg.,
parents, bosses, and teachers). Participantgimstindy explained that most of their offline
close friends are also their Facebook friends; wewehat category accounted for only a small

portion of their Facebook friends. Nearly all béir participants agreed that Facebook is a



useful tool to maintain long-distance close fridnigs. They even referred to such casual
friendships as obligations. Participants also regabbeing friends with people on a
nonvoluntary basis, such as parents, uncles, gaaad{s and bosses on their list of Facebook
friend. However, most participants agreed thattrobtheir Facebook friends are neither close
nor casual friends, but simple acquaintances witbrwthey rarely or never interact with on
Facebook.

Long before social networking sites existed, Reisifi®81) identified three types of
friendships, including the friendship of reciprggiteceptivity and association. The friendship
of reciprocity is the ideal, characterized by layaself-sacrifice, mutual affection and
generosity. It is based on equality. In the figmp of receptivity, there is an imbalance in
giving and receiving. At the lowest level, the friship of association is often described as a
friendly relationship rather than a true friendshibowever, they are still important as they help
young adults to develop a better sense of self@ligSchmidt, Newcomb, & Bukowski,
2001). In his article, Granovetter (1982) explditize benefits of weak ties “... Ego will have a
collection of close friends, most of whom are indb with one another — a dense “clump” of
social structure. Ego will [also] have a collectmiracquaintances, few of whom know one
another. Each of these acquaintances, howevéelg to have close friends in his or her own
right and therefore to be enmeshed in a closelydlmimp of social structure, but one different
from Ego’s... These clumps would not ... be connectél ane another at all were it not for the
existence of weak ties” (p. 105-106).

Numerous studies have been conducted in the aiategbersonal relationships to
describe how friendships develop from these acgaeships (Chan & Cheng, 2004).

According to Parks and Floyd (1996) and Chung (20@8rpersonal relationships of all types
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are usually conceptualized as developing frommi@ersonal to the personal along a series of
relatively specific dimensions: an increase inridépendence, breadth and depth of the
interaction, a shared communicative code changei@ized ways of communicating), an
interpersonal predictability and understanding, amdntinued relationship into the future.
Uncertainty Reduction and Social Penetration Theaplain the process of relationship
development.

In this study, three types of friendships were eixah recently established Facebook
friendships, exclusive Facebook friendships anduskee face-to-face friendships. The
differences between the three are in the mediuougir which individuals communicate (online
vs. face-to-face), but also in the duration of thosationships. The goal of the study was to
compare to what extent the process of relationdeyglopment, conceptualized by Parks and
Floyd (1996) and Chung (2003), is similar in thdégee relationship types. Secondly, can Social
Penetration and Uncertainty Reduction Theory bdieghpo Facebook relationships?

Uncertainty Reduction Theory

Uncertainty Reduction Theory (URT) was introduged975 by Charles R. Berger and
Richard J. Calabrese, in order to predict and éxpiational development (or lack thereof)
between strangers. At the beginning, Berger andi@ase (1975) focused on the steps people
engaged in during initial interactions to reduceerainty about each other and increase
predictability of both their actions. At the vdygginning of a particular encounter, one task for
each interactant is to attemptpedictthe most likely alternative actions the other pensoght
take. However, before such response selectiomeeur, the individual must reduce his or her
uncertainty about the other. In other words, gaaison has to narrow the range of alternatives

about the other’s probable future behavior. Axibwf URT states that “given the high level of

11



uncertainty present at the onset of the entry plressthe amount of verbal communication
between strangers increases, the level of uncgrt@mineach interactant in the relationship will
decrease. As uncertainty is further reduced, theusat of verbal communication will increase”
(Berger & Calabrese, 1975, p. 102). This meanshibéh persons have to verbally communicate
in order to reduce uncertainty or increase predilitg about each other. Axiom 1 also states
that there is a reciprocal causal relationship betwthe amount of verbal communication and
the level of uncertainty reduction. Increased skdommunication results in easier prediction of
another person’s reaction, which in turn resultsiore verbal communication. The reduction of
uncertainty helps users decide if they want todteta relationship with the other person;
similarities between the two users should decraasertainty, and the decrease in uncertainty
should subsequently increase liking (Berger & Cadab, 1975).

Although URT presumes that partners encounter et physically when they
interact, Lea and Spears (1995) argue that thiscagh the theory might be dismissed as
theoretically irrelevant since nonverbal behavemes substitutable for verbal behaviors. Since
the early days of the Internet, users have beentabhitiate and maintain interpersonal
relationships online (Baym, 1995; McLaughlin, Obsmy et al., 1997; Parks & Floyd, 1996).
Early online relationship networks, or virtual commities, utilized the Internet as a way to bring
together people based on shared interests anddsoabiopposed to shared geography
(Rheingold, 1993). In personal web pages, Haytheraite (2005) writes, individuals engage in
self-presentational behaviors communicating idgrkitough text and images. These identity
cues can be assessed, just as one’s style ofaresor of skin can be studied. Park, Jin and Jin
(2009) argued that individuals’ strategies to daseeuncertainties in face-to-face interaction can

be applied in computer-mediated settings such @alswetwork sites as well.
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There are different types of uncertainty reducttmategies (Berger, Gardener, Parks,
Schulman, & Miller, 1976): 1) passive strategia®tigh which the information seeker collects
information about a target person by observinghiser behavior; 2) active strategies which
involve proactive efforts to gain knowledge aboubther person, usually by asking a third party
about a target person; and 3) interactive strageigi@t require direct communication with a target
for information seeking. One of the interactiveastgies for uncertainty reduction is self-
disclosure (Berger et al., 1976). In the contédarial network sites, self-disclosure is the most
important as users not only present themselvesigirdisclosing private information, but also
self-disclosure generates return disclosures (Tlid®®valther, 2002). Tidwell and Walther
(2002) found that interactive strategies can béyeaslized in both a face-to-face and computer-
mediated context, while passive and active stratelgave possibilities to be applied in a
computer-mediated context. Channels such as soetiabork sites were frequently reported to
be useful regardless of whether the target waskmelvn or less known, unlike phone calls, e-
mails and face-to-face communication that wereulskfpending on the relationship between
the target and seeker. SNSs were reported ad @elearning about all types of targets
(Westerman, Van Der Heide, Kline, & Walther, 2008ncertainty Reduction Theory can also
provide a starting point for understanding thetrefeship between social attraction and self-
disclosure on Facebook.

Self-Disclosure and Social Attraction

Interest in the relationship between self-disclesamd social attraction started with the
pioneering work of Jourard (1959), who found a pesirelationship between social attraction
for another person and disclosure to that persensample of nursing students and faculty. A

number of studies conducted in FTF setting havdirroed that individuals disclose more to
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those whom they initially like (e.g., Certner, 19F8zgerald, 1963; Worthy, Gary, & Kahn,
1969). According to Theorem 14 of URT, personglteendisclose intimate information to
persons they like and withhold intimate informatfoom persons whom they do not like (Berger
& Calabrese, 1975). Altman and Taylor's (1973)i8benetration Theory suggests that a
discloser anticipates a benefit in allowing othterknow more about him- or herself. Therefore,
according to Worthy et al. (1969), self-disclosisreewarding to a recipient and people will give
more rewards to those whom they like. Liking soneeis a prerequisite to high levels of
disclosure (Lynn, 1978).

In a CMC setting, Ramirez, Walther, Burgoon, andr&irank (2002) and Levine (2000)
supported the idea that perceptions of attractiag drnive self-disclosure. People tend to like
those who disclose to them first, and people terdidclose more to those they like (Collins &
Miller, 1994; Park, Lee, & Kim, Lee, 2006). Accondito Theorem 14 of Uncertainty Reduction
Theory, persons tend to disclose intimate inforarato persons they like and withhold intimate
information from persons whom they do not like (@ar& Calabrese, 1975).

Uncertainty Reduction Theory in Developed Relationsips

Berger updated his theory in 1982 and 1987. Haddbat uncertainties are ongoing in
relationships, and the process of uncertainty reoinics relevant in developed relationships as
well as in initial relationships (Berger, 1987 fact, originally, Berger and Calabrese (1975)
observed that “while uncertainty reduction may &earding up to a point, the ability to
completely predict another’s behavior might leatddoedom” (p. 101). Dainton and Aylor
(2001) examined how relational uncertainty operatddng-distance relationships with both no
face-to-face and with some face-to-face interactidhey concluded, as URT would predict, that

the more uncertainty that existed in the relatigmstthe more jealousy and lack of trust existed.
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They also found that face-to-face contact is @itto reducing relational uncertainty (Dainton &
Aylor, 2001). Within the CMC context, Parks anoyd (1996) argued the relative lack of
social cues should lead both to increased uncéytaird difficulty in predicting how a partner
will behave. However, researchers did not studyebaok, whichs a social network.

Unlike chats and bulletin boards, where users pilyneonnect with other individuals to
talk about sports or politics, Facebook is notacelwhere strangers meet and talk without
knowing each other’s physical appearance. Faceisomieated for people who are willing to
disclose their personal information to other peaph® know each other's names. The purpose
of Facebook is to reach the social network of ittlials that also visit, or mail and telephone
each other. Therefore, people can have Facebmuldfr that they talk to exclusively through
Facebook and those that they also talk to facade-f They can use Facebook to get to know
people they have just met face-to-face. Tableaplgcally displays the differences between
face-to-face (FTF), chat, blog, and social netwsités’ (SNSs) features.

Self-disclosure can occur in dyads or in a smalugrsetting. Jourard (1971) explained
the tendency to disclose in established relatigssas the “dyadic effect” — the more
information one receives, the greater his or hdmgness to disclose. Jourard’s dyadic effect
suggests the predominance of self-disclosure idslydost research on self-disclosure has been

limited to the dyad (Pearson, 1981).
Social Penetration Theory

Social Penetration Theory (Altman & Taylor, 1978ims that self-disclosure plays a
critical role in the development of intimacy inagbnships. Disclosing information is an
important element of building relationships. Theretime we spend with others, the more

likely we are to self-disclose more intimate thotsgiind details of our life. If self disclosure is
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high, then the relationship will develop. As thieidship level increases, so does the intimacy
level of the topic (Hays, 1984). Social Penetrafitieory explains self-disclosure in the
economic terms of social exchange. According ¢o0SRT, the level of self-disclosure depends
on each relationship in terms of rewards and cdsidividuals expect a reward from receivers
for self-disclosure and subsequently create obtigatto reciprocate, which is known as the

norm of reciprocity (Omarzu, 2000).

Table 1
Some Pertinent Features of Different Communicaltiiealia
Interaction Visual Personal
Identification Information
FTF X full X X
Chat X full X
Blog X through posted
comments
Facebook and SNSs X full X X
(comments) =
chat

(Adopted from Zheng, Veinott, Bos, Olson, & Ols@002)

Altman and Taylor compared people to a multilayeyebn. They believed that each
opinion, belief, prejudice, and obsession is lagemund and within the individual. As people
get to know each other, the layers "shed awayéveal the core of the person (Richardson,
2001). These layers have both breadth and dégradth refers to the number of various topics
discussed in the relationship. Depth refers tadébgree of intimacy that guides topic

discussions. In the initial stages, relationsligge narrow breadth and shallow depth. As
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relationships move toward intimacy, a wide range&opics is discussed (breadth), with several
of the topics to be intimately discussed (deptHjrf&n & Taylor, 1987).

Although Social Penetration Theory has been deeelap explain self-disclosure in
face-to-face interactions, researchers have suctlgsspplied it to relational development (e.qg.,
Honeycutt & Bryan, in press; Knapp & Vangelisti0®) as well as computer-mediated
communication. Due to limited nonverbal and cotuekcues in CMC, self-disclosure is
important for the formation of online relationshi@ho, 2006; Walther, 1992; 1996). Users can
get to know each other by disclosing personal médion that others are unlikely to discover
from other sources (Trenholm & Jensen, 1996). &fgi@d002) and McKenna et al. (2002) found
a positive association between self-disclosureiamaacy in chat rooms. In their study of
newsgroups, McKenna et al. found that self-disgles$eads to an increase in intimacy and that
only after liking and trust were established caardonline relationship be formed. McKenna et
al. suggested that with increased self-disclosambne relationships would develop faster than
offline relationships. In many chat rooms and ragesboards, if a person does not self-disclose,
she is not considered part of the community (Lev2@90). People give online support to each
other more, and self-disclosure takes place muate mpaickly than in person (Levine).

Parks and Floyd (1996) also found a positive catiah among the breadth and depth of
self-disclosure and predictability in online newagps. A newsgroup is an Internet-based
discussion about a particular topic that can rdraya sports, cars, to investing and marriage
problems. Parks and Floyd'’s findings reflect Axi@rof Uncertainty Reduction Theory. Craig
et al. (2007) also found that the breadth and depself-disclosure on Facebook leads to greater
predictability of another person’s behavior. Pceability is the most important element in

developing trust about another individual (Parklet2006, Rempel et al., 1985). According to
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the Rempel et al. model, predictability is onelef dimensions of trust. We self-disclose to a
person if we can predict their behavior.

A series of surveys conducted by Parks and collesa@elg. Parks &Floyd, 1996; Parks
& Roberts, 1998) found that online friendships wexaderately committed. No difference
existed in the depth and breadth of interactiomben offline and online relationships. In
contrast, Cummings, Butler and Kraut (2000) argined online relationships are of a lower
quality than offline relationships. In their stydyudents rated email lower than face-to-face or
telephone interactions for maintaining relationshipMesch and Talmud (2006) also found that
online friends tend to be perceived as less close tace-to-face friends. Baym, Zhang and Lee
(2004) also found that internet interactions wetted slightly lower in quality than face-to-face
conversations and telephone calls (which did nid¢dsignificantly from one another).
However, in their latest study, Baym, Zhang, Kunkeldbetter and Lin (2007) found that the
extent to which a relationship is conducted onbndy telephone may have little to do with the
quality of that relationship.

Polish sociologist, Piotr Sztompka (1999), in hi®kTrust: A sociological theory
argued that, during the 1990s, there was a “newewégociological interest in trust.” (p. 14)
People became more dependent on persons they #nowtbecause of social and technological
changes in the society (Henderson & Gilding, 2004 aried terminology has been used to
reflect the construct of trust (Delgado-Ballesgi02). Morrow, Hansen, and Pearson (2004)
described trust as “one’s overall belief that arothdividual, group, or organization will not act
to exploit one’s vulnerabilities” (p. 50). Howeyeas pointed out by Bhattacharya, Debinney,
and Pillutla (1998), different scholars addresstthst concept from different approaches and

methods. The studies conducted in the psychology are mainly focused on the motivational
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dimension of the concept, the belief that one’snErdoes not have the intention to lie, to break
promises, or to take advantage of one’s vulnetgbilFor example, Frost, Stimpson, and
Maughan (1978) highlight the term “altruism,” Lalee and Huston (1980) proposed two
qualities of trust: benevolence and honesty, andge$ Holmes, and Zanna (1985) use the
words dependability and fairness. Rempel and Holieeeloped a scale for measuring trust in a
specific person in close relationships.

While developing Social Penetration Theory, Altneend Taylor (1973) concluded that
self-disclosure facilitates the development of eloslationships and mutual trust. Wheeless and
Grotz (1977) and Larzelere and Huston (1980) faupdsitive correlation between trust and the
amount, depth, and honesty of self-disclosure ik Félationships. Other studies reported that
information disclosure increased the impressiotiugtworthiness (Christophides, Muise, &
Desmarais, 2009). Although trust has not beemsitely studied in a computer-mediated
environment, it is associated with self-disclosaréace-to-face interactions (Park, Kim, & Lee,
2006). A survey of individuals in exclusively amé romantic relationships found that the length
of time the relationships lasted and the amountinoé spent communicating with one’s partner
correlated with perceived commitment, intimacy, &mdt (Anderson & Emmers-Sommer,
2006). Meeting face-to-face prior to communicatimjjne helped to promote trust (Zheng et
al., 2002). Research has also shown that thoseavehmore trusting in real life have a harder
time trusting online (Feng, Lazar, & Preece, 20(89s, Olson, Gergle, Olson, and Wright
(2002) studied trust in four different communicat&tuations: face-to-face, video, audio, and
text chat. They reported that face-to-face, vided audio communication support trust better

than text chat. However, this may not be true withe context of Facebook relationships. If a

19



person trusts another highly in real life, they Imigighly trust that same person on Facebook,
and vice versa (Obremski, 2008).

