
The Thesis Committee for Zhifei Dong 
Certifies that this is the approved version of the following thesis: 

 
 

Exploring Psychological Difference Between Adopters  
and Non-adopters of User Generated Audience Segmenting Functions 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

APPROVED BY 
SUPERVISING COMMITTEE: 

 

 

 
Matthew Eastin 

Jeffrey Treem 

 
  

Supervisor: 



Exploring Psychological Difference Between Adopters  
and Non-adopters of User Generated Audience Segmenting Functions 

 

 

by 

Zhifei Dong B.A. 

 

 

Thesis  

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Master of Arts 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 
May 2015 

 



 iii 

 

Abstract 

 

Exploring Psychological Difference Between Adopters  
and Non-adopters of User Generated Audience Segmenting Functions 

 

Zhifei Dong, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2015 

 

Supervisor:  Matthew Eastin 

 

This exploratory study attempts to seek differences in levels of narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, self-monitoring, Internet self-efficacy (ISE), and privacy concerns and 

controls between adopters and non-adopters of audience segmenting on SNS, e.g. Friend 

List on Facebook. The uses and gratification framework was applied to build hypotheses. 

A survey (N =100) was conducted to test the hypotheses. Although the difference is not 

significant at a level that would demonstrate support for the proposed hypotheses, 

adopters in the sample did exhibit higher levels of narcissism, self-monitoring, ISE, and 

privacy concerns and control. To yield more convincing results, recommendations are 

provided for future improvement. 
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Introduction 

Over the last decade, the use of social network sites (SNS) has steadily increased. 

Leading the way, Facebook is the largest SNS in the world with 1.44 billion monthly 

active users (“Facebook: Monthly active users”, 2015). SNS, like Facebook, with a great 

number of users around the globe, are shaping people’s communication habits and 

changing the nature of social interaction (boyd & Ellison, 2007). For example, recent 

research indicates that SNS can work to develop and strengthen social connections 

(Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2010). At the same time, SNS themselves are developing 

and growing as additional tools and functions are added to the platform. 

For instance, Facebook launched its “Friend List” in 2008, as a response to users 

wanting the ability to segment messages across their social network (Cox, 2011). Friend 

List is an audience selecting tool, enabling users to create lists of friends or use the 

automatic lists based on the users’ location and groups. Through this tool, users can 

segment the audience by content. In other words, people can decide who has access to 

information such as status updates, photos, sharing, etc (Cox, 2011).  

Although previous research has investigated concepts related to user generated 

audience segmentation, such as impression management (Mehdizadeh, 2010; Schau & 

Gilly, 2003; Bazarova, 2013, DiMicco & Millen, 2007; Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011; 

Hogan, 2010) and users’ privacy control (Livingstone, 2008; Buchanan, Paine & Joinson, 

2007; Goldie, 2010; Govani & Pashley, 2005) within a computer-mediated 

communication context, few have touched on audience segmenting behaviors like uses of 

Friend List. Given that computer-mediated communication, SNS, and online user 
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generated content have become a crucial part of our daily lives, it is important to 

understand the evolving functions like user generated audience segmenting of SNS. 

Thus, within the context of Facebook, this study is designed to better understand 

the motivations and psychographics of people who adopt audience segmenting functions 

(adopters) and those who do not (non-adopters). In doing so, this research will increase 

the current understanding of usage patterns in audience segmenting and help SNS 

developers improve their services. That is, this study is designed to examine a functional 

tool and not to generalize or develop theory. 
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 Literature Review  

To study the difference between the adopters and non-adopters of user generated 

audience segmentation, it is essential to understand the motives behind audience 

segmenting as well as uses and gratifications of SNS and user-generated content. In order 

to answer the question of “why people use audience segmenting functions”, concepts like 

privacy (both concerns and behaviors) and image management are examined through a 

framework of uses and gratifications and psychological constructs, such as control. 

