e s ——

Routledge Studies in European Communication Research

and Education Revitalising Audience Research
Edited by Nico Carpentier, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, Belgium and Charles Innovations in European AUdience Research

University, Czech Republic, Francois Heinderyckx, Université Libre de
Bruxelles, Belgium and Claudia Alvares, Lusofona University, Portugal.

Series Advisory Board: Denis McQuail, Robert Picard and Jan Servaes

o S Edited by Frauke Zeller, Cristina Ponte
_ja—— Published in association with the European Com- d Bri ’ .
° 44‘ munication Research and Education Association an rian O Neill

(ECREA), books in the series make a major contri-

bution to the theory, research, practice and/or

ECREA policy literature. They are European in scope and

http://www.ecrea.eu represent a diversity of perspectives. Book propos-
als are refereed.

1 Audience Transformations 3 Multiplayer
Shifting Audience Positions in The Social Aspects of Digital
Late Modernity Gaming
Edited by Nico Carpentier, Edited by Thorsten Quandt and
Kim Christian Schroder and Sonja Krioger

Lawrie Hallett
4 Mapping Foreign

2 Audience Research Correspondence in Europe
Methodologies Edited by Georgios Terzis
Between Innovation and
Consolidation 5 Revitalising Audience Research
Edited by Geoffroy Patriarche, Innovations in European Audience
Helena Bilandzic, Research
Jakob Linaa Jensen and Edited by Frauke Zeller, Cristina
Jelena Jurisié Ponte and Brian O’Neill

E Routledge ccoskE

Taylor & Francis GI’OUp EUROPEAN COOPERATION
IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

NEW YORK AND LONDON http://www.cost.eu




10 Using and Not Using Social Media

What Triggers Young People’s Practices
on Social Network Sites?

Christine W. Triiltzsch-Wijnen, Sascha
Triiltzsch-Wijnen and Andra Siibak

INTRODUCTION

Current media developments offer various possibilities for communication,
participation, self-presentation and acquisition of knowledge. Information
and Communication Technologies (ICTs) have become an integral part of the
lives of young people in modern societies. More than 60 per cent of six- to
sixteen-year-olds across Europe go online daily (and an extra 33 per cent are
online once a week). In northern countries this rate is even higher (Livingstone,
et al. 2011, p. 12). Because some 40 per cent of European youth use mobile
devices to go online (ibid.), it is obvious that the Internet is omnipresent in the
everyday lives of young people. In fact, findings from a recent Austrian study
indicate that more and more younger people are starting to use the internet,
compared to findings from earlier studies which identify age twelve and thir-
teen years as the age of first use (Triiltzsch and Wijnen, 2012).

There is a large body of research on the ways young people use ICTs
(boyd and Ellison, 2007; boyd, 2009; Peter, Valkenburg and Fluckiger,
2009; Baym, 2010; boyd and Marwick, 2011; Triiltzsch and Wijnen, 2012),
much of which focuses on the risks and opportunities related to ICTs and
the well-being of young people (Livingstone, 2008; 2009; Kalmus, et al.,
2009b; Livingstone, et al., 2011; Livingstone, Olafsson and Staksrud, 2011;
Kalmus, Siibak and Blinka, forthcoming). These studies suggest that dif-
ferences in internet use practices among young people can be explained,
to some extent, by socio-demographic factors, while others indicate that
media literacy could have an important role to play in young people’s new
media usage practices and preferences (e.g. Schmidt, Paus-Hasebrink and
Hasebrink, 2009; 2011).