On the other hand, researchers found that CMCés dhyperpersonal.” (Walther, 1996)
In Henderson and Gilding (2004) study, individuggorted that their online friendships are
characterized by higher levels of self-disclosuFext is the most important medium online;
subsequently respondents felt that the only way tloeild get close to someone was by
revealing information about themselves (Hendersdgilfling). In real life, friendships are
often based on spending time with another perswhpat necessarily talking. In their study, the
respondents who used CMC to develop and maint@ndships described the Internet as a
unique environment in which to explore oneself arghte intimacy (Henderson & Gilding,
2004). In FTF relationships, they noted, appeaaan get in the way of intimacy.

Giddens (2000) also argued that in contemporarieges, people expect “pure
relationship,” and online environment is a perfgeice to accomplish it. Pure relationships are
characterized by increased self-disclosure whidlrin require risk-taking and active trust in
another individual (Henderson & Gilding, 2004).d@ens said that women are especially prone
to expect pure relationships through the Interr@teldon (2008) found that women reported
having more Facebook friends than men and usecbBakemore for the maintenance of
relationships than men did. Valenzuela, Park agel (2009) argued that since online social
networks allowed users to learn detailed infornratibout their contacts, including personal
information, this reduced uncertainty about othegrg’ intentions and behaviors, which is a
necessary condition for developing norms of trust @eciprocity (Berger & Calabrese, 1975).
Finding that another person possesses less atgattributes may lead to mistrust (Valenzuela

et al, 2009).
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The following section describes both gender difiess and frequency of communication
that may influence the amount and intimacy of sidtlosure to a Facebook and face-to-face

friend.
Predictors of Self-Disclosure

Sex

Sex differences in self-disclosure have emergdabth face-to-face communication and
computer-mediated communication. For example, wonmeluding college women, appeared
to discuss intimate topics with friends more fragilyeand in greater depth than men do (e.g.,
Aries & Johnson, 1983; Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987; Caltd&d eplau, 1982; Dolgin & Minowa,
1997; Petronio, 2002). Women seek dialogue anel @asonversation, while men tend to
restrict dialogue and converse for functional reas@-leuriet, Estrada, & Houser, 2009). This
trend appears to apply in CMC, too (Kleman, 200H@ter et al. (2005) found that on the
Internet, women disclosed more intimate informatizem men. Furthermore, CMC messages
sent by males are found to be confrontational atdremous, while female messages are
supportive and rapport-building (Li, 2006). Inaiss of studies focusing exclusively on female
adolescent personal home pages, Stern (1999, 2P0Q@2h) found that girls’ home pages were
personal, intimate and immediate. Home pages eaedhay men provided less biographical
information than those produced by women. Womesa &dcluded more information about their
families and romantic interests and men discusgedsmore (Doering, 2002; Dominick, 1999;
Stern, 2004). Acar (2008) and Sheldon (2008) stliiacebook and found than not only do
women have more Facebook friends, they also sp@md fime communicating with them. In
Fleuriet, Estrada and Houser (2009) study, womemusre maintenance strategies than men in

relationships when communicating through the Irgeriihey report using more positivity,
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openness, assurances, social networks, and shaskgythan men in their relationships, which
has been shown in previous FTF research (Ragsif9é).

Cho (2006) studied self-disclosure between memnarden both in online chatting and
FTF communication. His results showed that malesevimore likely to disclose personal
information in FTF communication than in online tthey, while females express their feelings
or personal information honestly and accuratehhaut a difference between online and FTF
communication. Dindia and Allen (1992) performeaheta-analysis of 205 studies to determine
whether there are sex differences in self-disclmsWhen the target had a relationship with the
discloser (i.e., friend, parent, or spouse), woutienlosed more than men regardless of whether
self-disclosure was measured by self-report ormiasien. When the target was a stranger, men
reported that they disclosed similarly to womenybweer, studies using observational measures
of self-disclosure found that women disclosed ntbas men.

The explanation for the sex differences in seltldisure may be due to variations in how
men and women are socialized, sex-role expectatoyrtsow men and women use different
criteria in defining and controlling private infoation (Petronio, 2002). While men are
traditionally taught to exercise restraint in shgrtheir feelings (Rubin & Shenker, 1978),
women have been socialized to be more expressi/e@en in their communication. Women
are concerned with and evaluate their interpersatationships more often than men. Men are
more task-oriented than women. As Burnett (1980nél, men are bothered about the practical
aspects that make relationships possible, regardfeshat went on in them, whereas women
care more about monitoring and evaluating therisicirelational events. A feminine
communication style is characterized by emotioeakgivity, sympathy and consideration

(Stephen & Harrision, 1985).
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Jones (1991) offered another explanation for womaigher levels of overall self-
disclosure. Having trust in the individual onedttises to tends to coincide with increasetk
disclosure (Steel, 1991). Since females place mngpertance on trust than males, they also self-
disclose more. However, Pearson (1981) noticetcthaning that women self-disclose more
than men is not as simple as it seems. Firstdheept of self-disclosure is not unidimensional,
but multidimensional. Wheeless and Grotz (197&)ekample, identified five dimensions of
self-disclosure: intent, amount, positive/negatigéence, accuracy, or honesty. Altman and
Taylor (1973) discussed breadth and depth. Acogrthh Pearson (1981), the setting in which
self-disclosure occurs may provide an additionadliaténg variable. She found that males self-
disclosed more in dyads than they did in small-greettings, and females self-disclosed more in
a small-group setting. Collins and Miller (199Apwever, studied gender differences in a
disclosure-liking hypothesis and found that men andhen do not differ in their tendency to
disclose to people they like. Sheldon (2008) fotlhad women spend more time on Facebook
than men and also have more Facebook friends.

Frequency of Communication and the Length of Relatinship

There is little research on how formation and duaf online and offline friendships
corresponds with the frequency of communicatioatePet al. (2005) found evidence that the
effect of introversion on online friendship forn@atiwas not direct, but mediated by the
frequency of online communication. More frequemnlirie communication resulted in
adolescents’ greater willingness and ability td-dedclose. Sztompka (1999) also stated that the
better and longer we are acquainted with someltbdygreater our readiness to trust.”

Chan and Cheng (2004) compared the developmemtlioiecand offline friendships and

found that the duration of friendship developmead ko be taken into consideration. Parks and
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Floyd (1996) generated a list of items for meagunmerpersonal relationships and found that
the variety of topics and communication channatsgase when a relationship develops over
time. People tend to reveal more important andgel information when their relationship
progresses (Chan & Cheng, 2004). Collins and M(ll®94) also found that simply increasing
the amount of time is sufficient to produce strang@relations between disclosure and fondness
between two friends.

Anderson and Emmers-Sommer (2006) examined prediofaelationship satisfaction
for individuals involved in online romantic relatiships. The length of a relationship did not
account for as many differences in perceptionatéfction as did the amount of
communication. People who had been involved fogéw periods of time with their online
romantic partners reported greater levels of intiyrend trust than did those who had been

dating online for shorter periods of time.
Cues-Filtered Out Theories

Early research studies emphasized differences keet@® C and FTF communication
(Culnan & Markus, 1985; Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuif€84; Siegel, Dubrovsky, Kiesler, &
McGuire, 1986) suggesting that people using CMCevpeevented from gaining impressions
due to the lack of nonverbal cues in the mediurhnis @ifference has led some to conclude that
impressions and relationship development are tledart CMC (Kiesel et al., 1984). Proponents
of the cues-filtered out theories (Culnan & Marki885; Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991,
Kiesler et al., 1984) argued that important nonakdoes were missing from CMC. Brennan
(1991) writes that CMC occurs in a much less coatper environment because of the special
conditions imposed by the medium itself. CMC issmg turn taking and yielding behaviors

(Patterson, 1983; 1990), the collaborative commminoé participants and the co-formulation of
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the message and the feedback, which allows thalsoeaning of the message to be processed
immediately (Mantovani, 1996). Most of the reseasupporting the technologically
deterministic view of CMC involved laboratory stadior experiments where small groups
worked on structured problems for limited periofi§rme. Results from these early studies
emphasized the social disadvantages of CMC (Hiana@, Trevor, & Detenber, 2004).

Due to increased use of the Internet for socigbpses in the last two decades, other
perspectives emerged suggesting that people canihi@wate relationships in the CMC
environment as users rely on alternative mechanisrascomplish these functions (Walther,
1996). According to Parks and Floyd (1996), ttenet that computer-mediated communication
is characterized by impersonality should be repbciis studies of e-mail have consistently
shown the interpersonal side of CMC. Predictidmsud online relationships, they said, could be
obtained from theories of interpersonal communozaénd relationship development. Although
online communication can lack face-to-face charesttes, such as physical proximity, frequent
face-to-face interaction and physical appearaneaple in an online setting can still decrease
their uncertainty about one another. None of tie®ties of relational development, according to
Parks and Floyd, require physical proximity ancetém-face interaction for relational
development. They may be helpful, but they areneotssary for reducing uncertainty or the
reward/cost ratio.

Walther (1992) suggested that without nonverbascoemmunicators adapt their
relationship behaviors to the remaining cues abbkdlan CMC, such as content and linguistic
strategies, as well as chronemic and typograplaes ¢Walther & Tidwell, 1995). In the last
decade, emoticons have been used as a nonvertegdeatation of emotions (Walther &

Tidwell; Walther, 2006; Walther & D’Addario, 2001Even Carey (1980; as cited in Walther,
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1992) talked about electronic "paralanguage" tndéihe users use to express affective and
socioemotional information. These informal codesich they call "emotext,” include
intentional misspelling, strategic capitalizatiordavisual arrangements of text characters into
"emoticons."” For example, intentional misspelloften includes the repetition of a vowel or
consonant to represent the accentuation of a woptirase for affect, as in the phrase,
"SSs000000 good!" People are overcoming the teahnitations of CMC by inserting
“smileys” to imitate facial expressions or simplypplementing it with additional channels of
communication.

Personal relationships can and do develop in CMglieal Lea and Spears (1995, p.
217). Users report that they socialize, maintalatronships, play games and receive emotional
support via e-mail (McCormick & McCormick, 1992;dei& Love, 1987). Some studies on
online personal relationships showed that onlirentiships are actually deeper and have better
guality than real-life friendships (Bruckman, 199223). In some cases, online relationships
have blossomed into romance and marriage (Bruck@®8®). Stafford, Kline, and Dimmick
(1999) studied how people use e-mail in their hofoesterpersonal use and reported that e-
mail is used for the maintenance of interpersoglakionships. Their findings revealed that
people use e-mail as a tool to communicate andistayich with long-distance family and
friends.

Although CMC is an excellent supplementary todkéep in touch with established
relationships, McQuillen (2003) concluded that tielaships made solely through computers
may not be what they seem. A problem with CMCha it allows the communicators to portray
inaccurate representations of themselves to othAcsording to McQuillen, since CMC lacks

contextual cues, there tends to be an idealizezkpgon of people on the Internet. McQuillen
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also explained how CMC allows for selective selfggption, where people choose what to show
about themselves. Lin, Sun, Lee and Wu (2007) falsnd that CMC is an excellent tool for
interpersonal communication but is best used applement to relationships already established
in an offline setting.

McCormick and McCormick (1992) also found a highocamt of "highly intimate
content” in their study of e-mail communicatioraainiversity. Bonebrake (2002) wrote that
meeting new people online is no longer rare, amdlitonly become more common. According
to Levine (2000), physical proximity is also notiasue in online relationships. Rather,
frequency of electronic contact is what is imporiarthe formulation of online relationships.
Often people feel more comfortable disclosing peataformation online than face-to-face
(Cooper & Sportolari, 1997). The sharing of intopaauses people online to develop feelings
of closeness more quickly than offline (McKenna &rgh, 2000). Social Information
Processing Theory (SIPT; Walther, 1992) has begaldped to explain how people develop and

maintain relationships in a computer-mediated emment.
Social Information Processing Theory

According to SIPT, people can develop online refahips that are similar to or better
than normative face-to-face interactions. Longbethe emergence of social network sites,
scholars believed that some forms of CMC, suchhasleand text-based messaging, were flawed
because of the lack of nonverbal and other sociatextual cues that are present in face-to-face
interaction (Wallace, 1999). According to SIPTdiinduals are motivated to form impressions
and develop relationships of some kind, no mattetwmedium they are using. Therefore, even
when nonverbal cues are unavailable — as occuexiimessaging, e-mail or online chats — the

remaining communication systems are employed tihelavork of those that are missing
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(Walther, 2008). SIPT predicts that people mayetlget to know one another online, albeit
more slowly and through different mechanisms tlmaugh face-to-face interaction. Other
studies (e.g., Henderson & Gilding, 2004) suggestatidisclosure is more likely and more
intense in CMC than in face-to-face settings. W&al(1996) introduced the theory that he called
the “Hyperpersonal Perspective,” in which users enakerattributions to their online partners.
Tidwell and Walther study (2002) of dyads conclutiest individuals compensate for the
limitations of CMC by hyperpersonalizing their irdaetions.

Hyperpersonal interaction refers to the idea tizhtonly can relationships be enhanced
in a computer-mediated environment, but users camage relationships and impressions in
ways more effective than with face-to-face commation or other mediated channels. Walther
(1996) described the online world as “hyperpersomikre one feels anonymous, distant and
safe. In her bookife on the Screen: Identity in the Age of therimé¢ Turkle (1995)
documented people’s greater level of comfort whidgirt screen life friends than their real-life
friends (Rosen, Cheever, Cummings, & Felt, 2008)e hyperpersonal communication model
has found support in a number of studies (Hian.e2@04; Walther & Burgoon, 1992; Walther,
1995).

Chan and Cheng (2004) conducted a study in whiep éisked Hong Kong residents to
think of two friendships they had — one was anidf')physical life” or “real life” friendship,
and the other one initiating and developing onliResearchers found that offline friendships
involved greater interdependence, breadth, depitienstanding, and commitment than online
friendships. Their findings confirm the predictsoof the “cues-filtered-out* approach. The
difference in quality between online and offlineefrdships was moderated by the duration of the

relationship. The differences between the two sygiefriendship were diminished after the
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relationship lasted for more than a year. ChanGmehg (2004) conclude that “the general trend
that both online and offline friendships develop émeir qualities over time provides support for
the social information processing theory.” (p. 3A8)Walther (1992) stated, if given enough
time, relationships can become personal online.

The following section explains different kinds @nsputer-mediated communication,

including the most popular social network site, étamk.
Social Network Sites

Social network sites are a not a new type of CMBOme researchers claim that the
history of online social networks goes back to 1@/i&n computer scientists Murray Turoff and
S. Roxanne Hiltz established the Electronic InfdiaraExchange System (EIES) at the New
Jersey Institute of Technology for the US OfficeGifilian Defense (Acar, 2008). EIES
allowed users to email each other, see the bubetard and utilize the list serve (Hiltz & Turoff,
1978; 1993; Wasserman & Faust, 1994).

The first wide-scale online social network was tededby Andrew Weinreich in 1997.
SixDegrees.com -- the name refers to Milgram's fasremall-world study that determined that
randomly-selected American citizens can be conddcteach other by six nodes -- worked in
such a way that a person registered at the sitie dstiup to 10 friends. Those friends were
supposed to join and list 10 friends each of tbein, and so on. The site was used for
apartment searches, job hunts, quests for megiealaists or lawyers, and even finding old
high school colleagues.

In 2001, Adrian Scott, a former investor in Napséefile-sharing site, founded a website
called Ryze.com. Ryze was designed to link busipesfessionals, particularly new

entrepreneurs. According to new.ryze.com (accesselline 18, 2009), the name of the social
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network came from the words “rise up,” “becauseabbout people helping each other 'rise up'
through quality networking.” The site is still ming, but it is not as popular as it used to be.
Scott reported that he first introduced the sithisofriends, members of the San Francisco
business and technology community, who later irecest future SNSs (A. Scott, personal
communication, June 14, 2007). The creators oERVmbe.net, LinkedIn, and Friendster were
tightly entwined personally and professionally.eyibelieved that they could support each other
without competing (Festa, 2003).

As a social complement to Ryze, Friendster.comateated in 2002. It was designed to
compete with Match.com, a profitable online datitg (Cohen, 2003). While most dating sites
focused on introducing people to strangers withlammterests, Friendster was designed to help
friends-of-friends meet. The idea was that frienfifriends would make better romantic
partners than would strangers (Boyd & Ellison, 200/riendster currently has over 90 million
registered users and over 61 million unique visifmer month globally. The website receives
approximately 19 billion page views per month asdithe top 100 global websites based on
web traffic (Alexa.com, 2009). Over 90% of Frieted's traffic comes from Asia. In Asia,
Friendster has more monthly visitors than any oseeral network.