USES AND GRATIFICATIONS THEORY 

The uses and gratifications approach provides a framework from which to 

understand why people choose to use media. Uses and gratifications posits that audiences 

seek out media through a set of social and psychological motives leading to the selection 

of specific media to satisfy a set of complex needs (Blumler, 1979; Rubin, 1993; 

Haridakis, 2013; Eastin, Cicchirillo, Cunningham & Liang, 2014). The strength of the 

uses and gratifications paradigm rests in its ability to predict why people choose to use 

complex media systems that fulfill many different motives and expectations. Numerous 

studies (e.g. Chou & Hsiao, 2000; Flanagin & Metzger, 2001; Papacharissi & Rubin, 

2000; Pai & Arnott, 2013; Song, LaRose, Eastin & Lin, 2004; Stafford & Stafford, 2002) 

have applied uses and gratifications to the selection of various media. Collectively, these 

studies uphold one of the model’s basic propositions (Rosengren, Wenner & Palmgreen, 

1985), that gratifications sought help explain individual media exposure. Rubin (2009) 

noted that the mass media leads to individuals selecting and choosing media or message 

alternatives based upon desires and expectations. In this regard, gratifications are viewed 
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as consequences and or sources of media exposure that are either fulfilled (or not 

fulfilled) or sought out. The audience, individual, or consumer believes there is a certain 

outcome (information, entertainment, etc.) associated with selecting one media 

alternative over another. This outcome is operationally a gratification (Palmgreen, 

Wenner, & Rayburn, 1981; Palmgreen & Rayburn, 1982). Within the media literature, 

gratifications have commonly been defined as utilities that explain media choice and use 

(Haridakis, 2013). 

Admittedly, uses and gratifications framework is often criticized for being too 

descriptive, arbitrary (Elliott, 1974), and producing separate data driven typologies of 

motives (Ruggiero 2000). However, uses and gratifications theory has strengths such as 

focusing on individuals in mass communication and providing insights to explain why 

people choose certain media over others (Baran & Davis, 2003; Eastin, Cicchirillo, 

Cunningham & Liang, 2014; Eastin, Cicchirillo, & Mabry, in press).  

The first heyday of uses and gratifications occurred during the 1970s thanks to 

improved research methods, data analysis, and a rising awareness of limitations in 

source-dominated theories (Baran & Davis, 2003). Upon the era of telecommunication, 

traditional gratifications such as surveillance, entertainment and diversion, interpersonal 

utility, and parasocial interaction are still used to analyze people’s gratifications in newer 

media (Ruggiero 2000; Eastin et al., 2014). Researchers studying new technology found 

uses and gratifications useful in examining a range of new media, such as email and 

Internet. The uses and gratifications framework proved helpful in understanding how and 
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why new communication services and media supplemented and replaced older ones 

(Baran & Davis, 2003). 

Uses and gratifications active-audience perspective is particularly suited to 

examine media designed with strong interactivity and active use (Morris & Ogan, 1996; 

Stafford, Stafford & Schkade, 1998), such as SNS. There are different categorizations of 

uses and gratifications for SNS. For example, social interaction, habitual pass time, 

expressive information sharing, relaxing entertainment, escapism, and professional 

advancement (Smock, Ellison, Lampe & Wohn, 2011; Papacharissi & Mendelson 2011) 

have all been found to predict SNS use.  

However, as Smock et al. (2011) pointed out, SNS like Facebook afford a variety 

of communication tools that allow users to adapt the medium to their current motivation. 

Thus, it is crucial to take into account what features that users attend to when applying 

the uses and gratifications. As audience segmenting is a supplemental function to content 

creation, an examination of content producing would shed light on motives behind 

audience segmentation. 

Shao (2009) categorized SNS behaviors into consuming, participating and 

producing, which could assist us to understand motivations of audience segmenting. First, 

although considered a lower form of engagement, lurking and reading content created by 

others is defined as consuming behavior on SNS (Shao, 2009). Second, participating 

consists of both user-to-user interaction and user-to-content interaction, such as sharing 

secondary content, commenting on what others post, etc. Finally, perhaps the highest 

form of engagement—producing, refers to creating and publishing content, texts, images, 
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and videos (Shao, 2009). Given the high level of engagement and distribution of content, 

audience segmenting is closely connected to producing. According to Shao (2000) one 

motivation of producing content is self-expression, a process by which people attempt to 

control the impressions others have of them (Dominick, 1999). And selective self-

expression (i.e., image management) is often the case on platforms such as personal home 

pages and blogs (Dominick, 1999; Vazire & Gosling, 2004; Trammell & Keshelashvili, 

2005). Thus, it is proposed that image management acts as a motivation of user generated 

audience segmentation. 

Although this does not fall into existing application of the uses and gratifications 

theory, another motivation concerning user generated audience segmenting is privacy 

control (both behaviors and concerns). Fundamentally different from traditional media, 

users have greater control and power over content consumption on SNS (Ruggiero, 

2000).  