Participating in social network sites (SNS) is one online activity that has
become ubiquitous among millions of young people in Western societies
encouraged by claims that if you are not on SNS then ‘you don’t exist’,
referring to the fact that usage of SNS has become the norm among mod-
ern youth. Research shows that these platforms are used mainly by young
people to present themselves, to manage their relationships and to commu-
nicate with their peers (boyd, 2008; Ito, et al., 2008; Kalmus, et al., 2009a;
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peter, Valkenburg and Fluckiger, 2009; Schmidt, Pau§-Hasebrink gnd Hasg-
brink, 2009; Siibak, 2009). Several scholars hth-? claimed thfit socngl meqla,
and SNS in particular, play an important part in the (n}?dla) socialisation
and identity construction of contemporary youth (e.g. Siibak, 20.09; 2011,
Hernwall and Siibak, 2011; Kramer and Haferkamp, 2011). In this context,
we would agree with Laura Portwood—St:.acer’s. (.2012-, p. 7) argument that
in today’s “media-saturated consumer society, it is quite meaningful to be a
person who says no to media consumption”. However, very few research-
ers (Baker and White, 2011; Ryan and Xenos, 2011; Baumer, et al., 2013;
Madden, et al., 2013; Rainie, Smith and Duggan, 2913) go beypnd th¥s and
ask why some young people are not using social media and SNS in partlcul:;llr.
In this chapter, an overview is provided of some of the main reasons wl y
millions of young people across the world .dec1de to use SNS and ar;?;l y-
ses the reasons why some young people decide not to create SNS profi e;
Because traditionally audience research focuses on exploring the use of dif-
ferent media, and recent research of online uses focuses rpostly on dlfferen;
uses of the social web (in particular SNS lilsage), addressing the question o
- e is a novelty in audience research.
nor\lWlész)g(ploit severa{ theoretical approaches to an.alyse the phenonflenon
of SNS usage by young people. Thereby,. we consider gpproache§ o;llilsé
sing on the individual and his or her motivations for using/not usmg};1
and leave out other theories such as systems theory apd netvs./ork (ti eory.
We begin by analysing several of the approaches 1.15ed in me:dla and com-
munication studies that have been applied to explain the motives for young
people’s social media usage. We then provide a short overview of the various
reasons given by young people for using and for not using social media espe-
cially SNS. Although the majority of the research so far foc?uses on young
people’s reasons and motivations for using SNS, we try to dlff'eremljtf an
discuss the reasons given for non-use or abapdomng S.NS by either de eftn;lg
their profiles or just no longer visiting the sites. We discuss the state of the
art in research on young people’s SNS usage practices. We provide fe'xtégcts
from a recent qualitative study on Austria in order to support the findings
(Triiltzsch and Wijnen, 2012; Wijnen, 2013).

THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO THE USE OF SOCIAL MEDIA

Various theoretical approaches have been used to describe and explore tl?eﬁﬂse
of social media. Depending on the disciplinary hackgroun.d these apgroat{.n:ﬁ
emphasise particular aspects of media usage such as motives, practu.cls, s
comes and so on. We highlight four action theory appmache; cnrrjmnn yl e
to study online communication. We acknowledge that thlshf()‘:ll;'j'ﬁ:l,2| e
other approaches, but the discussion‘ that gcrll<)ws centres lf)l'lﬂ t e :nwlell1 usa.ge

(1) Because self-representation is an n.nregrai part of socia o
it is closely linked to identity construction. For this reason, re
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the field of psychology, including impression management theories that
go back to Goffman (see Krimer and Winter, 2008; Lewis, Kaufman and
Christakis, 2008, pp. 82-83; Siibak, 2009) are especially relevant. These
theories stress that by creating SNS profiles, users are able to reveal or con.
ceal aspects of their personality in their online representations (Krimer and
Winter, 2008, p. 106; see also system factors in this chapter). This strand
of research is based on personality items, such as the ‘Big Five’ in modern
psychology' proposed by Allport and Odbert (19365 see also Gerlitz and
Schupp, 2005; Dehne and Schupp, 2007). Some items used to measure
the influence of personal characteristics are Openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism regarding one’s SNS profile
(e.g. Tidwell-Collins and Walther, 2002; Back, et al., 2010; Correa, Hin-
sley and de Zuniga, 20105 for an overview see Weisse
2011, pp. 529-530). The results in these studies show
tend to create profiles true to their ‘real’
ity descriptions that are a result of the Bi
on their behaviour regarding SNS-profiles. At the same time, extraversion
(used more for relationship networking) and neuroticism (self-presentation
in relation to social factors) correlate with the use of SNS (Weissensteiner
and Leiner, 2011, p. 530). This implies that “extroverted persons with
a broader offline network can accordingly communicate with a broader
online network too” (ibid.)—which is the outcome we would expect. At the
same time, the results of several studies that use these personality items are
rather incoherent or even contradictory (ibid.).

(2) Research based on social capital in Bourdieu’s (1979) sense, focuses on
the positive effects of social capital for users. While the concept of social capital
has different sources in sociology, (see Portes, 1998) and was developed further
by Putnam (1995; 2000), Bourdieu’s (1986) central point is to distinguish four
kinds of capital, namely economic capital (“directly convertible into money
[- . .] institutionalized in the form of property rights”; Bourdieu, 1986, p. 47),
cultural capital (knowledge based, institutionalised via formal degrees and
diplomas) symbolic capital (i.e. reputation of a person; Bourdieu, 1986, p. 56)
and social capital (“made up of social obligations (‘connections’)”; Bourdieu,
1986, p. 47). More precisely, “[s]ocial capital is the aggregate of the acrual
or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network
of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and
recognition” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 31). With regard to SNS, Ellison, Steinfield
and Lampe (2007, p. 1146) state that especially bridging (i.e. building up
new connections) social capital “can take the form of useful information,

personal relationships, or the capacity to organize groups” (see informational,
recipient and relationship factors in this chapter). In addition to ‘strong ties’,
such as relationships with family and friends (bonding social capital), con-
necting with so-called weak ties—such as neighbours, friends of friends and
$0 on—can also be considered (bridging) social capital (Granovetter, 1982).
SNS can increase the circle of ‘weak ties’ since it facilitates the maintenance