Since 2003, many new SNSs have been launchedpgrgsocial software analyst
Clay Shirky (2003) to coin the term YASNS: "Yet Aher Social Networking Service." After
the 2002 launch of Friendster, several eUniverggl@yees in Santa Monica, California with
Friendster accounts saw its potential and decideximic the more popular features of the
social networking website. In August 2003, MySpaees created (Lapinski, 2006). The very

first MySpace users were eUniverse employees.etratk bands from the Los Angeles region

began creating profiles; subsequently MySpace deee$ started contacting local musicians to
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see how they could support them (T. Anderson, patstommunication, September 28, 2006).
The symbiotic relationship between bands and fafseld MySpace expand beyond former
Friendster users (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). MySpaiftetentiated itself by regularly adding
features based on user demand (Boyd, 2006) antiobyireg users to personalize their pages.
Unlike older users, most teens were never on FstendBoyd & Ellison, 2007), so they began
using MySpace.
Facebook

Unlike previous SNSs, Facebook was originally desigto support distinct college
networks only. Mark Zuckerberg created faceboak.to replace the paper facebook, or a class
directory, that was given to freshmen as part eirtimtroduction to a new school. He founded
facebook.com with Dustin Moskowitz on Februaly 2004. Their main headquarters today are
in Palo Alto, California. Company currently has mdinan 900 employees (Press Info,
facebook.com, August 31, 2009). The site is pelyabwned by Facebook, Inc. and is available
in more than 40 different languages. The websmembership was initially limited to Harvard
students, but was expanded to other colleges iBdiséon area and the lvy League. It later
expanded further to include any university studér@n high school students and, finally, to
anyone aged 13 and over. The website currentlyrtoaie than 350 million active users
worldwide ("Facebook Statistics". Retrieved Janugr2010). A January 2009 Compete.com
study has ranked Facebook as the most used setrab ik by worldwide monthly active users,
followed by MySpace (Kazeniac, 2009). Over timac€ébook has changed its interface.

In 2010, Facebook has many features that helfséssuo interact with each other. All
Facebook users have a “status” where they write they feel or what they are currently doing.

Each user has a “wall” on their Facebook profileveitheir friends can leave messages to the
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user in public. These postings contain the frisrgfault photo as well as a verbal message.
Users also have an option to poke their friendschvfunctions as a replacement for verbal
message saying “I am thinking of you.” When dreatn account, users are asked to provide
“basic info” about themselves, including their baay, hometown, relationship status, religious
views, political views, interests, activities, faite quotations, “About Me,” education and work.
These kinds of information one could expect to slatraditional relational conversations (e.g.,
hobbies, music interests, etc.) (Woolley, Limpe&d,amul, 2009).

Users can join the network of their residence, sthowork. They can create up to 200
groups according to their interests and areas pértise. Most users post a photo of themselves
on Facebook and some upload entire alboums. Uaaralso upload their videos through
iPhones. On the top of each Facebook page aredtprisettings” that allow Facebook users to
restrict the visibility of their profile page. Thiean limit who can see their profile and even
block a person’s access to their page. Publidlpsoélso allow any stranger or acquaintance to
contact the user which results in lack of privacy.

Some interesting results about Facebook usersneeeatly published in a study
conducted by Christofides, Muise, and Desmarai®420rhey found that among 343
undergraduate students who were current userscebiBak, nearly all of them had joined a
network (97%) and posted their birthday (96%). hijefive percent (85%) shared personal
information such as his or her e-mail addresstiogiahip status (81%), along with the school
and program (72%). However, only 24% shared hiseophone number and 4% shared his or
her home addres®articipants were also inclined to post a profilgyre and pictures with
friends, though most did not want to post pictuwethem or their friends doing something

illegal or pictures of themselves naked or pastiathked (Christofides et al., 2009).
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Facebook’s “Top Friends” application was the megjaged application among U.S.
Internet users in November 2007. The website lmsawards such as placement into the "Top
100 Classic Websites" B3C Magazinen 2007 and the "People's Voice Award" from the
Webby Awards. Visitors between the ages of 18-@a&rywere twice as likely as the average
Facebook visitor to engage with applications (H#gi2007), while those aged 25 and older
exhibited this behavior less often. A study showed Facebook is populated much more with
college students than any other constituency asdadranore college-age students than
MySpace. MySpace attracts more high school stederd also appears to be more
commercially based than Facebook (comscore.con)20@ySpace allows users to decorate
their profiles using HTML and Cascading Style SR€ISS), while Facebook does not
(Sullivan, 2007).

Other “Cyber Communities”

Besides the social network sites, there are ottpastof “cyber communities” that are
different from SNSs. One is a chat system, whidtuides Instant Messaging (IM). The
difference between chat rooms and social netwdels £ that the majority of communication in
online social networks takes place within the neknad “friends” that the user has established
(Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). Using a S¥®0th a synchronous and asynchronous
activity and by definition serves primarily a sdgarpose (Carr, Schrock, & Dauterman, 2009;
Ellison et al., 2007). Synchronicity involves réiahe communication between individuals while
asynchronicity involves delayed communication (GH009). Instant Messaging (IMing) is
typically a synchronous activity that has been ghtwfacilitate task-related information both in
work and in social contexts (Carr et al., 2009acébook is a combination of both -

asynchronous and synchronous elements.
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The third type of computer-mediated community [Hag -- a personal website with
frequently updated observations, news, commentaridgecommended links. Blogs are
different from social network sites in one impottaspect, and that is the access to information.
On a blog, the recipients are not specified sotti@tiscloser cannot reveal information
differentially according to the relationship. Thtise discloser can reveal very intimate
information to strangers at the first communicatathe personal Web space (Lee, Im, &
Taylor, 2008). On Facebook and other social nétwdes, users know who their friends are,
though they may not always be aware of which frisnetading their page. Facebook users can
limit who has access to their profile informatio@reators of blogs can combine text, images and
links to other blogs, and readers can leave consrirran interactive format; Facebook profile
pages have a fixed format, allowing a more corgtbtomparison of web pages. A Facebook
page functions as a fill-in-the-blank system ofgosalization (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008).
Facebook was created for people to stay in touth tveir friends.

Summary

The recent rising popularity of social network sigeich as Facebook and MySpace, is
changing the definition of friendship. Literatusviewed in this chapter presents two
conflicting perspectives on online relationshipgluding a debate on whether online
relationships are as intimate and close as th#inefcounterparts. According to the cues-
filtered out perspective that dominated in theyed#8l90s, people cannot develop close
relationships in an online setting. Later appresciincluding Social Information Processing
Theory, suggested that online relationships magdmeparable to offline relationships, but the
key element is time. With more time allowed, CMdlild serve the same communication

function as found in face-to-face interactions (ivat, 1995). According to SIPT, individuals
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are motivated to form impressions and developimgiahips of some kind, no matter what
medium they are using.

Comparing online and offline relationships providggportunities to test existing theories
of interpersonal communication and relationshipaligement, such Uncertainty Reduction
Theory and Social Penetration Theory. According/RT (Berger & Calabrese, 1975),
individuals self-disclose in order to reduce uraiatly about another person’s behavior. As the
amount of verbal communication between two indigiduncreases, uncertainty decreases
(Axiom 1). Researchers have found that self-dmale is also related to interpersonal attraction.
Perception of attraction may drive self-disclos{irevine, 2000; Ramirez, Walther, Burgoon, &
Sunnafrank, 2002).

Self-disclosure is at the center of Social Penemmalheory. Altman and Taylor (1973)
believed that only through opening one’s self tweo$ can a close relationship develop. Both
URT and SPT were established before online relahips existed. However, several studies
(Haider, 2002; McKenna et al., 2002; Parks & Flay@96) on CMC have discovered a positive
association between self-disclosure and intimagyediated interactions. Parks and Floyd
(1996) found a positive correlation among the bileathd depth of self-disclosure and
predictability in online newsgroups. Craig et(@007) found a similar association between self-
disclosure and predictability in the case of Fac&lfaends who users contact the most often.

Sex differences in self-disclosure also emergdsbth FTF and CMC setting, suggesting
that women disclose more than men and that thgsestare more intimate (Aries & Johnson,
1983; Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987; Dolgin & Minowa, 19%#&ter et al., 2005; Petronio, 2002).
Female users had more Facebook friends and speattmm@ communicating with them

(Sheldon, 2008). A meta-analysis conducted by Riraid Allen (1992) revealed that women
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disclose more than men to persons they are in ciagonships (i.e., friend, partner, or spouse),
but men disclosed similarly to women when the tavgges a stranger.

Based on thorough literature review, the followaigpter proposes the relationships
among variables of social attraction, self-disctespredictability, trust, sex, frequency of
communication and duration of relationship — arelréttionale for each hypothesis tested in this

study.
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CHAPTER 3
RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES

The previous chapter reviewed the literature refet@computer-mediated and face-to-
face relationships. This chapter proposes 9 hgsathto explain if different types of friendship
(exclusive Facebook friendship, recently estabtishacebook friendship, and exclusive face-to-
face friendship) influence the amount of socialaation, self-disclosure, predictability and trust
between two friends. The hypotheses focus ondlh@iing variables: social attraction, self-
disclosure, predictability, trust, gender, duratidmelationship, and frequency of contact.

A number of studies conducted in the face-to-fatergy have confirmed that we
disclose more to those whom we initially like (e@ertner, 1973, Fitzgerald, 1963; Worthy,
Gary, & Kahn, 1969). Levine (2000) and Craig et(2007) suggested the same for online
relationships. If this is the case, it can be higpeized that:

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who report high levelssotial attraction with their latest
added Facebook friend, exclusive Facebook friend,exclusive face-to-face friend will also
report having greater breadth and depth of setflalsire with those friends.

According to Axiom 1 of URT (Berger & Calabrese, 759, as the level of verbal
interaction increases between communicators, kel of uncertainty about one another will
decrease. This causes communicators to furthexase their level of verbal interaction with
one another. In the context of Facebook relatipssiCraig et al. (2007) also found that greater
depth and breadth of self-disclosure lead to gregatsictability of another person’s behavior.
The model that they tested included both self-dmale and predictability and, according to
Craig et al., “is strikingly similar to what we wioexpect in terms of relational development

among college students in the face-to-face wogd’2@). In fact, they concluded that relational
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development on Facebook mirrors face-to-face @atidevelopment, which may not be the
case with other types of online communities. Tfoees hypothesis 2 posits the following:

Hypothesis 2: Individuals who report greater brhadtd depth of self-disclosure with
their latest added Facebook friend, exclusive Faaklriend, and exclusive face-to-face friend
will also report greater predictability of theirdnds’ behavior.

Trust is related in important ways to the succéssabose relationship (Rempel et al.,
1985). It is related to self-disclosure (Anderg&oBmmers-Sommer, 2006) and often considered
an outcome of self-disclosure (Altman & Taylor, 397Self-disclosure theorists have
emphasized the notion that trust is built graduddhpugh repeated encounters (Rempel et al.,
1985; Altman & Taylor, 1974). Even in more estahéd relationships, uncertainty is necessary
for the expression of the type of responsive beirahiat fosters trust (Rempel et al., 1985).
However, as Kim et al. (2006) discussed, trust dagsncrease linearly with self-disclosure.
The most important element in developing trust alamother is the overall predictability of that
individual (Rempel et al., 1985). According to Rempel et al. model, predictability is one of
the dimensions of trust. Individuals self-disclés@ person if they can predict his or her
behavior. Thus, this study posits that the predbidity of another person’s behavior will be a
mediator between self-disclosure and trust for Is@tibebook friends and FTF friends.

Hypothesis 3: Predictability will mediate the redaship between self-disclosure and
trust for latest added Facebook friend, exclusizeelbook friends and exclusive face-to-face
friend.

If predictability is a mediator, self-disclosure shibe associated with trust and
predictability, while the impact of self-disclosuwa trust must be reduced after controlling for

predictability.
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While developing Social Penetration Theory, Altnaand Taylor (1973) concluded that
self-disclosure facilitates developing mutual tré&heeless and Grotz (1977) and Larzelere and
Huston (1980) came out with similar findings. Wille popularity of CMC, Haider (2002) and
McKenna et al. (2002) found a positive associatietween self-disclosure and intimacy in chat
rooms. Based upon these assumptions, hypothesigréposed:

Hypothesis 4: Individuals who report more predidih breadth and depth of self-
disclosure with their latest added Facebook friexd|usive Facebook friend, and exclusive
face-to-face friend will also report greater trunsthat friend.

Based on the hypotheses (H1, H2, H3, and H4),@ehwas constructed in which social
attraction drives self-disclosure, as suggestepriny research (Levine, 2000; Ramirez et al.,
2002), and predictability is a mediating variabévieen self-disclosure and trust (Park et al.,
2006; Rempel et al., 1985). The final model (segifé 1) is built upon previous studies done on

face-to-face and computer-mediated relationshigsey are partially supported in the Craig et

H2

Social H1 H4
Attraction
) - I

al. (2007) research on Facebook relationships.

Figure 1
Hypothesized Structural Equation Model
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There are contradictory findings about the amotised-disclosure in online
relationships versus self-disclosure in real lifecording to researchers (e.g., Cummings et al.,
2000; Mesch & Talmud, 2006) whose findings suppaues-filtered out hypothesis,” offline
relationships are characterized by higher interddpece, breadth and depth of self-disclosure.
Similarly, the proponents (Henderson & Gilding, 2pRevine, 2000; McKenna et al., 2002) of
Walther’s hyperpersonal perspective argued thavithaals self-disclose online more, and
develop intimacy much faster than in real life mattions. Parks and Roberts (1998) found no
difference in the level of relational developmedefth and breadth) between offline and online
text-based virtual environment. Despite this caditt@ry finding about self-disclosure in an
offline versus online environment, | believe that&book resembles word of mouth
communication more than other online applicatias{, newsgroups). Therefore, this study
predicts that there will be no significant diffecenin self-disclosure between exclusive
Facebook friends and exclusive FTF friends. Funtloee, it is hypothesized that there will be
less disclosure between recently added Facebaatdiwhen compared to the breadth and
depth of self-disclosure between two exclusive baok friends and two exclusive FTF friends
because of the difference in the length of thetimahips. The following hypotheses are
proposed:

Hypothesis 5: There will be no significant diffecenin the breadth and depth of self-
disclosure between exclusive Facebook friends aolligve FTF friends.

Hypothesis 6: There will be less disclosure betwatsst added Facebook friends when
compared to disclosure between exclusive Facelamids and exclusive FTF friends.

Although researchers argued that people are masgrtg each other face-to-face than

through text chat (Bos et al., 2002; Feng, LazaPr&ece, 2004), Obremski (2008) argued that
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this may not be true within the context of Facebam®&tionships. If a person trusts another in
real life, they might trust that same person oreBaock and vice versa. Henderson and Gilding
(2004) went further to argue that people in anr@énvironment self-disclose more to each
other, and therefore, trust each other more. Hewekeir study was only conducted with 17
participants who engaged in primarily text-baselihennteraction. Since Facebook resembles
the word of mouth more than traditional newsgroampd anonymous chat boards, hypothesis 7
posits the following:

Hypothesis 7: There will be no significant diffecers in reported trust between exclusive
Facebook friends and exclusive FTF friends.

Although SPT was successfully applied in a realladverperience, Richardson (2001)
criticized Altman and Taylor for abandoning sevenain factors that may influence self-
disclosure, including sex, race, and ethnic baakgto This study explores sex differences in
self-disclosure. Based on previous studies than&voself-disclose more often than men both
FTF and in CMC (e.g., Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987; DolgiMinova, 1997; Kleman, 2007,

Petronio, 2002) and also spend more time on Fa&edrod have more Facebook friends than
men (Sheldon, 2008), it is proposed that:

Hypothesis 8: Women will self-discldseetheir latest added Facebook friends, exclusive
Facebook friends, and an exclusive face-to-faeméis more than men.

Duration of relationships — but even more so, tegdency of communication — was an
important predictor of reported trust and intimacwnline romantic relationships studied by
Anderson and Emmers-Sommer (2006). Other develofahstudies also suggested that as the
frequency of communication increases, the selflossce and social attraction between two FTF

friends increases (Collins & Miller, 1994; Parkdbyd, 1996). One of the tenants of mere
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exposure effect is that exposure to another parswaases attraction to that person (Brehm et
al., 2002). Therefore, hypothesis 9 predicts that:

Hypothesis 9: As the frequency of communication #redlength of a relationship
increase, the levels of self-disclosure and truktinerease for both types of Facebook friends
and also for face-to-face friends.