Control as a motivation of behavior is embedded in our human nature (DeCharms, 

1968; Shapiro, 1999). Researchers have studied control in media content and media 

choices (Rubin, 1993; Althaus & Tewksbury, 2000; Wu, 2006) since the early studies on 

remote control use (Shapiro, 1999). For example, Alpert and his colleagues (2003) found 

the need to be in control is pivotal to user experience on e-commerce website. With 

newer media, audiences have more power over what, where, when, and how they 

consume media. They are also empowered as gatekeepers of “we media”—they can 

control who has access to their personal home pages on SNS and which content will be 

exposed to whom.  
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PRIVACY CONTROL 

One form of control that has a growing influence over newer media use is 

privacy. Revealing information on semi-public SNS has potential risks, such as cyber- 

and physical stalking and identity theft. Therefore, users are constantly balancing risks 

and benefits of online self-disclosure through privacy control, consciously and 

unconsciously (Young & Quan-Haase, 2009; Stutzman & Kramer-Duffield, 2010). For 

example, users can decide not to disclose any personal information but it may block them 

from gaining social capital on SNS. Another choice is to control risks like privacy leaks 

via audience regulation. In this sense, privacy is assumed to be another motivational 

factor for audience segmenting. Defined by Stein and Sinha (2002), privacy is “the rights 

of individuals to enjoy autonomy, to be left alone, and to determine whether and how 

information about one’s self is revealed to others” (p.10). Privacy can be categorized into 

informational privacy and expressive privacy as the definitions summarized as: 

Informational privacy is the protection of personal information relating to daily 

activities, finances, and lifestyle. Expressive privacy is the desire to protect 

oneself from the influence of peer pressure or ridicule and to be free to express 

one’s own identity. (Goldie, 2010, paragraph 16). 

Thus, informational privacy speaks to safety and security while expressive 

privacy focuses on social interactions (Young & Quan-Haase, 2009). They are different 

but not mutually exclusive. In the context of SNS, informational privacy can be regulated 

by the general safety setting in SNS (e.g. Privacy Shortcut in Facebook) while expressive 

privacy can be adjusted through audience segmenting tools like Facebook’s Friend List. 
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For example, users need different communication space for friends at various intimacy 

levels (Livestone, 2006; Vitak, Lampe, Grey & Ellison, 2012) to develop deep and 

meaningful social interactions (Goldie, 2006). With the help of audience segmenting 

tools, users can protect their expressive privacy without significantly sacrificing freedom 

to express their identity and opinions (Goldie, 2006; Young & Quan-Haase, 2009). 

However, only measuring privacy concerns is not enough because past privacy 

control behaviors also predict privacy behaviors on SNS (Buchanan et al., 2007). 

According to Paine (2006), users who controlled their message distribution expressed less 

worries about privacy (as cited in Buchanan et al., 2007). Therefore, it is necessary to 

take both privacy concerns and privacy behaviors into account when it comes to user 

generated audience segmenting. 

Hypothesis 1: Adopters of Friend List will have greater levels of general 

privacy scores (behaviors and concerns) than non-adopters. 

IMAGE-MANAGEMENT IN USER GENERATED CONTENT 

Impression management refers to the process by which individuals attempt to 

control the impressions others form of them. Goffman (1959) asserted that people engage 

in strategic actions to create and maintain a desired image. He believed that individuals 

not only try to prove to others they are just, respectable, and moral, but also maintain 

established positive impressions. Because the impressions people make on others have 

implications for how others perceive, evaluate, and treat them, people sometimes behave 

in ways that will create certain impressions in others' eyes (Leary & Kowalski, 1990).  
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Research suggests that image management is one of the motivations that propel 

people to use SNS (Walther, 2007). Ridings and Gefen (2004) validated that people use 

SNS to seek feelings of affiliation and belonging through self-presentation tactics. In 

most cases, it is through user generated content (UGC) that people present and display 

themselves on social media, though people can also demonstrate their identities via 

sharing. Social and ego-defensive motivations are considered to have a significant 

influence on UGC (Eastin, Daugherty & Bright, 2008), and they are both related to image 

management (Smith, 1973). Smith (1973) proposed that social motivations compel 

people to behave or express in a way socially agreeable to others. Considering that the 

function of sharing and interacting is the core of SNS, people can interact with others and 

participate in their SNS to fulfill the social motivation. Ego-defensiveness represents 

motivations to keep people from internal insecurities and external threats, serving to 

defend their self-image internally (Eastin. et al., 2008).  