nsteiner and Leiner,
that almost all users
identities, while the personal-
g Five items have no influence
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and tracking of such loose contacts (Putnam, 2000.; D‘onath and boyd, 20Q4;
Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe, 2007). Ellison, Stel.anEId afzd La.mpe (2011,
p. 5) argue that, in addition, SNS include “IatenF ties”, which might become
weak ties. For example the students in a class might see from Facebogk tha_lr
they live in the same town; they make friends on Facebo_olc and chat in their
subsequent classes about their common background (ibid.). Thus, although
the majority of young SNS users do not use SNS to meet and connect with
strangers (e.g. Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe, 2007; ‘Subrahmanyam, et al,
2008), they have the potential to establish new weak ties and thereby gain (or
increase) social capital. Accordingly, not using SNS means losing networking
opportunities and accompanying resources and bencf:ts.' ’ -

(3) Another approach that is also related to Bourdiew’s work is Si ver-
stone’s (2006) concept of the moral economy of the househo!d, yvhlch
developed as a result of his and his colleagues’ wo.rk on domestication of
the media (Silverstone, Hirsch and Morley, 1992; Silverstone and Haddon,
1996). According to this concept, technology serves as a toql to reproduce
and distinguish one’s social position in the realm ?f symbolic and cultura.l
forms (Aroldi and Vittadini, 2010 Triilrzs.ch,‘ Kouts—Klemm. and Arold'l,
2014, p. 204). The integration of technologies into e\ff:ryc!al‘y‘i ]we§ (of fami-
lies) builds on the moral economy of the family and balances F.‘.Libhc’ for.mal,
zweckrational” and “private, informal, wertrational economy ™ (Aroldi and
Vittadini, 2010, p. 3). Because “different families‘ draw on different cultural
resources, based on religious beliefs, personal blography, or the culture of
a network of family and friends” (Silverstone, Hl‘rsch and Morley,‘ 1992,
p. 19), the integration of technology and therefqre its usage foll(?w different
patterns. The moral economy of the household 1ncludes. re:c‘,vulatlons for fm;i
restrictions on young people’s media use and also tf"lell‘ cu.ltural Capkl'taci
social capital (in terms of offline relations) and free.-tu.ne caplFal (as a 1{1
of scarce resource) emerged as key factor in the prediction of d1f~ferent styles
of social networking on Social Networking Sites” {Tl‘i.'lltZSC}.l, KOL.lts-Klerpr;]
and Aroldi, 2014, p. 204). Related to thils approach, relationships, social,

recipient factors are of particular importance. 3
sys(tf;;ng)l:}?er rfsearch is based on variatiops of the uses and 'gratl(f)lig-
tion approach (Katz, Blumler and Gurev1'tch, 1973; l'\/IcQua!.ll, }3 10,
pp. 423-430), according to which users dec1de.about their mednaE oices
on the basis of needs, motives and more especially expected grauflcatlgn
{Leung, 2009, pp. 1329-1330; Thaddicken and Jer.s, 2011,.pp. 14:;9—;5 ).
Sought and achieved gratification can vary from “1r.1format10n and e .ucai
tion, guidance and advice, social contact[. . .] va'lue requrcement, emotlpnzl”
release” to “identity formation and confirmatlgn [Qr] llfestyle expression’
(McQuail, 2010, p. 427; see relationship, soc.lal, mfgrmanon and r;(c)gg-
ent factors in this chapter). With regard to social m'edla use, Leupg ( p 5
pp- 1336-1337) examines four “gratifications” r?su]Flng from creating on m)e
content: cognitive needs (broader knowledge, be.mg mforme<.i abou_t soc1etzC;
entertainment needs, recognition needs (establish personality, gain resp
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and support), and social needs (express feelings, communicate with family
and friends). Recognition and social needs are significant motivations for cre.
ating online content, while the other two are categorised as non-significant in
Leung’s (2009, p. 1337) sample. Thaddicken and Jers (2011, pp. 150-15|}
refer to them as social and individual integration needs in their discussion
to privacy issues and the so-called privacy paradox (Barnes, 2006; Utz ang
Kramer 2009; Joinson, et al., 2011), Thaddicken and Jers (2011, p. 143) ask
whether users trade “loss of privacy for social web gratifications”, Research
differentiates between the user’s general attitude to not disclosing Private
information, and his/her actual online privacy behaviour, highlighting the
paradox (Barnes, 2006; Utz and Kramer, 2009 Joinson, et al., 2011). To

3 3

by Lampe, Ellison and Steinfield (2007, cited in Thaddicken and Jers, 2001,
p- 144) confirms that the more personal information the SN yser reveals, the
higher the level of networking activity: “Evidently the disclosure of private
information is rewarded with social gratifications” (Thaddicken and Jers,
2001, p. 144), especially social and individual integration, but alsg including
transformation of latent into weak ties or maintenance of weak tie networks,

what follows, we reflect on the state of the art in research on young people’

social media usage according to sociality, information, system and recipient
relationship factors.