This chapter discussed hypotheses and a ratiomaéath hypothesis. The next chapter

will describe the methods used to test them. Thelt®of the pilot study are also reported.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODS

Previous chapters reviewed the literature on gsffldsure and relationship development
in both a computer-mediated and face-to-face enment, and presented the rationale for nine
hypotheses - explaining the similarities and déferes in the process of self-disclosure between
Facebook friends and face-to-face friends. Twdistiwere conducted; a pilot and a large
study. The purpose of this chapter is to desdhbearticipants in the studies, the procedure
used to collect the data, the instrument and statisanalyses used to test hypotheses.

Participants and Procedure in a Pilot Study

Before collecting data for a large study, a psintdy was conducted using college
students to test the effectiveness of the measm@istruments used in this study. There were
120 students enrolled in Communication Studies senulasses that participated in the study.
They responded to 114 items of an online questioatiaat was accessed from
surveymonkey.com. Before analyzing any data, tdiast was examined for missing data. As
a result, 13 cases were deleted from the dataskéepsiad 50 percent or more missing data (see
Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).

The questionnaire for the pilot study asked payéints to think about a friend who
belongs in each of the three categories of frieajifatest added on Facebook, b) an exclusive
Facebook friend, and 3) an exclusive face-to-faemd. All subjects responded on all three
friendship categories. For the latest added Fauefseend, respondents were asked to think
about an individual (only one) whom they added erenadded most recently as a Facebook
friend although they do not talk to that friend hdace-to-face (e.g., met at the friend’s house

party and decided to add them as a friend). Faxatusive Facebook friend, respondents were
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asked to think about a good friend (only one) whbey contact exclusively through Facebook
(by messages, chats and wall posts) and neveraly face-to-face (e.g, a friend that lives far
away or is hard to reach). For an exclusive facite friends, respondents were asked to think
about an individual (only one) who is their gooerfid, but they talk to each other only face-to-
face and never through Facebook wall, statusesssages (e.g., a best friend that does not have
a Facebook account). For all three types of frséina respondents were asked to explain who
this person is, how close they feel to him/her, bod often they talk to them on Facebook. For
each friend, participants had to respond to itaims the Social Attraction Scale (McCroskey &
McCain, 1974), Self-Disclosure Scale (Parks & Fla@96), Predictability Scale (Parks &
Floyd, 1996), and Dyadic Trust Scale (Larzelere &stén, 1980). The questionnaire also
consisted of demographic information questionduttiag age, sex, ethnicity, country of origin
and major.

The results showed that there were 107 participddtsnen (41%) and 63 women (59%),
who completed the surveys. The average age atipamts was 22.55D = 4.41). There were 4
sophomores, 26 juniors, 49 seniors, and 17 gradiiatients. One participant did not disclose
his or her class. The ethnic background of paicis included 67.3% Caucasian (n = 72), 9.3%
African-Americans (n = 10), 10.3% Asian-Americans=(11), 1.9% Hispanics (n = 2), and
11.2% other (n = 12). Ninety-six (89.7%), partanps were born in the USA, and 11 (10.3%)
were international students.

Results of the pilot study are reported in Apperilix he pilot study results partially
supported this study’s hypotheses. As a resuti@study conducted, self-disclosure and

predictability scales were slightly shortened tor@ase each scale’s reliability.
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Participants and Procedure in a Large Study

Data was gathered from 328 participants recruitechftommunication courses at
Louisiana State University. College students wesed in this study because they generally have
a high degree of technological ability and are feanwith initiating relationships/friendships on
Facebook. Furthermore, 18 to 24-year-olds grewsipg computers and are the largest
demographic to do so either at home, work, or skcfvaew.census.gov). Before analyzing the
data, the dataset was examined for outliers andimgislata. As a result, 11 cases were removed
from the dataset, including those indicating havif@ close face-to-face friends and 5500
Facebook friends. Other missing data was replagaohputing mean values from all valid
responses (Hair et al., 2006). Categorical data wet imputed. The final dataset contained
317 cases.

A sample consisted of 120 men (37.9%) and 197 wai®2r1%). The average
participant’s age was 20A(= 20.33,SD= 1.77), ranging from 17 to 30 years. There v&dre
first year students, 100 sophomores, 115 juniord, 24 seniors. Most respondents identified
themselves as European American or White (n = 285%), followed by African-Americans (n
= 36, 11.4%), and Asian-Americans (n = 10, 3.2%er€ were 306 American undergraduate
students (96.5%) and 11 foreign students (3.5%).

The number of participants was limited to 350, ttuthe effect the sample size has on
finding statistically significant relationships.aking too much power becomes a problem with
an increased sample size. Power is “the probwlaitorrectly rejecting the null hypothesis
when it should be rejected” (Hair et al., 20061@). Power is determined by three factors: a)
effect size, b) alpharf, and c) sample size. At any given alpha levelfeéased sample sizes

always produce a greater power of the statistésdl tBy increasing the sample size, smaller and
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smaller effects are found to be statistically digant. This indicated the problem of “too much”
power. At a very large sample size, almost anyceftesignificant.

For structural equation modeling (SEM) used in #tigly, there is no simple formula
that can count the exact sample size needed te\achicertain power. Sample size for SEM
analysis depends on a) multivariate distributiothefdata, b) estimation technique, c) model
complexity, d) the amount of missing data, anche)amount of average error variance among
the reflective indicators (Hair et al., 2006). data deviates from the assumption of multivariate
normality, the ratio of respondents to parameteeds to be higher. A generally accepted ratio
is 15 respondents for each parameter estimatdeimobdel. For the most common SEM
estimation procedure, the Maximum Likelihood Estiora (MLE), the recommended minimum
sample size is 100-150 to ensure stable MLE salaticSimpler models can then be tested with
smaller samples. Complex models need larger ssmpl@dels containing multiple constructs
with communalities less than .5 also require lagganple sizes (Hair et al., 2006).
Communalities “represent the average amount o&tian among the measured variables
explained by the measurement model” (p. 741). S@searchers suggest a minimum of 10
observations per parameter estimated (JoreskogrBo8g 1989), although guidelines as low as
5 to 10 observations per parameter estimated alge lbeen suggested (Floyd & Widaman,
1995).

Hair et al. (2006) offered several suggestionghenssue of sample size in SEM. SEM
models containing five or fewer constructs, eactinwiore than three items (observed variables)
and with high item communalities (.6 or higher)y &g adequately estimated with samples as
small as 100-150. If any communalities are mo@d5st.55) or the model contains constructs

with fewer than three items, then the required sarsize should be around 200 (Hair et al.).
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For this study, a sample size of 200 should be @ategbut because of missing data, more than
300 participants were surveyed. For a simpleti-teobtain a medium effect size with the
specification of a .01 significance level, a sangflé64 (GPower) participants would be needed
to achieve the desired level of 80 percent powele@y12003).

Students filled out the 117- item questionnairesiolgt of the classroom as a part of their
research learning requirement. Students were dskaebvide their PAWS ID, which functions
as the first part of their e-mail address in otdereceive a credit. However, the confidentiality
of their responses was assured. In order to gaatein the study, participants had to be current,
active members of the Facebook community. The adgarof administering an online survey
was an opportunity for participants to stop theseyrat any point and return later to answer the
remaining questions. In addition, students coulet&ttheir own Facebook page for the exact

number of Facebook friends they had.
Instruments

The packet of instruments that was used in the gilaly was slightly modified for the
full study (see Table 2, p. 48). To prevent cawgceffect, six versions of the questionnaire
were created (for three friendship types, 3! = 3*"and answer choices were randomized for
each participant. The means, standard deviatiod@kphas were calculated for all scales used
in the pilot study (see Table 3, p. 50) and a latgely (Table 4, p. 50).

* Social Attraction

Social attraction was measured using the “sotied@ion” component of McCroskey
and McCain’s (1974) Interpersonal Attraction Sq#eS). A number of researchers have
reported high internal reliability coefficients fearious dimensions (Ayres, 1989; Brandt, 1979;

Krikorian, Lee, Chock, Harms, 2000; McCroskey & MgR, 1974; Wheeless, Frymier, &
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Thompson, 1992). Social attraction was measunsdrtba recently added Facebook friend, an
exclusive Facebook friend, and an exclusive faefate friend. Scale consisted of six items (e.g.
“He(she) is a friend of mine” and “We have neveaabbshed a personal friendship with each
other”) (see Table 2). Answers were measuredspaint Likert type scale where 5 =

“strongly agree” and 1 = “strongly disagree”. A lhég number represented more social attraction
to a person. Three items were reverse-coded.

Table 2

Items Measuring Social Attraction, Self-DisclosuPegdictability, and Trust in the Pilot and
Large Study

Scale tems Abbreviation in
structural models
Social
Attraction
He(she) is a friend of mine. P*, F* SA1l
| have a friendly [Facebook] chat with him(her).FP SA2
It is difficult to meet and talk with him(her) [on SA3
Facebook]. P, F, r
He(she) just does not really fit into my circleasfline -
friends. P, F, r
We have never established a personal friendship egith SAS
other. P, F, r
He(she) is pleasant to talk with [on Facebookff P, SA6
Self-disclosure
Our [Facebook] communication is limited to judea
specific topics.[ | do not usually write on theiakvor BREADTH

comment on their statuses.] P, r

Our communication ranges over a wide variety ofd®p
[includes posting on each other’s wall and comnmegntin BREADTH

their statuses and pictures.] P, F
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“(table continued)”

Our conversation easily moves from one topic tataero

BREADTH
P, F
| usually tell this person exactly how | feel.FP, DEPTH
| feel quite close to this person. P, F DEPTH
| have told this person what | like about him er.HP, F DEPTH
| feel | could confide in this person about almasything.
DEPTH
P, F
| would never tell this person anything intimate or
DEPTH
personal about myself. P, F, r
| have told this person things about myself thabhshe
DEPTH
could not get from any other source. P, F
| always feel | can post to this person's wall kimgl of
Y g P y BREADTH
message and he/she won't get mad atme.
This person and | do not have many common inteFest BREADTH
Predictability
| can accurately predict how this person will resgh¢o
Y p o P o= PREDICT1
me in most situations. P, F
| can usually tell what this person is feelingides P, F PREDICT2
| can accurately predict what this person’s atetidre. P
PREDICT3
F
| do not know this person very well. P, F, r PRED#4
| can predict this person's thoughts very weell. PREDICTS
| can read this person like a boék. PREDICT6
| can predict this person's behavior very well. PREDICT7
Trust
There are times when my friend cannot be trusRed, r TRUST1
My friend is perfectly honest and truthful with ni& F TRUST2
| feel that | can trust my friend completely. P, F TRUST3
| feel that my friend can be counted on to help Re-, r TRUST4

*P = item used in a pilot study; F = item used la@e study; r = reverse coded item
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations and Scale Alphas fooMé&griables in the Pilot Study

Variable Recently added Exclusive Facebook | Exclusive face-to-face
Facebook friend friend friend

M SD a* M SD a M SD a
Social attraction 2.92 .79 .80 3.87 .60 .10 444 3 .6 .80
Breadth of self- | 2.38 .86 .66 3.57 .79 .60 4.46 .69 .80
disclosure
Depth of self- 2.23 .69 .83 3.40 .82 91 4.21 72 .92
disclosure
Predictability 2.40 .88 .84 3.58 .85 91 4.31 .71 89 .
Trust 2.89 .69 .82 3.68 .80 .87 4.08 .85 .88
*Cronbach’s alpha is calculated for the originehits of all the scales
Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations and Scale Alphas fooMé&griables in the Large Study
Variable Recently added Exclusive Facebook Exclusive face-to-face

Facebook friend friend friend

M SD o M SD o M SD a
Social attraction 3.04 .63 .65 402 .63 .68 442 3 6 .76
Breadth of self- 2.57 .94 .76 3.94 .77 .67 4.43 .68 .82
disclosure
Depth of self- 2.00 .82 .87 367 .96 .89 4.34 .79 .90
disclosure
Predictability 2.00 .87 .94 341 1.02 .95 4.22 77 .95
Trust 2.87 74 .82 385 .83 .89 4.21 .79 .87

*Cronbach’s alpha is calculated for the originehiis of all the scales
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» Self-disclosure

Self-disclosure to a Facebook and face-to-faemfriwas measured by Parks and
Floyd’s (1996) scale that was developed based tmakl and Taylor’'s (1973) scales of self-
disclosure, measuring depth and breadth. Althailgbr scales exist (e.g., Joinson, 2001;
Wheeless & Grotz, 1976) to measure self-disclosubmth an online and offline environment,
this study was using the Parks and Floyd (199&direand depth scale because it captures
disclosure to another person more directly thaniheeless and Grotz (1976) study. The Parks
and Floyd (1996) scale is also topic-free and ve&&siun numerous studies (e.g., Craig et al.,
2007; Yum & Hara, 2005) to measure self-disclosurine. Both breadth and depth used a 5-
point Likert-type scale (1 = “strongly disagree’ddh = “strongly agree”). A higher number
represented more self-disclosure with a person.iterein the breadth dimension and one item
in the depth dimension were reverse-coded. Imgelstudy, item 1 of breadth dimension of
self-disclosure (“Our Facebook communication igtiéa to just a few specific topics. | do not
usually write on their wall or comment on theirtates”)was replaced by two additional items
(see Table 2).
» Predictability

Perceptions of predictability and understandingimagortant aspects of Uncertainty
Reduction Theory (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Pariésd&lman, 1983). They were examined
using Parks and Floyd’s scale (1996) (e.g., “| @rywncertain about what this person is really
like,”) that measures predictability of an onlimeehd’s behavior. Predictability of a friend’s
behavior was measured with seven items (5 = “styomgree”; 1 = “strongly disagree”), of
which 1 was reverse coded. A higher number reptedebetter predictability of another

persons’s behavior. Since participants had a prolbléh item 1 in two different scenarios, that
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item was excluded from the large study data catlectand was replaced by additional three
items (“I can read this person like a book,” “I qanedict this person's thoughts very well,” and
“I can predict this person's behavior very wel(Sge Table 2)
o+ Trust

Altman and Taylor (1973) stated that trust is neagsfor self-disclosure in ongoing
relationships. The reciprocity of disclosure isdxon reciprocity of trust in such relationships.
Early conceptions of trust focused on “basic trast’a necessary part of a healthy personality
(Erikson, 1950). Two decades later, Rotter (1@&fined trust as an expectancy about the
promise of another individual. His Interpersonalst Scale (ITS) was comprised of 25 Likert-
type items, such as “Parents usually can be relpeth to keep their promises” and “Most
elected public officials are really sincere in theampaign promises” (p. 664). However, the
ITS refered to generalized groups (parents, teack&s.) and not specific individuals. Larzelere
and Huston (1980) built on these previous studiescaeated the Dyadic Trust Scale (DTS) that
measured trust with respect tparticular other person. Larzelere and Huston (1980) defined
trust as dyadic because they believed “trust etostise extent that a person believes another
person (or persons) to be benevolent and honesB9@). “Benevolence is described as whether
a person is motivated by his or her own desiref, e or she is motivated by gain in the
relationship jointly with the partner” (Watson, 20(. 6). The Dyadic Trust Scale has been
found to have a high reliability when measuringoagstions to self-disclosure. Larzalere and
Huston (1980) reported an alpha reliability of .88¢ Baxter (1988) has argued that, based on
evidence from prior studies, the Dyadic Trust Stale greater construct validity and internal
reliability than other trust measures. In the Asda and Emmers-Sommer (2006) study,

Cronbach’s alpha for DTS was .90. Trust in a Faoklamd face-to-face friend was measured

52



with four items of DTS (5 = “strongly agree,” and-I'strongly disagree”), of which one item
was reverse coded. A higher number represented gt in another person (see Table 2).

» Duration of Relationship

Duration of relationship was measured with a sirtgle: “How long have you known
each other?"Respondents were asked to indicate the amounnefrmeasured in days, months,
or years. For the recently added Facebook frieredpondents indicated that they have known
each other for an average of 19 montis{18.72;SD = 36.87), ranging from 2 days to 21
years. For the exclusive Facebook friend to whanigpants interacted only through Facebook
because he or she does live far away or is hamebich, respondents indicated they have known
each other for an average of 6 yedis{6.43,SD=5.41). Finally, duration of the relationship
with an exclusive face-to-face friend (who doeshmete a Facebook account) was also 6 years
(M = 6.02;SD= 5.57).