With the development of audience segmenting tools, traditional image 

management techniques, such as stressing positive attributes (Leary & Kowaski, 1990), 

associating with successful individuals (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980), and omitting and 

tailoring information about themselves that does not fit the target's values (Leary & 

Lamphere, 1990), can be easily adopted by users. As Zhao, Grasmuck and Martin  

(2008) pointed out, the Internet and SNS offer modes of communication that equip 

people with more resources to overcome limitations imbedded in face-to-face situations 

and opportunities for self-presentation. For instance, devoid of nonverbal cues, users have 

even tighter control of what verbal information to reveal. As Erickson (1998) said: 
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“[personal web pages are] one of the first venues where individuals can construct 

portrayals of themselves using information” (As cited in Dominick, 1999, p. 648). 

Both the real-name and semi-public natures of SNS make image management 

necessary. Moreover, the increasing number of users registered on SNS makes online 

social circles more complex, compelling users to control self-presentation. Due to equal 

content access, as different social circles merge, the boundary of different groups of 

people (e.g. acquaintances, close friends, relatives, classmates) becomes blurred. The co-

existence of different social circles in one space, referred to as context collapse 

(Marwick, 2011) can cause problems. One problem is privacy. Content can easily go 

outside of the groups that the user initially intend to share with. Another is the constraint 

of content people post; they will self-censor and only post normally acceptable content, 

defined as the least common denominator (Hogan, 2010). Thus, “proper scheduling of 

one’s performance”, which is the case with audience segmenting tools, keeps “audiences 

separated from each other,” as Goffman (1959) stated in his dramaturgical approach (p. 

138). By allowing users to segment and select their audience, social media platforms 

prevent their users from context collapse.  

Self-presentation, a subconscious behavior in many cases, is almost impossible to 

measure directly. However, personal traits can be used as a yardstick for self-presentation 

since previous studies uncovered the correlation between image management and 

personal traits such as narcissism (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; Garcia & Sikström, 2014; 

Fox & Rooney, 2015), Machiavellianism (Garcia & Sikström, 2014; Fox & Rooney, 

2015) and self-monitoring (Turnley & Bolino, 2001; Abell & Brewer, 2014). 
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Machiavellianism is known as a manipulative and cynical personality trait. People 

scoring high in Machiavellianism are more likely to manipulate others’ impressions of 

them (Leary & Kowalski, 1990) and strategically exploit people and situations for their 

own benefits (Grams & Rogers, 1990). Moreover, they are positively associated with 

employing image management strategies to attain self-oriented goals such as obtaining 

material, physical, mental assets, or maintaining comfortable boundaries (Rosenberg & 

Egbert, 2011). Behaviors of Machiavellians on social media are controversial in some 

aspects. For example, there are contradictory findings in terms of time spent on SNS 

(Garcia & Silstrom, 2014; Fox & Rooney, 2015). It is noteworthy that high levels of 

Machiavellianism predicted uses of both honest and dishonest self-promotion in a study 

by Abell and Brewer (2014). 

 Here, based on the manipulative nature of Machiavellians, the following is 

hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 2: Adopters of Friend List will have higher levels of 

Machiavellianism than non-adopters. 

Self-monitoring refers to the activity where individuals regulate their own 

behavior to demonstrate attributes desirable and perceived favorably by others (Snyder, 

1974). People high in self-monitoring are more inclined to monitor (regulate, control, and 

observe) the identity they display in interpersonal communications and social situations, 

to present more desirable images of one’s self (Fandt & Ferris, 1990). They were also 

discovered to be more efficient in impression management. According to the study by 

Hall and Pennington (2013), self-monitoring was negatively correlated with Facebook 
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honesty. Since audience segmenting tools, like Friend List, afford the function of self-

monitoring and control, it is logical to propose the hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 3: Adopters of Friend List will have higher levels of self-

monitoring than non-adopters. 

Narcissism is considered a personality trait reflecting a grandiose and inflated 

self-concept (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008). Several studies have demonstrated a positive 

relationship between narcissism and usage of online communities such as Facebook 

(Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; Mehdizadeh, 2010). Moreover, narcissists were found to 

publish more self-promoting content on SNS (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; Ryan & 

Xenos, 2011). Here, Facebook gratifies the narcissistic needs to engage in self-promoting 

and superficial behavior (Ryan & Xenos, 2011). Recent studies have demonstrated that 

narcissists are more inclined to utilize selective self-presentation behaviors like posting 

edited pictures of themselves (Fox & Rooney, 2015). Since user generated audience 

segmentation functions like Friend List make self-promoting easier, it is expected that 

higher levels of narcissism will increase Friend List adoption. Thus, the following is 

hypothesized: 

Hypothesis 4: Adopters of Friend List will have higher levels of narcissism 

than non-adopters. 