YOUNG PEOPLE AND SNS

Although for many young people SNS have become “integrated into the
daily lives» (Pempek, Yermolayeva and Calvert, 2009, p. 236; Livingstone,

lafsson and Staksrud, 2011), there are various socio-demographic and
context-specific factors that influence the decision about whether to engage
in social networking or not. In this section we draw on the findings from
various international studies, and provide a short overview of the main
socio-demographic and context-specific factors influencing SN use. We also
introduce five additional factors suggested by Agosto, Abbas and Naughton

(2012) thar have an impact on how young people choose SNS and other
platforms for personal communication.

Reasons for Using SNS

ried out in the US (Lenhart, er al., 2007; Hargittai, 2008; Hampton 2011),
Australia and many European countries (Joinson, 2008; Kalmus, Runnel

'y
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and Siibak, 2009; Triiltzsch and Wijnen, 2012) indicate that young women
are more active than young males in using SNS. Also, the motives for
dre< ing in SNS and prevalent SNS practices differ (Lenhart and Madden,
:S%;g, K%tlmus, et al.,, 2009a; Pujazon-Zazik and Park, 2010; Davidson and
A 220, 2012; Triiltzsch, 2012). _
Mz:{t?l::;:?n_i?rféz‘tclt on SNS,usage. According to the findings from t.he EU
Kidsgonli"e study (Livingstone, et al., 2011, p. 13), 59 per cent of m;le- to
twelve-year-olds are non-users of SNS compared to only 21 per Zeptx non-
users amongst thirteen- to sixteen-year-olds. A study conducte m[ Tsmya
reveals similar trends—the highest rate of non-users (44.5 l;:er ct}nt) ve 0:1;,:
to the ten-to-eleven-year-old age group, while the llll.l."ll'l erho 20\;;;95&;
amongst twelve- to thirteen-year-olds is 25,8 percent {Tru tzs‘c anh ,i]tne: 1.:
2012).° For young people aged older than twenty-four years, .t‘el m, efor
non-users of SNS increases again—pmhably .becargledil;: (lislz“lt))'plga age fo
i heir careers or raising chi .

pez’z!feigi L::tfgicets:'g?e:[tlot engagement in a particular SNS l?eing _dependent
on kethnicity. According to Hargittai (2008), for ilystancc:j, HlSpalLlf; silcllaegzj
in the US are less likely to use Faceboo_k than white students, x:; ile ?.kﬂ
Asian Americans are significantly IE'SS hl(('e[i?dt)o use MySpace and more likely

: an Hispanics or whites (ibid). . ‘
* };“slfefj‘:':f:{iz:g woullfi suggest that an individual’s offline networkpigﬂu;
ences the use of (a particular) SNS or not. As sugg?sted by Agfosto, : t;e
and Naughton (2012), relationship factors are an important factor in
choice of which SNS to use.

Relationship Factors

Studies conducted in different cultural contexts (e.g. r.hc l:l]S, Ausrr‘;lll:cl;
Europe, Asia, etc.) suggest that young people use SNS primarily to con{'E
and re-connect with existing contacts, anc‘l. much less to ﬁndknf;w one]? cvga
Lenhart, etal. 2007, Kalmus, Runnel and Siibak, 2099; Pem.;lnebl, ermo;:]y:use
and Calvert, 2009). In other words, SNS are readily available, casy- e
platforms that facilitate ‘keeping in touch’ with both c!()se (strong ues’ W
more distant ‘friends’ (weak ties). The latter opportunity, however, IpagNS
associated with building social capital and gra;:ﬁcatmn—engagcrngnf in o
allows users to invest in accumulation of bridging and bondmg_soc:a caid.‘i
Research indicates that engaging in social 11eFWc)rk|11g h?]ps to mcre.z}:sie: rm‘d
capital and thus “could have strong payoffs in terms of |(;hs, m;elr:;- S;;e,;lso
other opportunities” (Ellison, Steinfield a‘nd Fampe, 200 7,2p. 3

Peter, Valkenburg and Fluckiger, 2009; Rienties, et al., 2012).

Social Factors

Peers have a major influence on young pec()jple’s irgril?sic rr(;o\;i/\lfla;&o(r;mf(;r
i ran s

ing the Internet (Zhao, et al., 2010). Accor ing to Bake o
;Sl;%) young people’s “intentions to engage in frequent SNS use are likely
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to be greater when they perceive the behaviour to be normative among thejr
friendship group”.