* Frequency of Communication

Frequency of communication was measured with atguesHow often do you
communicate through Facebook/face-to-face.” Respoimcluded, “Less than once a week,”
“Once a week,” “Two-three times per week,” “Eveigyd’ and “Several times per day” for an
exclusive Facebook and exclusive FTF friend thatigpants interacted with. Most respondents
indicated that they talk to their exclusive Facdbfi@nd less than once a week (47.9%). Only
15% respondents indicated that they talk to ealceratvery day or several times per day. For an
exclusive face-to-face friend, 42% respondentscateid that they talk to each other every day or
several times per day, and 29% that they talk ¢b e#her two-three times per week.

Table 5 provides some examples of whom the paaintgindicated as their Facebook

and FTF friends.
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Table 5

Examples of Facebook and Face-to-Face Friendships

Recently added Facebook
friend with no much face-to-

face interaction

Good Facebook friend with n

much face-to-face interaction

pGood face-to-face friend
(never had a Facebook

conversation)

A new/fellow classmate * A friend who moved away*| yMest friend*
A girl I met tailgating | went to middle school Wit | Sister
him/her.
A friend of a friend Met at a camp My girlfriend
A friend’s boyfriend Good friend who went to My neighbor
college out of state
Went to high school with this| A friend | met in Europe this | Co-worker
person summer
Co-worker My old roommate from My brother who does not have

London

a FB account

*Dominant answer in a category

Statistical Analyses

To analyze data collected for this studys thissertation used univariate and multivariate

statistical techniques, including confirmatory facanalysis, structural equation modeling,

MANOVA, t-test, correlation analysis and multipkegression.

Confirmatory factor analysis and structural equatnodeling were used to test H1, H2,

H3, and H4. Confirmatory factor analysis of founstyucts, employing AMOS 17.0, a

covariance-based SEM tool was conducted. AlthdtfgA gives an idea of dimensionality,

CFA, as the name implies, essentially focuses cgthdn a hypothesized factor model does or

does not fit the data. Thus, CFA is a commonly ptExe method to test/confirm dimensionality

(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). The numbiactors, the factor structure (i.e., which
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load on which factors), and the relationship amfaatpors (i.e., whether the factors are
correlated) are specified a priori (Netemeyer ¢t28103). Figure 1 (p. 39) is the hypothesized
measurement model for this study. Because there sngle universally accepted fit index, a
variety of indices were used to provide a comprstvenindication of fit.
First, they’test was conducted to test the fit between the Eaogvariance matrix and
the matrix implied by the models. A largevalue and a statistically significant result (ies
.05) indicate a poor fit in that there is a subSshproportion of variance in the data not
explained by the model. As this statistic is somasensitive to sample size, a second
calculation can be made that involves dividingthealue by the degrees of freedom (Kline,
1998). Although no clear-cut guideline existsatorbelow 3 is generally considered to be
acceptable according to Kline. Fit statistics irss&ve to sample size are also be used, including
the goodness-of-fit index. One badness-of-fit meagroot mean square error of
approximation) is used. Values below .08 for RMS&A generally considered to be acceptable.
In addition to testing the model fits, the resweye used to determine measurement
model validity including convergent validity andsdriminant validity. Convergent validity is
the extent to which indicators of a specific comsticonverge or share a high proportion of
variance in common. Discriminant validity is thdent to which a construct is truly distinct
from other constructs (Hair et al., 2006, p. 71here are several methods used to estimate the
relative amount of convergent validity includingasdardized loading estimates of .5 and higher,
variance extracted of .5 or higher, and constreicability of .7 and higher. Variance extracted
is computed as the total of all squared standaddaetor loadings){ ) divided by the number of
items (N). Construct reliabilities are computeahfrthe squared sum of factor loadini$ for

each construct and the sum of error variance téwnme constructg; are calculated using the
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standard formula. Discriminant validity comparkes variance extracted estimates (AVE) from
each factor with the squared interconstruct caticeia (SIC) associated with that factor.

To test for the difference in self-disclosure angst between three types of friendship
(H5, H6 and H7), paired samples t-tests were pexdr To test sex differences in self-
disclosure (H8), the one-way MANOVA and independsarples t-test were used. Correlations
and multiple regressions were calculated to testelationship between the frequency of
communication and self-disclosure and trust, aeditiration of the relationship and self-

disclosure and trust for three friendship types)(H9
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CHAPTER 5
FULL STUDY RESULTS

On average, respondents indicated that they spg@&nhdninutes (1.78 hours) per day on
Facebook$D= 82.18), ranging from a minimum of 0 minutes tmaximum of 420 minutes
(8h). The average number of Facebook friends irséimeple was 5680 = 371), with the

lowest number being 16 friends and the highest murbing 2300 friends.
Test of Hypotheses 1- 4

Hypothesis 1, 2 and 4 predicted that individual®wdport high levels of social
attraction with their most recently added Faceboiekd, exclusive Facebook friend, and
exclusive face-to-face friend will also report hayigreater breadth and depth of self-disclosure
with those friends (H1), greater predictabilitytbé&ir friends’ behavior (H2), and greater trust in
them (H4). (see Figure 1, p. 39) Hypothesis nuntitrere posited that predictability will mediate
the relationship between self-disclosure and fiarsthe three types of friendship.

Again, three confirmatory factor analyses and tlstegctural equation models were
tested to check for the dimensionality and relaiop between social attraction, self-disclosure,
predictability and trust in three friendship tydkgest Facebook, exclusive Facebook, and
exclusive face-to-face).

New Facebook Friendship

Figure 2 shows the final results of the confirmgti@ctor analysis for the model
representing the relationship between social ditnacself-disclosure, predictability, and trust
for the new Facebook friend. The model had a dapdith all goodness-of-fit measures larger

than .90, a badness-of-fit measure equal to .8almsignificant correlations.
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To test the research hypotheses, dependent redhipswere established between the
constructs of social attraction, self-disclosuregdgctability and trust. In the hypothesized
model, self-disclosure is dependent on social @ttm, predictability is dependent on self-
disclosure and trust is dependent on predictalality self-disclosure. Figure 9 shows the
structural model relationships between variablBse y2/df ratio for the structural model was
3.27. In addition, the Comparative Fit Index (ClwBs .95, and the TLI was .93. The Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .03e results indicate the model was a
good fit. Items showed convergent validity (loagrhigher than .5, AVE higher than .5,

construct reliability larger than .7) and discri@ir validity.
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Figure 2

Final Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relatibipgsbetween Social Attraction, Self-
Disclosure, Predictability and Trust for a New Hamak Friend
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Next, the significance of path coefficients waaraxed for all variables in the model.
The paths between social attraction and self-dsseky and between self-disclosure and
predictability, and self-disclosure and trust waltesignificant (p < .05). However, the

relationship between predictability and trust wassignificant (p > .05).

Predictability

Social
Attraction

Self-
Disclosure
Goodness of fit summary? 317/df = 3.27, CFI=.95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .08

E:gglresfructural Equation Model of Social Attractimfluence on Self-Disclosure, Predictability
and Trust for a New Facebook Friend

The strength of the relationship between constrigcdown in Table 6 (p. 64). A strong
relationship § = .78) was found between social attraction anddistlosure, which suggests
that individuals self-disclose to recently addeddimok friends if they are socially attracted to
them (H1 supported). A strong relationship alsisted between self-disclosure and
predictability ¢ = .73) (H2 supported), and between self-disclosmcetrustf§ = .74) (H4

supported). Self-disclosing to a recently addezkBaok friend leads to the prediction of his or
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her behavior, but also in trusting that individuallo significant relationship was found between
predictability and trust, which would suggest ttiegt predictability of someone’s behavior does
not lead us to trust that person more. Thus, ptability does not mediate the relationship
between self-disclosure and trust in a case ofentéy added Facebook friend (H3 not
supported).
Exclusive Facebook Friendship

Figure 4 shows the results of the CFA for the nhogleresenting the relationship
between constructs of social attraction, self-disgte, predictability and trust for exclusive
Facebook friends. The model showed a good fityeayent and discriminant validity, and all

significant correlations between social attracteelf-disclosure, predictability and trust.
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Figure 4
Final Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relatibigsbetween Social Attraction, Self-
Disclosure, Predictability and Trust for an ExcesFacebook Friend
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In order to test for structural or dependence i@iahip for social attraction, self-

disclosure, predictability, and trust between esitle Facebook friends, a structural model was

Predictability

tested (Figure 5).

Social
Attraction

Self-
Disclosure

Goodness of fit summary? 317/df = 2.88, CFI=.96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .07
Figure 5
Final Structural Equation Model of Social Attractimfluence on Self-Disclosure, Predictability
and Trust for an Exclusive Facebook Friend

A strong relationshipp(= .78) was found between social attraction anfidietlosure,
which suggests that individuals self-disclose tol@sive Facebook friends if they are socially
attracted to them (H1 supported). A strong refetiop existed between self-disclosure and
predictability ¢ = .81) (H2 supported) and self-disclosure and fffis .85) (H4 supported),
while no relationship existed between predictapiit that friend’s behavior and trust (H3 not
supported). Table 6 (p. 64) summarizes the staliwkd coefficients for the relationship

between these four variables.
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Exclusive Face-to-Face Friendship

Figure 6 shows the results of the confirmatorydaanalysis for the model representing
the relationship between social attraction, sedtidisure, predictability and trust for exclusive
face-to-face friends. The model showed an exceligrconvergent and discriminant validity

and all significant correlations between socialaation, self-disclosure, predictability and trust.
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Goodness of fit summary? s17/df = 2.30, CFI=.98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06
Figure 6

Final Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relatibipgsbetween Social Attraction, Self-
Disclosure, Predictability and Trust for an ExcesFace-to-Face Friend

In order to test for structural or dependence i@lahip, a structural model was tested
(Figure 7). A moderate relationship £ .64) was found between social attraction anfd sel

disclosure, which suggests that individuals sedtltise to exclusive face-to-face friends if they
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are socially attracted to them (H1 supported). o8ifive and significant relationship existed
between self-disclosure and predictabilfty=.75) (H2 supported) and between self-disclosure
and trustf§ = .73), (H4 supported), while no significant redaship existed between the
predictability of that friend’s behavior and tr$able 6, p. 64). (H3 not supported).

Table 7 (p. 64) summarizes the goodness of fit mmeador all the models represented by

Predictability

Figures 3, 5and 7.

Social
Attraction

Self-
Disclosure

Goodness of fit summary? 317/df = 2.28, CFI=.98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06
Figure 7
Final Structural Equation Model of Social Attractimfluence on Self-Disclosure, Predictability
and Trust for an Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend

Altogether, the results of conducting structuralatpn modeling (Figures 3, 5, 7)
support the first and second, but not the thirdotlypses. The first hypothesis predicted that
individuals who report high levels of social attian would also report greater breadth and

depth of self-disclosure with their latest addeddBmok friends, exclusive Facebook friends,

and exclusive face-to-face friends. The SEM figdisupported this hypothesis. The path
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coefficients between social attraction and seléldisure were significant in all three types of
friendship (new Facebook, exclusive Facebook, eskoduface-to-face). The second hypothesis
predicted that individuals who report greater bteahd depth of self-disclosure with their latest
added Facebook friend, exclusive Facebook friend exclusive face-to-face friend would also
report greater predictability of their friends’ laafior. The results supported this hypothesis.
Finally, the third hypothesis stating that predadity will mediate the relationship between self-
disclosure and trust for both Facebook and fadade-friends was not supported. However, this
does not indicate that there is no relationshigvbenh predictability and trust. Separate
correlations were conducted suggesting that tiseaesignificant and positive relationship
between predictability and trust for both recemttigled Facebook friends, exclusive Facebook
friends and exclusive face-to-face friends. THes#ngs supported the fourth hypothesis. In
addition, there was a positive and significanttreteship between self-disclosure and trust for all
three types of relationship, which again suppottedfourth hypothesis (see Table 8, 9 and 10).
Table 6

Summary of Path Coefficients for Models Represegniiacebook and Face-to-Face Relationship
Development in the Large Sample Study

Path Analysis A New Exclusive Exclusive

Facebook Facebook Face-to-face

Friend Friend Friend
Social Attraction— Self-disclosure 78** 78%* .64**
Self-disclosure — Predictability A3 81** 75%*
Predictability = — Trust ns Ns Ns
Self-disclosure — Trust T4 .85%* 3%

Note. ** p < .01; ns = not significant
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Table 7
Summary of Goodness of Fit Measures in the LargepEaStudy

Type of Friendship y2/df CFI TLI RMSEA

New Facebook Friendship

Model 1 3.27 .95 .93 8.0

Exclusive Facebook Friendship

Model 1 2.88 .96 .95 7.0

Exclusive Face-to-Face Friendship

Model 1 2.28 .98 97 6.0

Note: CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lesnndex; RMSEA = root mean square error
of approximation

Table 8
Correlations between Social Attraction, Self-Distlce, Predictability and Trust for Recently
Added Facebook Friends

Scale 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social attraction - S59** 52** 31** A41%*
2. Breadth of self-disclosure - .69** ST A9**
3. Depth of self-disclosure - .68** 58**
4. Predictability - A43**
5. Trust -

**p <.001
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Table 9
Correlations between Social Attraction, Self-Distlce, Predictability and Trust for Exclusive
Facebook Friends

Scale 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social attraction - .56** 58** AT S1**
2. Breadth of self-disclosure - 70** S7** S5%*
3. Depth of self-disclosure - 5% .69**
4. Predictability - H55**
5. Trust -

**p <.001

Table 10

Correlations between Social Attraction, Self-Distlce, Predictability and Trust for Exclusive
Face-to-Face Friends

Scale 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social attraction - S7** 52** N AT
2. Breadth of self-disclosure - .82** .63** .62**
3. Depth of self-disclosure - 1 62**
4. Predictability - 53**
5. Trust -

**p <.001

Test of Hypothesis 5

The fifth hypothesis predicted that there wouldchbesignificant difference in the breadth

and depth of self-disclosure between exclusive lb@ale friends and exclusive FTF friends. This
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hypothesis was not supported. In the case of ibedlth of self-disclosure, face-to-face friends
reported larger variety of topics discussed thazebaok friendsNletr = 4.43;Mracebook= 3.94,

t (316) = -9.15p < .001) although respondents reported that theyKooth their FTF and
exclusive Facebook friends for an average of satge In terms of the depth of self-disclosure,
face-to-face friends discussed more intimate tofnias Facebook friends, resulting in a

statistically significant differencéVlrrr= 4.34;Mracebook= 3.67,t (316) = -10.25p < .001).
Test of Hypothesis 6

The sixth hypothesis predicted that there woultebs disclosure between recently added
Facebook friends when compared to disclosure betwrelusive Facebook friends and
exclusive FTF friends. This hypothesis was suggabrt~or the breadth of self-disclosure or the
number of topics individuals discussed with eadtentthe mean for the latest added Facebook
friend was 2.57, for the exclusive Facebook frigmdas 3.94, and for an exclusive face-to-face
friend, it was 4.43. Separate paired t-tests sdawat those differences were all statistically
significant ¢ <.001). Similar results were found for the degitinension of self-disclosure. The
mean depth score for the latest added Faceboaidfvias 2.00, for the exclusive Facebook
friend it was 3.67, and for an exclusive face-toefériend, it was 4.34. Again, these differences
were all statistically significanp(< .001).

Test of Hypothesis 7

The hypothesis number seven predicted that theuddwae no significant differences in
reported trust between exclusive Facebook friemdsexclusive FTF friends. Again, paired
sample t-tests were computed. This hypothesisaasupported. Participants reported

significantly less trust in an exclusive Facebaodrd Miace = 3.85,SD = .83) than in an
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exclusive face-to-face frientiere = 4.22,SD= .79,t (316) = - 6.25p <.001). However they

trusted their recently added Facebook friend thetlf=2.87,SD = .74).
Test of Hypothesis 8

Hypothesis 8 stated that women will self-disclas¢heir Facebook and face-to-face
friends more than men. One-way MANOVAs were corepudbr the combination of dependent
variables breadth and depth of self-disclosurerecantly added Facebook friend, an exclusive
Facebook friend and for an exclusive face-to-fammnél. For the recently added Facebook
friend, a one-way MANOVA revealed a significant miedriate main effect for sex, Wilkg =
.978,F (2, 314) = 3.48p <. 05,02 = .02. Given the significance of the overalltése univariate
main effects were examined. Significant univariagin effects for sex were obtained for the
depth dimension of self-disclosure to a recentiyeadFacebool& (1, 315) = 6.11p <.05 ,n?
=.02, power = .69, but not for the breadth of sidiclosure. Mean comparisons revealed that
men scored higher on the depth dimension of ssfftoisure Mgepn_m= 2.15) to their recently
added Facebook friend than woméfydpn = 1.91), which is opposite of hypothesis 8 that
women will self-disclose more than men (see Talfler 8nean differences).