INTERNET SELF-EFFICACY  

Internet self-efficacy (ISE) is defined as an individual’s “confidence in their 

ability to successfully understand, navigate, and evaluate content online” (Daugherty, 

Eastin & Gangadharbatla 2005, p. 71). ISE influences whether or not and how often users 
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adopt new technology (LaRose, Mastro & Eastin, 2001). ISE can also be extended to 

SNS. Research by Gangadharbatla (2008) indicated that ISE was positively related to the 

attitudes towards SNS. Since audience segmentation is a functional part of SNS, it is 

reasonable to infer that ISE would influence the adoption of audience segmenting 

functions like Friend List. Recently, Kim and Glassman (2013) found that people tend to 

score higher ISE in Facebook communication because related tasks on Facebook are 

relatively simple, compared to other tasks like launching a blog. But still, segmenting 

audience is more challenging than many common-used features on Facebook, such as 

uploading pictures and posting a status (Kim & Glassman, 2013). Given this, it is 

predicted that ISE will be positively related to Friend List adoption. 

Hypothesis 5: Adopters of Friend List will have higher levels of ISE than 

non-adopters. 
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Methods 

SAMPLE 

An online survey utilizing Qualtrics software was posted on the “Human 

Intelligence Task (HIT)” website on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (AMT) platform. This 

convenient sample pool has been validated as a reliable source of participants for social 

science study (Paolacci, Chandler & Ipeirotis, 2010; Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling, 

2011). The prerequisites for inclusion in the study were: first, participants have to be 18 

years old or above; and second, they must have used Facebook. Respondents were able to 

preview the description of the study, the criteria for participation, the compensation 

structure and the estimated length of time necessary to complete the survey. Based on an 

examination of the best practices on AMT, the compensation rate was established at 15 

cents. Over a 7-day period, 100 participants completed the online questionnaire.  

Of the individuals who finished the survey, 46% were males and 54% females. 

Most respondents (72%) fell into the age group 18-45 and the rest were over 45 years old. 

The majority of respondents were White (74%), followed by Black or African American 

(10%), Hispanic or Latino (8%), and Asian (5%). For income, 37% of participants had 

annual salaries under $25,000 and 34% earned an annual salary of $25,001-$50,000, 

followed by $50,001-$75,000 (20%), $75,001-$100,000(6%) and $100,001 above (3%). 

Of these 100 participants, only 58 had used Friend List on Facebook and the number of 

non-adopters is 42. 
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MEASURES 

The questionnaire comprised of five sections that assessed: (1) Internet self-

efficacy; (2) privacy concerns and privacy control behaviors; (3) Machiavellianism; (4) 

self-monitoring and (5) narcissism. Participants were categorized as Friend List adopters 

and non-adopters, by answering whether they had used Facebook’s Friend List. The 

detailed measurement information is presented as follows. 

Internet self-efficacy. Internet self-efficacy (ISE) assessed “the belief in one's 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of Internet actions required to produce given 

attainments” (Hsu & Chiu, 2004, p 369). Using measures established by Eastin, LaRose 

(2004) and Kim and Glassman (2014) as guides, eight items were used to test the Internet 

self-efficacy on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (score = 

1) to “strongly agree” (score = 7) (M=5.06, SD=1.24, α=.91 ). 

Privacy. The privacy scale developed by Buchanan (2007) was adopted to gauge 

participants’ privacy related attitudes, concerns, general caution, and technological 

protection. Samples include: “are you concerned about online identity theft,” “are you 

concerned who might access your medical records electronically,” and “do you read 

license agreements fully before you agree to them”. Items were measured on a seven-

point Likert-type scale ranging from “never” (score =1) to “all the time” (score=5). 

(M=3.16, SD=.59, α= .79) 

Machiavellianism. Christie and Geis’s (1970) Machiavellianism scale was used 

for the current study. This scale comprises of three subscales: tactics, morality, and 

views, which were tested via a five-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” (score=1) 
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to “strongly agree” (score=5). Samples include: “One should take action only when sure 

it is morally right” and “most people forget more easily the death of a parent than the loss 

of their property” (M=2.79, SD=.44, α=.74 ). 

Self-monitoring. The self-monitoring scale was adopted from Snyder (1974). It 

consists of descriptions of self-monitoring with true or false choices. Survey participants 

had to denote whether the descriptions were accurate. Samples includes: “I find it hard to 

imitate the behavior of other people”, “I'm not always the person I appear to be”, etc. 