Empirical work suggests that peers and close friends are most often
viewed as reference points (Siibak, 2009); their preferences and practices are
noted when selecting the “markers of cool” (Liu, 2007) worthy of inclusion
in one’s profile. Hence, it appears that the impression management strate-
gies young people use on SNS build largely on the collective peer culture
(Corsaro, 1997), whose values and norms help to frame the self-presenta-
tion process (Siibak, 2009).

Self-Protection Factors

To benefit from SNS it is necessary to disclose at least a minimum of personal
data to be recognised by both friends (strong and weak ties) and people with
similar interests (latent ties).

Young users seem to have awareness of what information they reveal
and to whom. They decide what personal information to include in thejr
profile, and who is allowed to access it according to the results in Triiltzsch
(2012) and those from other studies of online communication (for an over-
view see Weissensteiner and Leiner, 2011, 530-536). The profiles of most
young Austrian SNS users (79.3 per cent) include full names, and 80.7 per
cent include a recognizable profile image (Triiltzsch, 2012; see also Debatin,
et al., 2009; Autenrieth, 2010). The findings based on the Austrian sample
reveal also that those who do not use the Internet daily are less likely to
upload a good likeness (a good photograph) for their profile image and that
those who use the Internet less often are more likely try to be anonymous.

Information/Communication Factors

Recent research (Agosto, Abbas and Naughton, 2012; Vitak and Ellison,
2012) indicates that many young SNS users claim that they have benefited
from access to a diverse network of contacts enabled by SNS. One such ben-
efit is to obtain advice or information, or to receive support from a friend
(ibid). Empirical research on three-generation families in Estonia reveals
that although public postings on Facebook are not used much for commu-
nication within the family, the opportunity to exchange private Facebook
messages and to use Facebook chat options are popular for parent—child
interactions (Siibak and Tamme, 2013).

Systems Factors

Several studies suggest that the adoption of SNS is dependent on the users
“confidence in their ability to successfully understand, navigate, and evalu-
ate content online” (Daugherty, Eastin and Gangadharbatla, 2005, p. 71),
or their Internet self-efficacy (e.g. Gangadharbatla, 2008). In other words,

5
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the greater the individual’s facility to navigate on the site and perform the
necessary tasks online, the greater will be their ability to join and engage in
the service (ibid). Interviews with Facebook non-users for example suggest
that non-users often “position themselves with respect to the discourse of
technophobia, either admitting or denying that they were averse to new
technology in general” (Portwood-Stacer, 2012, p. 13).

Recipient Factors

Some studies suggest that schools and higher education institutions are.mak-
ing more and more use of SNS for education—re.lated reasons._Accordmg to
Madge, et al. (2009), Facebook has become an important socngl tool or the
‘social glue’ required to help freshmen college studepts settle into the uni-
versity system, feel part of the community and access important information
(e.g. about social events).

Reasons for Not Using or Dropping Out of SNS Use

There is a lack of research on the reasons why some young people decide not
to use SNS. So far only a few empirical studies have investigated non-use of
SNS and even fewer analyse the phenomenon of dropout, that is the phe-
nomenon of one-time users of SNS either deleting their profiles or no longer
using the site. More research is needed on these aspects. However,_the find-
ings from the few studies that have been done so far provide us with a first
glimpse of the lifestyle practice, which Portwood-Stacer. (2012, p- ;) refers
to as “media refusal”. We can illustrate these findings using qualitative data
from Austria. The study referred to by Triiltzsch and Wijnen (2012) formed
the basis for further qualitative research on forty-six young people. aged
between twelve and seventeen years (interviews and think-aloud technique),
in the period November 2012 to February 2013 (Wijnen, 20.13): The focus
was on the relation between young people’s SNS usage, media literacy and
the habitus (Bourdieu, 1979). Although the majority were SNS users theFe
were also some non-users. Their reasons for avoiding SNS are descrll?ed in
the following together with the findings from other studies on the topic.

Time Management and Media Use Preferences

There are various personal reasons for not using SNS, especially F.a.ce-
book. For instance, several studies suggest that non-users of SN§ ‘.‘po’smon
themselves as above the ‘time-wasting’, ‘artificiality’ and ‘narcissism’ that
they see as characterising Facebook use” (Portwood-Stacef, 2012, p. 11).
Eleven- to eighteen-year-old Estonian non-users of t.he national langua%‘f.:-
based SNS, Rate, made similar references to it, stating that I.(.ate SNS “is
pointless”, “sucks” or is just boring (Kalmus, Runnel and Siibak, 2009).

In other vx,lords, the dominant reason for not adopting SNS among young
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non-users—regardless of the cultural context (e.g. the US, Saudi Arabis
Estonia, Australia), is a general lack of interest in the site (Kalmus, Runnei
and Siibak, 2009; Baker and White, 2011; Aljasir, Woodcock and Harrison,
2012; Lampe, Vitak and Ellison, 2013).