For the exclusive Facebook friend, analysis fousdyaificant multivariate main effect
for sex, Wilks’A = .903,F (2, 314) = 16.80p <. 001m? = .10. Given the significance of the
overall test, the univariate main effects were exagh Significant univariate main effects for
sex were obtained for the breadth dimension ofdistflosure to an exclusive Facebook friend,
F (1, 315) = 26.31p <.001,n? =.077, but not for the depth dimension of seHfetbsure. Mean
comparisons revealed that women self-disclosetrins of breadth, to their exclusive Facebook
friends more than men, while there were no sigarfidifference in the depth of disclosures.

Finally, for the exclusive face-to-face friend,igrsficant multivariate main effect for sex was
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found, Wilks’A = .962,F (2, 314) = 6.26p <. 05,02 = .038. Again, given the significance of the
overall test, the univariate main effects were exah Significant univariate main effects for
sex were obtained for both the breadth dimensiaelsfdisclosure to an exclusive face-to-face
friend,F (1, 315) = 10.17p <.05 ,n2 =.031, and for the depth dimension of self-disate,F (1,
315) = 12.20p <.05 1?2 =.037. Mean comparisons revealed that womerdsstfosed (in terms
of both breadth and depth) to their exclusive faxéace friends more than men (see Table 11).

Therefore, results partially supported the hypatheamber eight.
Test of Hypothesis 9

The ninth hypothesis predicted that as the frequeh communication and the length of
a relationship increase, the levels of self-diaslesand trust will increase for both Facebook and
face-to-face friends. To test this hypothesis,alations were first conducted. Table 12 and
Table 13 show the results of correlations betwedrdssclosure, trust, frequency of
communication and the duration of a relationsi@sults indicated that the levels of self-
disclosure for both an exclusive Facebook friend @m exclusive face-to-face friend increased
as the frequency of communication increased. Tingseéased in correlation with frequency of
communication. This means that more often indigldcommunicated with each other through
Facebook or face-to-face, the more they self-dsszldo that person and also more they trusted
them. Duration of relationships was also relateddif-disclosure to an exclusive Facebook and
an exclusive face-to-face friend and trust in fhiahd. The longer individuals knew each other,
the more they disclosed to each other and trusteld ether. However, no relationship was
found between the duration of the relationship selfétdisclosure and trust for the recently added

Facebook friends. Therefore, the hypothesis 9paasally supported.
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Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Disclosure and Trasross the Three Friendship Types

Breadth Sex Mean SD
Latest added Facebook friend m 2.64 1.03
f 2.53 .88
Exclusive Facebook friend m 3.66 .82
f 4.10* .68
Exclusive face-to-face friend m 4.28 .69
f 4.52* .65
Depth
Latest added Facebook friend m 2.15* .95
f 1.91 72
Exclusive Facebook friend m 3.55 91
f 3.74 .99
Exclusive face-to-face friend m 4.14 79
f 4.45* .76
Trust
Latest added Facebook friend m 2.94 .87
f 2.83 .65
Exclusive Facebook friend m 3.80 .82
f 3.88 .84
Exclusive face-to-face friend m 4.13 71
f 4.27 .83

*statistically significant difference between sexes
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In addition to correlations, multiple regressiavere conducted to examine the
importance of frequency of communication and doratf relationship in self-disclosure and
trust in Facebook or face-to-face friends. Reslitsved that the duration of relationship and
the frequency of communication could explain 15%ariance in self-disclosure to a face-to-
face friend and 7% of variance in trust to facdace friend. However, time was even more
important variable in exclusive Facebook relatiopshexplaining 16% of variance in self-

disclosure to a Facebook friend and 14% of variameetrust to that friend.

Table 12
Large Sample Correlations between Frequency of Qamoation, Duration of Relationship and
Self-Disclosure to Facebook and Face-to-Face Fsiend

Self-disclosure Frequency Duration

New Facebook Friend
Breadth - -.10
Depth - 10
Exclusive Facebook Friend
Breadth .30** 21%*
Depth 31 24**
Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend
Breadth .28** 15%*

Depth 30 21

Note. *Significance at p < .05
** Significance at p < .01.
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Table 13

Large Sample Correlations between Frequency of Qamoation, Duration of Relationship and

Trust to Facebook and Face-to-Face Friends

Trust Frequency Duration
New Facebook Friend - -05
Exclusive Facebook Friend 27** 28**
Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend 19** 16**

Note. *Significance at p < .05
** Significance at p < .01.

Summary

This chapter reported the results efftiipotheses testing in a full study. Of the nine

hypotheses, four were fully supported, two pastialipported, and three not supported, as

shown in Table 14. The following chapter will diss the results, examine study limitations and

offer suggestions for future research.

Table 14
Results of Hypotheses Testing

H1: Individuals who report high levels of sd@é#raction with their most latest added

Facebook friend, exclusive Facebookffieand exclusive face-to-face friend will also

report having greater breadth and dep#elf-disclosure with those friends.

SUPPORTED

H2: Individuals who report greater breadth degth of self-disclosure with their latest added

Facebook friend, exclusive Facebookftieand exclusive face-to-face friend will also

report greater predictability of thalehds’ behavior. SUPPORTED

H3: Predictability will mediate the relationptbetween self-disclosure and trust for
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“(table continued)”

H4:

H5:

H6:

H7:

H8:

H9:

latest Facebook friend, exclusive Fao&lfdends and exclusive face-to-face

friend. NOT SUPPORTED

Individuals who report more predictabilibreadth and depth of self-disclosure with their
latest added Facebook friend, excluBaeebook friend, and exclusive face-to-face friend
will also report greater trust in tfiéénd. SUPPORTED

There will be no significant differencethre breadth and depth of self-disclosure between
exclusive Facebook friends and exclu&iVe friends. NOT SUPPORTED

There will be less disclosure between tatdsled Facebook friends when compared to
disclosure between exclusive Facebaekdis and exclusive FTF friends. SUPPORTED
There will be no significant differencesreported trust between exclusive Facebook
friends and exclusive FTF friends. NOIF®ORTED

Women will self-disclose to their latestdad Facebook friends, exclusive Facebook
friends, and exclusive face-to-facerfde more than men. PARTIALLY SUPPORTED

As the frequency of communication and thrgth of a relationship increase, the level of
self-disclosure and trust will incredseboth types of Facebook friends and also for

face-to-face friends. PARTIALLY SUPPDERD

73



CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

Findings and Implications
The results of this study show that the prooésslationship development and
maintenance, in terms of the relationships betvgeeral attraction, self-disclosure,
predictability and trust, are similar in both Fagek and face-to-face relationships. Regardless
of the medium, individuals who are socially attetto each other disclose to each other more,
which influences the predictability of each othds&havior and trust in each other (see Figure 8).
This supports Axiom 1 and Theorem 14 of UncertaiRéguction Theory that was developed to

explain face-to-face interactions, but was succdigsdipplied to computer-mediated setting.

/
Social + +
Attraction
Figure 8

Relationship between Social Attraction, Self-Distiee, Predictability and Trust in the Three
Types of Friendships

The differences between three types of relatiggssekamined in this dissertation are the
amount of self-disclosure, predictability and miitnast. Although Facebook is a social
network that connects people to each other singitarface-to-face networks, respondents

indicate less self-disclosure, less predictabdityg less trust in their Facebook friends than face-
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to-face friends. Sex differences emerged fronsthdy analysis, suggesting that women
disclose more to their face-to-face and exclusaeebook friends, but less to their new
Facebook friends when compared to men. The foligwections discuss these findings in more
detail, including the possible limitations of thady and suggestions for future research.
Testing Relationships among Social Attraction, SelDisclosure, Predictability and Trust

The model suggests an explanation for the reldtiprdevelopment between three types
of friends: exclusive Facebook friends, recentlgeatiFacebook friends and exclusive face-to-
face friends. Results of structural equation miadethow support for three out of four
hypotheses that explained the paths between vesiabla model. First, findings indicate that
there is a positive and significant relationshipA®en social attraction and self-disclosure for
face-to-face friends, exclusive Facebook friend$ @eently added Facebook friends (H1
supported). These findings are in line with Theodet of Uncertainty Reduction Theory
(Berger & Calabrese, 1975) which suggests thaiopsrtend to disclose intimate information to
persons they like and withhold intimate informatfoom persons whom they do not like.
Although Ramirez et al. (2002) and Levine (200@msarted the idea that similar things occur in
a CMC setting, the novel findings of this studyhie applicability of Uncertainty Reduction
Theory to the recently established Facebook frieipdas well as to an exclusive Facebook
friendship. Therefore, Theorem 14 of UncertaingdBction Theory works for both online and
offline relationships. Regardless the medium inclwltwo persons interact, liking someone is an
antecedent to high levels of disclosure. As Jalfh959) suggested a half century ago, the act
of self-disclosure is personally rewarding and agth, and such positive feelings lead to liking.

Secondly, the path coefficients between sociahetitsn and self-disclosure suggests that

the strongest relationship is between most recestigblished Facebook relationships, followed
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by exclusive Facebook relationships and lastly-taeface relationship. This is not surprising
considering the fact that face-to-face relationshmelude more than self-disclosure;
communicators can observe each others’ behavionanderbal cues; social attraction may
become less important than in a mediated settud) as social networking sites. As most of the
participants in this study reveal, their excludiaee-to-face friends are often their best friends,
their family members, or romantic partners, allwdiom they have known for an average of six
years. lItis possible that respondents who judedcetach other as Facebook friend, rely on the
“liking” factor more than anything else, since theyew each other for the least amount of time.
Future inquiry is needed to test if the tenets nté&rtainty Reduction Theory would also work in
other CMC contexts.

By disclosing on Facebook, but also face-to-fasersinot only disclose to those to
whom they are socially more attractive, but thaey peedict each other’s attitudes, values, and
beliefs. Predictability is one of the basic pressisf the Uncertainty Reduction Theory — the
more friends talk to each other, the less uncdstdiney experience (Axiom 1). In this study, the
more topics that friends discuss, the more cettagy feel about each other’s behavior and
attitudes. As the structural models in this stadggest, a positive and significant relationship
between self-disclosure and predictability existall types of friendships studied (H2
supported). These findings are important as thppaert Walther’'s (1996) findings that CMC
relational development and face-to-face relatiolealelopment are very similar. Regardless the
type of relationship and the medium through whiartipipants interact, social attraction among
friends is significantly related to self-disclosuioethat friend (H1), which is significantly relate
to the prediction of that friends’ behavior (H2)danust (H4). How is this possible in a limited-

cues environment? Tidwell and Walther (2002) eixyeld that individuals adapt their
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communicative behavior in limited-cue environmentdizing different content and linguistic
strategies.

Additional evidence that relationship developmerbas different media is similar is the
statistically significant relationship between tregiables of self-disclosure and trust (H4
supported). This supports the tenets of Sociakfation Theory and previous studies that
found self-disclosure to be important for the fotima of online relationships (Cho, 2006) but
also for the facilitation of developing mutual tribeth face-to-face (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977,
Larzelere and Huston, 1980) and CMC settings (HaR02; McKenna et al., 2002). Although
predictability is not a mediator between self-discire and trust (H3 not supported), results of
correlations suggest that it is still positivelydagignificantly related to trust in all of types of
friendships examined (H4 supported). Regardlesseomedium (face-to-face or Facebook), the
type of relationship (sister, fellow classmate ¢orag-distant friend), and the stage in which
relationship is (initiating vs. developed), the moopics individuals discuss with each other, and
the more intimate those topics are, the more thest have in each other. Therefore, the
conclusion is that the tenets of Social Penetraliogory can be applied to relationships
maintained online (Facebook) and offline. Howeypeedictability did not mediate this
relationship as predicted (H3). The possible exgtian for the predictability variable not being
a mediator between self-disclosure and trust may bee fact that the definition of
predictability is confused with trust. Rempel et(2985) actually suggested that predictability is
one of the dimensions of trust.

The three types of relationships differ in the antanef self-disclosure, predictability and
trust between friends. Although both Facebookfand-to-face networks connect people,

respondents indicate less self-disclosure, les$igiebility and less trust in their Facebook
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friends than face-to-face friends. The resultsciaig a significant difference in the breadth and
depth of self-disclosure between exclusive Facelhoekds and exclusive face-to-face friends.
Respondents report that they know both their faeite and exclusive Facebook friends for an
average of six years; however, face-to-face friehdsuss a larger variety of topics among each
other than Facebook friends. They also discusseé imtimate topics than Facebook friends.
These findings about offline friendships involvimpre breadth and depth than online friendship
seem to support “cues-filtered-out approach,” wlalthough criticized in recent years, is also
supported in Chan and Cheng (2004) study with Héoigg residents. However, before
jumping to a conclusion about online relationshiggality, it is important to notice that
Facebook friendships in this study, as shown in&d&l{p. 54), were not close friendships. In
fact, most respondents indicated that their exeduBiacebook friend is their long-distance
friend. On the other hand, their exclusive facdaite friend is their best friend or their sibling.
Therefore, rather than claiming that relationshipgeloped and maintained through social
network sites include less self-disclosure and toesause of the medium itself, it is important to
remember that respondents had in mind two diffetyggs of friend. Therefore, the social
medium might not be the reason for Facebook frieipdsinvolving less self-disclosure and
trust, and the answer might be in the type of tigmnps (close vs. long-distance) studied. The
null hypotheses (H5 and H7) might be supportedspondents were asked to think about their
best friend that they communicate with through Baok& and their best friend that they
communicate with face-to-face. Parks and Robef8g)lLargued that there is no difference in
the depth and breadth of interaction between @féind online relationship.

Most of the individuals in this study actually repless frequent interaction with their

exclusive Facebook friends than with their facdae friends although they report the average
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length of the both relationships being 6 years.il8®MdcKenna and Bargh (2000) found that the
sharing of intimacy causes people online to devédepngs of closeness more quickly than
offline, this was not in case in this study. A gibe explanation could be that it takes longer to
develop online relationships as Walther’'s (1996§gtfound — more slowly and through
different mechanisms than through face-to-faceatt#on.

In addition, there is less disclosure between rigadded Facebook friends when
compared to disclosure between exclusive Facelamids and exclusive face-to-face friends
(H6 supported). This finding is expected consiugthe tenets of Social Penetration Theory,
which argues that in initial stages, relationshipse narrow breath and shallow depth. As
relationships move toward intimacy, a wide rangeopfcs is discussed with some of those on an
intimate level (Altman & Taylor, 1987). Social Reration Theory can potentially explain the
finding of hypothesis 5. Since exclusive Faceb@nds do not communicate as often as face-
to-face friends, they disclose less to each othdrtaust each other less.

Sex Differences in Facebook and Face-to-Face Retatship Development

Results of testing sex differences in self-disatessuggest that women disclose to their
exclusive face-to-face and exclusive Facebook dsenore than men, but men have more
intimate discussions with their recently added Bao& friends than women do. These results
partially support H9 that women self-disclose mii@ men in all three types of friendship.
This, however, was not the case with recently adeemtbook friends.

Looking at the literature review, the findings abawmen self-disclosing to their
existing face-to-face friends and Facebook friemgse than men are not surprising. In face-to-
face interactions, as well as in CMC, a numbettadies (e.g., Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987; Dolgin &

Minowa, 1997; Kleman, 2007; Peter et al., 2005rd?ed, 2002) proposed this previously.
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However, a meta-analysis of 205 studies (Dindialkry 1992) found that women disclose
more than men when the target has a relationshiptie discloser (in this study exclusive
Facebook friend is a friend from high-school thnag$ far away, and exclusive face-to-face
friend is the person’s best friend, family memlzgrromantic partner).

Women in this study not only discuss more topiecedter breadth) with their exclusive
Facebook friends and exclusive face-to-face frighdsalso they discuss them more intimately
(greater depth) than men. However, men and woroerotdiffer in the breadth of self-
disclosure to their recently added Facebook friéd only in the depth dimension of self-
disclosure to that friend. This means that bothdges discuss about the same amount of topics
with recently added Facebook friends, but men’sudisions are more intimate. In fact, Dindia
and Allen (1992) reported, based on their metaysmalthat when the target is a stranger, men
report that they disclose similarly to women. Ailtigh the recently added Facebook friend is not
a complete stranger, it is the person whom both amelhwomen know the least, “a new/fellow
classmate” or “a friend’s friend,” as describedrbgpondents in this study. As Jones (1991)
suggested, women place more importance in trusthardfore disclose to trusted partners,
while men place less importance on trust. Consatyyenen disclose more intimate topics with
a friend that they recently added on Facebook Wanen do.