Because non-users of SNS are more familiar with using the Internet for
practical reasons—banking, research, shopping and so on—rather thap
expressive reasons, for example entertainment, they are not inclined to look
looking around “just for fun”, which is a normal activity on SNS (Tufecki,
2008). This applies to non-users in the Austrian sample. Most were not
intensive media users and were very conscious of different media uses for
different reasons; computers and the Internet are mostly classified as tools

for research and doing homework but not for fun (e.g. using SNS; Wijnen,
2013).

[TInternet? Well, 'm using it for homework because we have to.
And what about using it for private interests—for fun?

No, computer is not so much for fun.

And Facebook and something like that?

I don’t need that.

But your friends are using it?

Yes, but I don’t need that. I use my computer for work.

(girl, aged thirteen)

The preceding examples suggest that SNS may simply not fit with the spe-
cific media needs and preferences of non-users (e.g. Aljasir, Woodcock and
Harrison’s 2012 study of Facebook non-users in a group of Saudi Arabian
students). In addition to engaging in more practical and task-oriented online
activities, young non-users of SNS also tend to prefer to devote spare time
to offline interests and commitments. For instance, many Australian teen
non-users of Facebook stated that they had other interests (e.g. reading,
watching TV series, etc.) or commitments (e.g. sports) which they preferred
to spending time on SNS; they considered SNS use to be “too time-consuming
or detracted from the time they could be spending on alternate activities”
(Baker and White, 2011, p. 397).

In fact, according to Rainie, Smith and Duggan (2013, p. 4), 42 per cent
eighteen- to twenty-nine-year-old Facebook users in the US who had taken
a break from using the site in the past (N = 316), reported decreasing Face-
book usage in the previous year, and 38 per cent of the sample expected to
spend less time on the site in 2013. One of the main self-reported reasons
for a ‘Facebook vacation’ was the need to deal with other life demands and
not having time to spend on the site (21 per cent), followed by general lack
of interest in the site (10 per cent) and the absence of compelling content
(9 per cent). This last reason (lack of compelling content) is in line with
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tudy by Pew Internet Researgh, w.hi.ch suggests tbat

, Facebook users have started “to migrate their activity and attention

ynutlif ites” (Madden, et al, 2013, 7), such as Twitter or lnstagr.am,

= ?tle SIailse these site; appear to be freer of negative social interactions

?ll:sls“‘fim?:m‘ and fewer adults) and focused more on personal content cre-
«

ation than self-presentation.

the findings from a s

Social Factors

Non-users of SNS are less interested in those activities refeggd to as SOClzlil
, - e not on
srooming (Portwood-Stacer, 2012). .Hence., non-users of S N ;;;riends fm;;
IFESS interested in keeping in touch with their friends, Tspeaa y iends from
1 i than
us about other people in genera
the past; they also are less curio
useriz (il;id). Ljepava, et al. (2013) show thgt non-users of Ffaceboor ur?:r);
also be less committed to intimate friendships compared to frequen
of the site. ‘ 1
On the other hand, Portwood-Stacer (2012,lp. 14) ;Ir\}gsuescah;stlz(;;;ey
i i i i t” a su -
indivi « randing will endure withou :
individuals whose “social s o S o of opting
hat has been described as
book, can actually afford w e e
i at these costs can be very high1 :
ut” (Marwick, 2011). That . L is. ¢
:xamialc ofa r\n:elve—ycar-old boy and a thirteen-year-old glrLlr_l the Autsstrflsr_
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privacy settings (Lampe, Vitak and Ellison 2013; Madden, et al., p. 2013),
Furthermore, comparisons between Facebook non-users and frequent users
reveal that non-users are less interested in sharing personal information
(Ljepava, et al., 2013). For instance, some of the non-users in Baumer,
et al.’s (2013, p. 3) sample (N = 410) stressed that they not only did “not
want to be on display or live ‘life in a global aquarium’, but also cited thejr
concerns about privacy violations in professional relationships e.g. with
employers, and were concerned about the (mis)use of personal data by
Facebook itself.”

Young non-users of SNS in the US (Tufecki, 2008; Madden, et al.,
2013) also did not like the idea of using SNS for self-presentation reasons;
that is they often believed people were “only fishing for affirmation”
(Tufecki, 2008, 559) by including the names of their favourite movies and
bands on their profiles either to impress or match the expectations of their
online peer group. Similar dislike of the importance of self-presentation
on Facebook was expressed by young non-users in Australia (Baker and
White, 2011).

Although the above demonstrates that non-users of SNS are generally
against the idea of using SNS as a self-presentation tool, several schol-
ars argue that, regardless of non-users being conscious of the fact or not,
such “performances of resistance” (Portwood-Stacer, 2012, 9) can also
be regarded as “an alternative form of self-expression” (Kalmus, et al.,
2009a, p. 1269). Portwood-Stacer’s (2012, p. 3) interviews with non-users
of Facebook indicate that their decision not to use the site can often be
interpreted as a “wish to demonstrate one’s superiority to the abstract
‘mainstream’, or even one’s superiority to the friends one leaves behind
in the Facebook network.” Similarly, analysis of open-ended responses
from non-users of SNS Rate suggest that non-users often revel in their
difference from the mainstream, for instance by stating that SNS such as
Rate represent “mass hypnosis and idiot culture” (Kalmus, et al., 2009a,
p. 1269). Because non-users appear to be consciously critical of SNS, and
open about their stance, they can be described as engaging in ‘conspicuous
non-consumption’, that is “they make their refuser status visible through
performance of non-consumption which [is] also on display™ (Portwood-
Stacer, 2012, p. 7).

This alternative self-expression is exemplified by a seventeen-year-old
boy in the Austrian sample who had a Facebook profile but rarely used
it because he believed himself superior to his class mates and peer group
whose members he considered ‘mainstream’. He aspired to being like his
idol, Albert Einstein, and used his Facebook profile only to position himself
as an intellectual non-user who does not need SNS. He never communicated
with others and only sometimes posted “something intellectual” as his sta-
tus update, in order to show off. However, despite his protestations that he
wanted to be regarded as a non-user, he secretly and ca refully watched oth-

ers’ reactions to his postings (Wijnen, 2013),
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In addition to the previously mentioned personal reasons for not adopting
SNS, some non-users gave ideological reasons for their decision. These were
usually connected to “dissatisfaction with Facebook’s corporate practices,
and more broadly, voice[d] an overall ideology tinged with anti-capitalist
sentiment” (Portwood-Stacer, 2012, p. 7) and to positior.lin.g “themselyes
with respect to the discourse of technophobia, either'admlttmg or denying
that they were averse to new technology in general” (ibid., p. 13).

Alongside these value-related reasons, lack of regular computer access was
identified as one of the factors contributing to non-use of SNS among college
students in the US and in Saudi Arabia (Ajasir, Woodstock and Harrison,
2012). Economic reasons (47 per cent) were also mentionec} by non-users
(only 3 per cent in this sample) in Italy (ISFOL, 2011; see Triiltzsch, Kou'ts-
Klemm and Aroldi, 2014, pp. 201-202). In addition, lack of computer skills
and knowledge about Facebook (Ajasir, Woodstock and Harrison, 201;),_or
lack of interest in the Internet and ICTs in particular, and lack of curiosity
related to culture may have an impact on the decision not to adopt to SNS
(ISFOL, 2011, p. 106).

CONCLUSION

In this chapter four of the most common approaches used to describe cur-
rent social media usage have been discussed. However, are these theories
applicable also to non-usage of SNS? Impression r.nan.agement-based theo-
ries that focus on personality items, such as the Big Five, have b.een shown
not to be coherent in relation to SNS use (Weissensteiner and Leiner, 2011,
p. 530). They suggest that extraverts behave ip more ext.rave.rted ways
online in personal networking and self-presentation. This might imply that
introversion is a reason for not using SNS because introverts have no need
for intensive communication—either online or offline. However, in llght.of
the motives for and factors related to non-usage identified by the s.tud.les
referred to in this chapter, this would seem to be a less than convincing
explanation. . o

More promising seems the focus on social capital in the sense of Bour-
dieu (1979). Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe (2011, p- 5)_and (?thers argue
that SNS can be used to build social capital. This is in line with recipient
and relationship factors highlighted by many .studies of SNS use. Accord-
ing to this research, young people use SNS mainly to connect, to reconnect
and communicate with others, to stay in contact with geographlcally
distant friends and family, to get settled into new environments (e.g. uni-
versity), for education-related collaborations and so on. Howe_ver, }:hls
does not explain why some people decide not to use SNS despite these

advantages.
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One factor in non-usage is the habitus of an individual whose other
behaviour is also linked to media usage (Biermann, 2009; Bourdieu, 1979,
Kommer, 2010). In this sense, an individual’s values and behaviour provide
a means of differentiation from others. This may explain why some young
people do not need SNS either because these platforms do not fit with their
individual media needs and preferences or because non-usage is part of ap
alternative form of differentiation from the mainstream. Silverstone’s (20086)
concept of the moral economy of the household is in line with this explana-
tion. As the integration of technologies into everyday life follows the moral
economy of the family, it also involves media education including regula-
tions and restrictions on SNS use by young people.

The uses and gratifications approach (Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch, 1973)
may also be useful to explain non-usage. The decision not to use SNS may
be the result of weighing up gratifications such as entertainment and social
needs, against potential risks such as privacy concerns or time constraints,
For these reasons perhaps young people decide not to ‘waste’ their time on
SNS and to use the Internet instead for homework or engaging in something
they see as more valuable.