In addition, both men and women in this study diselmore to their exclusive face-to-
face friends than exclusive Facebook friends. Tdisglose the least to the recently added
Facebook friend.

Time as an Important Mediator of Facebook and Facege-Face Relationship Development

Regardless of the medium in which they develomtiehships require time. As this

study indicates, as face-to-face and Facebookdsieelf-disclose to each other more and trust
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each other more, the more often they communicatdlanlonger they know each other (H9).
This is true for both face-to-face friends and agile Facebook friends, and supports previous
studies (Chan & Cheng, 2004; Collins & Miller, 19%&rks & Floyd, 1996; Peter et al., 2005;
Sztompka, 1999) and mere exposure effect. The timeea person spends interacting with
another person, the closer they become. Resulftsibhiple regression suggests that “time”
variables - duration of relationship and frequeatgommunication, are more important
contributors to self-disclosure and trust in exsleg-acebook friendships than in exclusive face-
to-face friendship. This goes back to studies afg et al. (2002), McKenna et al. (2002) and
Wellman and Gulia (1999), who argued that phygicakimity is not important in online
relationships, but rather, frequency of conta€torig-distant Facebook friends do not interact
often through Facebook statuses and messageshiikely that they will feel close and
intimate.

The findings of this study did not find any relatship between duration of relationship
and the self-disclosure and trust to a recentlyddeéacebook friend. While this may seem
surprising, Social Information Processing TheorMC (Walther, 1995) posits that time is an
important element of developing online relationshiftakes longer to develop online
relationships than face-to-face relationships (Walt1995). This may explain why there is no
significant correlation between the duration oétieinship and self-disclosure and between
duration of relationship and trust among recentlgead Facebook friends.

Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations of this dissertatibtwe: lack of control over whom the

participants select as their Facebook or face-te-faend, and the lack of control through which

media, except those tested in this study, indivgluae to communicate with each other. The
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first limitation to the present study is the ladkcontrol over whom the participants chose as a
“recently added Facebook friend,” “exclusive Faadbfyiend,” or “exclusive face-to-face
friend.” Although participants were offered an eyde of the type of friend who would belong
in each of the category, individuals in the studghhnot choose a friend that would belong in
desired categories. One way to deal with this lerabis to delete a case if the participant
describes a person who does not fit in the tesgecay.

The second limitation of this study is the lackcohtrol of other media that individuals in
this study might use to contact their Faceboolaoefto-face friends. It is possible that
exclusive face-to-face friends would also talk lagy through cell phones. One way to deal
with this problem is to ask individuals to report @ friend with whom they talk exclusively
face-to-face and not through other media. In &ldiparticipants were asked to think about an
exclusive Facebook friend to whom they talk onlptlgh Facebook with the expectation that
they have previously met face-to-face. Futureistidould limit the choice of a friend by
specifying individuals who interact with each otlhising onlyonemedium during the course of
their relationship.

Future studies should take these limitations iheodonsideration, especially the control
over the participants’ choice of “exclusive Facdb&reend” or an “exclusive face-to-face
friend.” One way to control this would be to asticipants to access their Facebook page at
the time of an experiment and record their intéoactvith a friend. Also, future work should
differentiate between types of Facebook friendse ‘&xclusive Facebook friends” individuals
close or casual friends? Future studies showestigate the reason hypothesis 3 was not
supported. Is predictability a mediator betwedfidisclosure and trust, or one dimension of
trust, as suggested by Rempel et al. (198B)ure research may also take advantage of

alternative measures for the self-disclosure, éxgp@nding the concept by measuring not only

82



breadth and depth of self-disclosure, but also arydwonesty or accuracy and intentionality of self-

disclosure with one or more Facebook or face-te-faends.
Conclusion

This dissertation contributes to existing literatabout relationship development in two
distinct ways. First, the theoretical goal of tissertation was to understand if the tenets of
Social Penetration and Uncertainty Reduction Theaorally developed to explain face-to-face
interactions, can be applied to relationships na@metd through social networking sites. Results
confirmed this. Predictions about online relatldps were obtained from theories of
interpersonal communication and relationship dgwalent, which was initially proposed by
Parks and Floyd (1996), and later expanded by Slmé@mation Processing Theory. The
process of uncertainty reduction and developmeirtwhacy and trust follows similar patterns
in both face-to-face and Facebook relationshipsyit& Natives or emerging adults disclose to
friends that they like, and therefore, they tenttiist those friends more, regardless the medium
through which the relationship is developed or adea. Social Penetration and Uncertainty
Reduction Theory can be applied to Facebook relahips, the one in which individuals do not
encounter each other physically when they interact.

A significant difference, however, exists in theaamt that Digital Natives self-disclose
and trust their Facebook friends as opposed to theg-to-face friends. Individuals report that
they actually like, trust and self-disclose more¢heir face-to-face friends than Facebook friends.
This finding is interesting considering that Facagb a “social” network; it seems to be less
personal than face-to-face network, in accordarite esues-filtered-out theories. Facebook
friends did not compensate for the limitations MC by hyperpersonalizing their interactions.

This study finds support for Ellison et al.’s (20@gument that social network sites are useful
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for expanding weak ties. However, Digital Nativeshis study report that their interaction on
Facebook is usually reserved for their long-distafniends who moved after high-school or for
summer camp buddies, while they talk to their fréstds and family members primarily in
person. This might explain why there was less dgale and trust between Facebook friends
than face-to-face friends. The online medium migittbe the reason for these findings, but
rather the type of friendships reported (a londadgtise friend versus a close face-to-face friend).

Methodologically, the contribution of this researsta successful application of social
attraction and dyadic trust scale to study relatngm maintenance through online social
networks. In addition, self-disclosure and prehdity scales were adapted and slightly
modified to measure relationship development factte. All four scales had very good
reliabilities in both measuring Facebook and fazéate relationship development.

This project also serves as a starting point fah&r examination of sex differences in
self-disclosure online. In addition, future res#acould focus on social and psychological
characteristics that influence relationship devedept and friendship maintenance through
social network sites. For example, do shynessragnalversion play any role in maintaining
Facebook friendships?

The world of social network sites is rapidly chargiFacebook 2004 is not the Facebook
2010. As announced by Mark Zuckerberg on Decemp209, Facebook users will soon have
the ability to control who sees each individualggi®f content they create or upload. According
to Facebook developers, this will help protect sisgrivacy. However, the real question is, how
is it going to change the processes of self-discand relationship development using

Facebook?
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The purpose of this research is to better undetdtaw college students develop and maintain
online and face-to-face relationships. Hence, squastions are repeated three times to reflect
your opinion about communicating with a close Faoddifriend, a recently-added Facebook
friend, and an offline friend. This survey requipesticipants who have active Facebook
account.

PART ONE

1. Are you?
C Male o Female

2. How old are you?

3. How many CLOSE friends (the one you regularky feee-to-face) do you have?

4. How many FACEBOOK friends do you have?

5. How many hours do you spend on Facebook on arage day?
Hours: |

Minutes: |

Junior

Freshman
Graduate student
Other

please speci"

6

[

i

C Sophomore
i

[

i

7. Where are you from?
" United States
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" Other
please speci"

8. If your country of origin is the United Statpsease specify your ethnicity:

" African American " Middle Eastern American
" Asian American " Native American

= European American/White " Pacific Islander

" Latino/a " Other

specif)|

9. What is your major?

Think about a good friend (only ONE) who you contBXCLUSIVELY through Facebook
(through messaging, chat and posts on their watl)reever or rarely face-to-face (e.g, a friend
that lives far away or is hard to reach).

DO NOT PROCEED until you have an exact person imdnRemember — it has to be a friend
that you contact EXCLUSIVELY through Facebook.

10. Now, explain in a few words, who this persan is

11. How close do you feel to that person you haaimd?

[ Notcloseatal [ Not very close L2 Undecided & close © Very close

12. How long have you known each other?
YEARS |

MONTHS |
DAYS |

13. How OFTEN do you talk to on Facebook?
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LESS THAN once a week
Once a week

Two-three times per week
Every day

B I I B

Several times per day

14. How would you rate that person on a scale fsostrongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree)?

C

Strongly
agree

He(she) is a friend of mine

I have a friendly Facebook chagt

with him(her) ongly

agree
It is difficult to meet and talk  Strongly
with him(her) on Facebook agree

He(she) just does not really fit L

into my circle of offline friends.Strongly
agree

We have never established a E2

personal friendship with eac  Strongly
other. agree
e

He(she) is pleasant to talk witt,

on Facebook. Strongly
agree

Agree

e
Agree

e
Agree

e
Agree

e
Agree

Agree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L Neither

agree, nor
disagree
L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree
L Neither

agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

> - Strongly
Disagree disagree

= E Strongly
Disagree disagree

= L2 Strongly
Disagree disagree

> - Strongly
Disagree disagree

> C Strongly
Disagree disagree

> - Strongly
Disagree disagree

15.Think about your interactions with that person sigou added him/her as a Facebook fri
How much do you agree with the following statements

| have told this person what | like abog | L Neither C |
her or him. ongly Agree 2dree, nor Disagrees.trong y
agree disagree disagree
| would never tell this person anythingij L Neither O E
intimate or personal about myself. trongly Agree agree, nor Disagrees.trongly
agree disagree disagree
| feel quite cl " > L2 Neither 0 o
t tot .
eel quite close to this person Strongly Agree 2dree, nor DisagreeS_trongly
agree disagree disagree
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Our communication includes posting EZ
each other’s wall and commenting onStrongly
their statuses and pictures. agree

| always feel | can post to this personf:
wall any kind of message and he/shesStrongly
won't get mad at me. agree

| usually tell this person exactly how IEj
Strongly
feel.
agree

This person and | do not have many

common interests. Strongly

agree

| have told this person things about [E2
myself that he or she could not get fr@erongly
any other source. agree

| can chat with them about a variety clz
topics. Our conversation easily moveStrongly

from one topic to another. agree

| feel 1 could confide in this person S |

about almost anything. trongly
agree

16. Think about your exclusive Facebook friend orage time. How much do you agree with

the following statements:

| can predict this person's C Strongly

C Neither

e
Agree agree, nor
disagree
- L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
[ L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
- L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
i L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
r - Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
- L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree

e
thoughts very well. agree Agree
| can accurately predict wrEs Strongly [
this person’s attitudes are.agree Agree
| can usually tell what this 2 strongly g
person is feeling insid  agree Agree
| can accurately predict ho
this person will respond to ~ Strongly 2 Agree
me in most situations. ~ 2dree
| do not know this person £ Strongly [
very well. Agree

agree
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L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

e
Disagreeg.trongly
isagree

C e
: Strongly

Disagree .
disagree
C  Srong
Disagreed.rongy
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

e e
Disa reeStroneg
9 disagree

e
Disagreeg.trongly
isagree

e
Disagreeg.trongly
isagree

C  rong
Disagree wrongly
disagree

[ e
) Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree .
disagree

e
) Strongly
Dlsagreedisagree

e
Disagree(?.trongly
isagree



| can read this person like £ gtron L Neither L C

dy E agree  agree, nor Strong|
book. agree g digsagr’ee D|sagreedisag?e3é
. . E [
LCﬁn predict this I[I)erson's » Strongly 3 Agree agreNeeI:]Z?r E E;rongly
ehavior very well. agree disagr’ee D'Sagreedisagree

17. If you think about your Facebook friend, howaimuon a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree), do you agree with the followstgtements:

There are times when my &2 gironglyl L2 Neither agreels L2 strongly
friend cannot be trusted. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree
My friend is perfectly honeslZ - sironglys £ Neither agreel E Strongly
and truthful with me. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree

| feel that I cantrustmy  E2 gpronglylC L2 Neither agreel 2 strongly
friend completely. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree

| feel that my friend can be 2 gronglylZ £ Neither agreelC L2 strongly
counted on to help me. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree
PART TWO

Think about an individual (only ONE) who you addedthey added you) most RECENTLY as
a Facebook friend although you do NOT seem tortalkh face-to-face (e.g., you met at the
friend’s house party and decided to add them agad).

DO NOT PROCEED until you have an exact person imdmi

18. Now, explain in a few words, who this persan is

19. How close do you feel to that person you haaimd?

' Not close at all C Notclose E Undecided L close E Very close

20. How long have you known each other?
YEARS |

MONTHS |

DAYS |
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21. How would you rate that person on a scale fsaistrongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree)?

He(she) is pleasant to talls  strongly =

with on Facebook. agree Agree

It is difficult to meet and

talk with him(her) on Stongly [ pgree

Facebook agree

| have a friendly Faceboola  strongly =

chat with him(her) agree Agree
i i . L strong|

He(she) is a friend of minc gy [ Agree

agree

He(she) just does not rea

fit into my circle of offline ~ Strongly [ ayrea

friends. agree

We have never established

a personal friendship witlZ  sgrongly

each other. L Agree

agree

22. Think about your interactions with that persarce you added him/her as a Facebook fri

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

C Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

C Neither
agree, nor
disagree

C Neither
agree, nor
disagree

How much do you agree with the following statements

| have told this person things about [
myself that he or she could not get fr@erongly

any other source. agree

| feel 1 could confide in this person S |

about almost anything. trongly
agree

This person and | do not have many

common interests. Strongly

agree

I would never tell this person anythinggj |
intimate or personal about myself. ~ >tongly

agree

| have told this person what | like abog

her or him. trongly
agree
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Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither

agree, nor
disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

e
Disagrees.trongly
disagree

C  Srong

Disagree rongly
disagree

r e
) Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree .
disagree

e e
Disa reeStroneg
9 disagree

e
Disagree(?.trongly
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree .
disagree
C  rong
Disagree wrongly
disagree

e
Disagreeg.trongly
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

e
) Strongly
Dlsagreedisagree



Our communication includes posting EZ

each other’s wall and commenting onStrongly

their statuses and pictures.
| always feel | can post to this personf:

agree

wall any kind of message and he/shesStrongly

won't get mad at me. agree
e

| feel quite close to this person. Strongly
agree

| can chat with them about a variety cf2

topics. Our conversation easily moveStrongly

from one topic to another.

| usually tell this person exactly how IEj
feel.

agree

Strongly

agree

C Neither

e
Agree agree, nor
disagree
- L2 Neither
Agree 2dree, nor
disagree
[ L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
- L2 Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
C Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree

e
Disagreeg.trongly
isagree

C e
: Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

C  Srong

Disagreed. rongly
isagree

e e
: Strongly

Disagree di
isagree

e
Strongly
Disagreedlsalgree

23. Think about the person that you added as abbakdriend one more time. How much do

you agree with the following statements:

C
| can read this person like a bookot"oNgly
agree

| can accurately predict how thisEZ
person will respond to me in mc Strongly
situations. agree

| can accurately predict what thisEj

person’s attitudes al Strongly
agree

| can predict this person's behavg. |

very well. trongly
agree

| can usually tell what this pers,OIE;j

is feeling inside. Strongly
agree
I do not know this person very Strongly
well.
agree

| can predict this person's thougtiz
very well. Strongly

C

Agree

e

Agree

C

Agree

C

Agree

C

Agree

e

Agree

C

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree
L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

C Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

C Neither

Agree agree, nor
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> L Strongly
Disagree disagree

> > Strongly
Disagree disagree

> L Strongly
Disagree disagree

> > Strongly
Disagree disagree

> £ strongly
Disagree disagree

> L strongly
Disagree disagree

> > Strongly
Disagree disagree



agree disagree

24. Analyses of human relations suggest thaistt is an integral feature of such relationshif
you think about your Facebook friend that you rélgesrdded, how much, on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), do ygrea with the following statements:

There are times when my L gyronghy L2 Neither agreel L2 strongly
friend cannot be trusted.  agree Agree nordisagree  Disagree disagree
My friend is perfectly honesks  gtronglyCe L2 Neither agreels L2 strongly
and truthful with me. agree Agree nordisagree  Disagree disagree
| feel that I can trustmy L2 grongly2 L2 Neither agreel2 L2 Strongly
friend completely. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree
| feel that my friend can be I2 gyronglyE: L2 Neither agreel L2 strongly
counted onto helpme.  ggree Agree nor disagree  Disagree disagree

Think about an individual (only ONE) who is youragbfriend, but you talk to each other ON
face-to-face and NEVER through your Facebook vstdiftuses or meages (e.g. your best frie
that does not have a Facebook account).

25. Now, explain in a few words, who this persan is

26. How close do you feel to that person you hauahimd?

C
L2 Notcloseatall K Notclose & undecided E& close Very close

27. How long have you been good friends?

YEARS |

28. How often do you interact with each other feaéace?
LESS THAN once a week

Once a week

Two-three time per week

Every day

a1 1 T

Several times per day

29. How would you rate that person on a scale fsgstrongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree)?

He(she) is a friend of mine  Strongly [ Agree L Neither > £
agree agree, nor  Disagree Strongly
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I have a friendly chat wit

him(her) hStrongly agree 2

Itis difficult to meetand L5 sgrongly =
talk with him(her)

agree
He(she) just does not rea

fit into my circle of offline Strongly [
friends. agree

We have never establishég-

a personal friendship with~  Strongly 3

each other. agree

He(she) is pleasant to tallZ  gtrongly =
with. agree

30. Think about your interactions with that persarce you have met them. How much do you

agree with the following statements:

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L Neither
agree, nor
disagree

L2 Neither
agree, nor
disagree

- Neither
agree, nor
disagree

disagree
e e
: Strongly
Disagree di
isagree
C  Svong
Disagree rongly
disagree
r e
) Strongly
Disagree di
isagree
e e
: Strongly
Disagree di
isagree
e
) Strongly
D'Sagreedisagree

| have told this person what I grongly = L Neither i C |
like about her or him. agree Agree 3%raeger,er;or Disagfeegizgg?eé
Once we get started we mov Stronl C Neither 0 i
easily from one topic to rongly L2 agree agree, nor DisaqreeSrongly
another. agree disagree 9"€€disagree
L e i
Our communication ranges L2 sgrongly = Neither g C |
over a wide variety of topics. agree Agree 3%:;’62” Disagreegitsrgg?elé
. e :
| feel I could confide inthis L2 sgrongly = Neither L |
person about almost anythi agree Agree 3igsraeger’eréor Disagreegizgg?e)é
| always feel | can talk to Stronal £ Neither C C
him/her about anything and rongly I agree agree, nor DisaqreeStronaly
they won't get mad at me.  adree disagree dr€€4isagree
I Woul_d never tell this person st | £ Neither r e
anything intimate or personal rongly [C Agree agree, nor . Strongly
about myself. agree disagree a0 isagree
_ _ E  syongl £ Neither - C
| feel quite close to this persoé"ree rongly 2 Agree agree, nor DisagreeStrongly
9 disagree disagree
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This person and | do not havEZ Strongly [ A
gree

many common interests.  agree

| usually tell this person exacl:  stron
how | feel. agree

| have told this person things

about myself that he or she 2 gtron
could not get from any other 3gree
source.

dy & Agree

dy & Agree

E Neither - C

agree, nor Disagrees.trongly
disagree disagree
£ Neither - »

agree, nor Disagrees.trongly
disagree disagree
- Neither = »

agree, nor DisagreeS_trongly
disagree disagree

31. Think about your face-to-face friend one mareet How much do you agree with the

following statements:

e
| can read this person like a boolstrongly

agree
| can accurately predict how this2

person will respond to me in mc Strongly
situations. agree

| can predict this person's thougtgz

very well. Strongly
agree

| can predict this person's behav.E.

very well. Strongly
agree

| do not know this person ver

well WIS P very Strongly

' agree

| can usually tell what this personE;j

is feeling inside. Strongly
agree

| can accurately predict what thisgj |

person’s attitudes a trongly
agree

[ - Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
0 L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
[ - Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
0 L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
0 L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
E L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree
L Neither
Agree agree, nor
disagree

> L2 strongly
Disagree disagree

> L2 strongly
Disagree disagree

> L Strongly
Disagree disagree

> L strongly
Disagree disagree

> L Strongly
Disagree disagree

> > Strongly
Disagree disagree

> £ strongly
Disagree disagree

32. If you think about your face-to-face friend egdow much, on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), do you agree thighfollowing statements:

. e
There are times when my

StronglyEj

L Neither agreeEj
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friend cannot be trusted. agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree

My friend is perfectly honeslZ  syrongly2 L= Neither agreel L2 Strongly
and truthful with me. agree Agree nor disagree  Disagree disagree
|feel that I cantrustmy L2 gyongy2 B2 Neither agreel 2 Strongly
friend completely. agree Agree nor disagree  Disagree disagree
| feel that my friend can be 2 gyronghyC: L2 Neither agreel” 2 strongly
counted onto help me.  agree Agree nor disagree Disagree disagree
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APPENDIX B
PILOT STUDY RESULTS

Test of Hypotheses 1-4

Hypotheses number one, two and four predicteditigatiduals who report high levels of
social attraction with their most recently addedd¥mok friend, exclusive Facebook friend, and
exclusive face-to-face friend will also report hayigreater breadth and depth of self-disclosure
with those friends (H1), greater predictabilitytbéir friends’ behavior (H2), and greater trust in
them (H4). (see Figure 1) Hypothesis number threeiever, posited that predictability will
mediate the relationship between self-disclosucktarst for the three types of friendship.

Three confirmatory factor analyses were conducteach CFA model included the same
constructs and items’ names, but represented exeliff type of relationship (latest Facebook,
exclusive Facebook, exclusive face-to-face). Itémas contributed to lower alpha reliabilities of
the breadth and depth dimension of self-discloandcepredictability were excluded from the
analysis. Subsequently, three structural equatie@re computed to test for the strength of the
relationships between variables. Overall, 6 figuned 2 summary tables are reported.

New Facebook Friendship

Figure 9 shows the results of the confirmatorydaeanalysis for the model representing
the relationship between social attraction, sedtltisure, predictability and trust for the new
Facebook friend. The model has a good fit, wittyabdness-of-fit measures larger than .90, a
badness-of-fit measure smaller than .8, and atlisegnt correlations.

Since the CFA cannot tell which construct is degehdipon another, dependent
relationships between constructs had to be esledlisin the hypothesized model, self-
disclosure is dependent on social attraction (Hfgdictability is dependent on self-disclosure

(H2), and trust is dependent on predictability aalf-disclosure (H4). Although dependent
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relationships in SEM are actually based on causakiair et al. (2006) suggested using the term
causewith great care SEM models are “typically used in nonexperimenitalagions in which

the exogenous constructs are represented by indicatiable, not experimentally controlled
variables, which limits the researcher’s abilitydraw causal inference” (p. 720). Although

SEM alone cannot establish causality, it can pm@ome evidence necessary to support a causal

inference (Hair et al., 2006).
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.84

Figure 9
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationshifgvioeen Social Attraction, Self- Disclosure,
Predictability and Trust for a New Facebook Friend
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Figure 10 shows the structural model relationshigtsveen variables. Thé/df ratio for
the structural model was 2.04. For a model witlmadgfit, most empirical analyses suggest that
they?/df ratio should not exceed 3.0 (Tabachnick & Rjde@96). Therefore, the result
demonstrated a good fit. In addition, the Compaedtit Index (CFI) was .94, and the TLI was
.91. The Root Mean Square Error of ApproximatiBMSEA) was .08. In the case of the
RMSEA, values less than .05 indicate a good fityjesas high as .08 represent reasonable, and
values ranging from .08 to .10 indicate a mediditr@yrne, 2001). Therefore, the results
indicate the model was a good fit.

Next, the significance of path coefficients waarained for all variables in the model.
The paths between social attraction and self-dssek(H1), and between self-disclosure and
predictability (H2), and self-disclosure and tr(l84) were all significant (p < .05). However, the
relationship between predictability and trust wassignificant (p > .05) (H3).

Table 15 depicts very interesting findings relat@the influence of social attraction on
self-disclosure, predictability and trust. A vettyong relationshipp(= .90) was found between
the social attraction and self-disclosure, whichgasts that individuals self-disclose to recently
added Facebook friends if they are socially atté¢d them (H1 supported). A strong
relationship existed between self-disclosure aedliptability 8 = .83) (H2 supported), and self-
disclosure and trusp .87) (H4 supported). This suggests that theguion of certainty of a
recently added Facebook friend’s behavior and trusim or her is dependent upon self-
disclosure between two friends. Predictabilitywkger, did not mediate the relationship
between self-disclosure and trust in a case ofentéy added Facebook friend (H3 not

supported).
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Figure 10

Structural Equation Model of Social Attraction idince on Self-Disclosure, Predictability and
Trust for a New Facebook Friend

Exclusive Facebook Friendship

Figure 11 shows the results of the confirmatoogdaanalysis for the model representing
the relationship between social attraction, sedtlbisure, predictability, and trust for exclusive
Facebook friends. The model showed a good fitadinsignificant correlations between social

attraction, self-disclosure, predictability, andstr.
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Elg#fri?n};tory Factor Analysis of the Relationshigvibeen Social Attraction, Self-Disclosure,
Predictability and Trust for an Exclusive Faceb&oiend

In order to test for structural or dependence i@iahips between social attraction, self-
disclosure, predictability and trust for two exaesFacebook friends, a structural model was
tested (Figure 12). A strong relationshipp<.74) was found between the social attraction and
self-disclosure, which suggests that individualédisclose to exclusive Facebook friends if
they are socially attracted to them (H1 supportedstrong relationship existed between self-
disclosure and predictability & .79) (H2 supported), and self-disclosure ansttfu=.79) (H4

supported), while predictability was not a medidietween self-disclosure and trust (H3 not

114



supported). Table 15 summarizes the standardizefficents for the relationship between these

four variables.
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Figure 12

Structural Equation Model of Social Attraction idince on Self-Disclosure, Predictability and
Trust for an Exclusive Facebook Friend

Exclusive Face-to-Face Friendship

Figure 13 shows the results of the confirmatoogdaanalysis for the model representing

the relationship between social attraction, sedtitisure, predictability, and trust for exclusive
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face-to-face friends. The model showed a gooalit all significant correlations between social

attraction, self-disclosure, predictability andstru
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Figure 13
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationshigvizeen Social Attraction, Self-Disclosure,
Predictability and Trust for an Exclusive Face-te€ Friend

In order to test for structural or dependence i@lahips between social attraction, self-
disclosure, predictability and trust for two exdélesface-to-face friends, a structural model was
tested (Figure 14). A moderate relationslflip=(.64) was found between the social attraction and
self-disclosure (H1 supported), which suggestsitidividuals self-disclose to exclusive face-to-
face friends if they are socially attracted to thefnstrong relationship existed between self-

disclosure and predictabilityp & .83) (H2 supported), and a moderate relationsbtpreen self-

disclosure and trusp( .67) (H4 supported), while no relationship exisbetween the
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predictability of that friend’s behavior and tri{$tble 15) when predictability was included as a

mediator (H3 was not supported).
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Goodness of fit summary? (107ydf = 2.16, CFI=.95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .10
Figure 14
Structural Equation Model of Social Attraction idince on Self-Disclosure, Predictability and
Trust for an Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend

Table 16 summarizes the goodness of fit measureslfthe models represented by
Figures 10, 12 and 14. Overall, the comparisometfiree structural models (Figures 10, 12, 14)
representing a new Facebook relationship, an eixellisacebook relationship and an exclusive

face-to-face relationship support this study'stfisecond, and fourth hypotheses. The first

hypothesis predicted that there will be a stasdiiycsignificant relationship between social
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attraction and self-disclosure for both Faceboakface-to-face friends. The SEM findings
supported it. The path coefficients between satiaaction and self-disclosure were significant
in all three types of friendship (new Facebook lesiwe Facebook, exclusive face-to-face). The
second hypothesis predicted that there will bagssically significant relationship between self-
disclosure and predictability for both Facebook tawb-to-face friends. The results also
supported it. The third hypothesis stated thaptieelictability will mediate the relationship
between self-disclosure and trust for both Facelaoakface-to-face friends was not supported.
Finally, the fourth hypothesis about relationshgivieeen self-disclosure, predictability and trust,
was supported. Individuals who reported greateadith and depth of self-disclosure and greater
predictability of their latest added Facebook fdegexclusive Facebook friend, and exclusive
face-to-face friend behavior also reported greatest in that friends.

Table 15

Summary of Path Coefficients for Models Represegniiacebook and Face-to-Face Relationship
Development

Path Analysis A New Exclusive Exclusive

Facebook Facebook Face-to-face

Friend Friend Friend
Social Attraction— Self-disclosure .90** 4% .64**
Self-disclosure — Predictability .83** T9** .83**
Predictability = — Trust ns ns ns
Self-disclosure — Trust 87 T9** B7**

Note. ** p < .01; ns = not significant
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Table 16
Summary of Goodness of Fit Measures in a Pilotystud

Type of Friendship y2/df CFI TLI RMSEA
New Facebook Friendship 2.04 .94 91 .08
Exclusive Facebook Friendship 2.23 .89 .87 .10
Exclusive Face-to-Face Friendship  2.16 .95 .93 .10

Note: CFl = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lenndex; RMSEA = root mean square error
of approximation

Test of Hypothesis 5

The fifth hypothesis predicted that there wouldhbesignificant difference in the breadth
and depth of self-disclosure between exclusive lb@ale friends and exclusive face-to-face
friends. This hypothesis was not supported. Incdee of the breadth of self-disclosure, face-to-
face friends reported a larger variety of topicdssed than Facebook frientl§lQ7) = -8.53p
<.001). In terms of the depth of self-disclosdiaee-to-face friends discussed more intimate
topics than Facebook friends and that difference statistically significantt(107) = -8.05p <
.001). See Table 3 (p. 50) for means and startkariations of self-disclosure scale.

Test of Hypothesis 6

The sixth hypothesis predicted that there woultebs disclosure between recently added
Facebook friends when compared to disclosure betwrelusive Facebook friends and
exclusive face-to-face friends. This hypothesis wapported. Separate paired t-tests showed
that those differences were all statistically digant (p < .001). Similar results were found for

the depth dimension of self-disclosupe<(.001).
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Test of Hypothesis 7

Hypothesis 7 predicted that there would be no &aant differences in reported trust
between exclusive Facebook friends and exclusive-fa-face friends. Again, paired sample t-
tests were conducted. This hypothesis was notestgrp Participants reported significantly less
trust in an exclusive Facebook frierd:{.c = 3.68,SD= .80) than in an exclusive face-to-face
friend Mere = 4.07,SD= .85),t (105) = - 4.16p <.001.

Test of Hypothesis 8

To test the hypothesis number 8 that women wilidisclose to their Facebook and face-
to-face friends more than men, independent sarrpi&tds were conducted. Sex was a grouping
variable and the breadth and depth of self-disceotueach type of friend were test variables.
Results showed that women self-disclosed to tlaee-to-face friends more than men when self-
disclosure was measured in terms of breadth ondha&ber of topics discussed with each other,
t(105) = -2.1p = .04. Women discussed more topics then menreThas no statistically
significant difference between women and men inrnhiemacy of self-disclosure to face-to-face
friends. There was also no sex difference in disiélosure between new Facebook friends or
between exclusive Facebook friends. Thereforehyipethesis number eight was partially
supported. Women and men in the pilot study’s samiffered in their amount of self-

disclosure only when disclosing with their excleshace-to-face friends.
Test of Hypothesis 9

Hypothesis 9 predicted that as theueagy of communication and the length of a
relationship increase, the levels of self-disclesamd trust would also increase for both
Facebook and face-to-face friends. To test thiothgsis, correlations were conducted (Tables

17 and 18). Results showed that the levels ofdstiiosure for both an exclusive Facebook
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friend and an exclusive face-to-face friend incegbas the frequency of communication
increased. As the frequency of communication irsgdathe trust also significantly increased,
but only between face-to-face friends. Duratiomedditionships was related to self-disclosure
only in the case of exclusive face-to-face friendibe longer face-to-face friends knew each
other, the more they disclosed to each other. tiuraf relationship was not related to self-
disclosure between Facebook friends (recently addedtablished).

Table 17

Correlations between Frequency of Communicatiomaoen of Relationship and Self-
Disclosure to Facebook and Face-to-Face Friend<iot Study

Self-disclosure Frequency Duration

New Facebook Friend
Breadth - -.03
Depth - .06
Exclusive Facebook Friend
Breadth 24** .10
Depth 27 .10
Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend
Breadth 31 .24*

Depth 33 22*%

Note. *Significance at p < .05
** Significance at p < .01.
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Table 18
Correlations between Frequency of Communicatiomabaon of Relationship and Trust to
Facebook and Face-to-Face Friends in a Pilot Study

Trust Frequency Duration
New Facebook Friend - -.08
Exclusive Facebook Friend .09 .03
Exclusive Face-to-Face Friend 29%* .06

Note. *Significance at p < .05
** Significance at p < .01.
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