More research is needed to provide a more detailed insight into young
people’s decisions not to follow their peers onto SNS and to enable a better
theoretical discussion of non-usage. There is no clear theoretical explana-
tion, in part because of the focus in existing research on users, but also the
implicit assumption that the level of competences and skills is connected to
use and that non-use is related to an absence of these skills. This explanation
builds on the earlier digital divide discussion. It seems clear that non-usage
is not simply the result of lack of access or a lack of digital skills and poor
media literacy. However, not using SNS should be seen as a well-thought-
out decision based on rational choices and weighing the benefits and risks
of disclosure of private information, With regard to communicative com-
petence and media literacy, this choice can be considered as indicative of
both because opting out and going against the peer group requires more
justification, discussion and explanation than does using SNS according to
group norms.

The literature review in this chapter shows that information on non-users
is incidental to research on SNS usage. The small amount of data available
is mostly the result of quantitative studies that do not investigate in depth
reasons for and types of non-usage. We need more quantitative studies to
identify a certain population of non-users and more qualitative research to
enable an in-depth examination of the individual reasons for such behav-
iour. At the theoretical level, we need to consider and discuss the reasons
for not using certain media—not just SNS but media in general (e.g. TV,
newspapers) as well. This will involve questioning and retesting traditional
theories from this new perspective because an active audience, central to
modern audience research, means people who make active and conscious

decisions about their usage as well as non-usage of media,
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NOTES

1. The Big Five personality traits are dimensions to describe mdw1d1;7alisngsesrs:r1‘1(i
ality, regarding openness, conscientiousness, extravers;o;i? agree'ath o
neuroticism. For a survey theselare t):‘p;filéﬁ,;[::;aillogi lefon:\;]eo?lq“ Lo

- v xperiences’” (o 55), 5 7
::.I:.I:l;:)uflniTs?E;H :‘(; Efl‘.V"l"tI:epBig Five address i.“ detail openness: appretl:lanor;
for new experiences, art and so On; conscientionsness: Fendc‘l_u‘.,\:‘n:: n[:;[ﬁ:;::
or spontancous behaviour, self-discipline; cxtrauelrsmfr. pmg;ﬁ”“s. bci,{:
i compa‘l}ny C'hf Othl:{:i g P['-c'f:i:ﬁtgni;a;nfagzziufig;iul :re:rrr;t.-'cisnf:'
cooperative towards other or be suspicious Al ,i e

: : negative emotions like anger or stable and vuln m
2 E#!:cterifri::-ictigcr ti Max Weber’s typulogy of ,~;0s.‘1'.1(1.j acn(m;t_zu;:;:kar;aeng::::
" actions are goal oriented and more instrumental and wertratior
ased on specific values. ‘ e o
3. $1qe2c datap refer to an online survey qf social m]:'-.)!mz Bu;igc {dNF;hi’::\%q;)g]Ei
©10-30 years) conducted in Austria during Decem er 1 131.1 e
(Tri.iltz;ch and Wijnen, 2012). The resu_lts were ;ml as t::n 5:N5 o
analysis on privacy issues and the puhlu:gtlon ln ‘pmmihc Thrdl muné
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11 Audiences as Socio-Technical Actors
The “Styles’ of Social Network Site Users

Piermarco Aroldi and Nicoletta Vittadini

INTRODUCTION

During recent decades a number of different studies have highlighted
the characteristics of contemporary audiences. People act as audiences
in their everyday life through both traditional media consumption (i.e.
watching television) and by producing, commenting, sharing and using
media content in their communication activities. Moreover, the inhab-
itants of the connected socio-technical environment provided by social
media act as a networked audience, group and public (Livingstone, 2005;
Varnelis, 2008).

In this chapter we discuss the need to broach the subject of the differen-
tiation of digital audiences and especially of users of social networking sites
(SN'S) as a consequence of their agency. The relevance of this topic lies in our
attempt to distance ourselves from two divergent kinds of reductionism: on
one hand, the design of interfaces and affordances of SNS platforms are seen
as instrumental guides that lead users to act in a—more or less—predictable
manner, whereas on the other, the users’ social position (age, gender, class,
education, ethnicity and so on) is interpreted as the key factor in the pro-
duction of their online behaviour. In this chapter we try to avoid this kind
of polarisation by introducing the concept of ‘style’ as a form of personal
agency that mediates between the constraints of technological affordances
and the structure of opportunity in which the actor is rooted and which in
curn directs and restricts his/her action. The validity of the concept of style
is also discussed in terms of the results of a qualitative research project titled
‘Online Social Relations and Identity: Italian Experience in Social Network
Sites’,! which was carried out in Italy in 2012 and 2013,

The constantly changing, fast-paced evolution of the digital environment
suggests that we need to understand the (new) ways in which agency is
implicated in both face-to-face and mediated relations, and to what extent
the users’ identity is intertwined with their both offline and online perfor-
mances, against the (new) possibility to act in—and be controlled by—social
networks. Indeed, this may not appear to be a dramatic innovation in terms
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