(M=.47, SD=.19, α= .79). 

Narcissism. Based on the study by Ames, Rose, Anderson, and Cameron (2006), 

sixteen pair statements were used to measure narcissism. Samples include: “I am no 

better or no worse than most people” versus “I think I am a special person” and “I like to 

be the center of attention” versus “I prefer to blend in with the crowd”. Respondents were 

required to choose the better description fit to their situation in each pair (M=.26, SD=.21, 

α=.78 ). 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20.0 was used to 

analyze the data. Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to test the 

hypotheses. Moreover, an independent T-test was used to check the difference between 

the groups with and without Friend List use experience. 
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Results 

H1 through H5 were tested with independent T-tests.  

 H1, testing the differences of privacy level (both concerns and behaviors) between 

adopters and non-adopters of Friend List, is not supported. There was no significant 

difference in the scores for adopters (M=3.18, SD=.59) and non-adopters (M=3.13, 

SD=.61) conditions; t(98)=.400, p>.05. These results suggest that whether adopting 

Friend List or not does not have an effect on privacy concerns and controls.  

 H2, testing whether there is a difference of Machiavellianism level between 

adopters and non-adopters of Friend List, is not supported. There was no significant 

difference in the scores for adopters (M=2.75, SD=.38) and non-adopters (M=2.85, 

SD=.49) conditions; t(73.655)=-1.056, p>.05. These results suggest that whether adopting 

Friend List or not does not have an effect on Machiavellianism.  

 Although it did approach significance, H3 was also not supported by the data. 

Here the data did not support a significant difference of self-monitoring levels between 

adopters and non-adopters of Friend List, t(72.733)=1.943, p=.056. There was no 

significant difference in the scores for adopters (M=.50, SD=.17) and non-adopters 

(M=.43, SD=.22) conditions. 

 H4, assuming there is a significant difference of narcissism levels between 

adopters and non-adopters of Friend List, is not supported. There was no significant 

difference in the scores for adopters (M=.30, SD=.21) and non-adopters (M=.22, SD=.20) 

conditions; t(98)=1.887, p>.05. These results suggest that whether adopting Friend List or 

not does not have an effect on narcissism.  
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 H5, assuming there is a significant difference of ISE levels between adopters and 

non-adopters of Friend List, is not supported. There was no significant difference in the 

scores for adopters (M=5.20, SD=1.17) and non-adopters (M=4.87, SD=1.32) conditions; 

t(98)=1.312, p>.05. These results suggest that whether adopting Friend List or not does 

not have an effect on ISE. 
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Table 1 Independent T-test Results 

 Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Internet Self-
efficacy 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.713 .401 1.312 98 .193 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  1.286 81.740 .202 

Privacy Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.027 .870 .400 98 .690 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  .397 86.139 .692 

Self-monitoring Equal 
variances 
assumed 

5.769 .018 2.032 98 .045 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  1.943 72.733 .056 

Narcissism Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.121 .292 1.887 98 .062 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  1.903 91.060 .060 

Machiavellianism Equal 
variances 
assumed 

6.963 .010 -1.102 98 .273 

Equal 
variances not 
assumed 

  -1.056 73.655 .294 
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Table 2 Group Statistics 

 

The above table (Table 2) presents the differences in mean scores in each of the five 

categories in the sample. It is noteworthy that non-adopters have higher mean Machiavellianism 

scores than adopters. 

  

 Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Machiavellianism 
Adopters 58 2.7514 .38193 .05015 

Non-adopters 42 2.8484 .49879 .07697 

Narcissism 
Adopters 58 .2953 .21228 .02787 

Non-adopters 42 .2158 .20156 .03110 

Self-monitoring 
Adopters 58 .5047 .16687 .02191 

Non-adopters 42 .4257 .22171 .03421 

Privacy concerns 
and control 

Adopters 58 3.1786 .58665 .07703 

Non-adopters 42 3.1301 .61323 .09462 

Internet Self-
efficacy 

Adopters 58 5.1959 1.16779 .15334 

Non-adopters 42 4.8680 1.32033 .20373 
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Discussion 

The study attempts to explain how adopters and non-adopters of user generated audience 

segmenting are different in terms of Internet self-efficacy, privacy concerns and control and 

personal traits of narcissism, Machiavellianism and self-monitoring. However, the data failed to 

find significant differences between adopters and non-adopters for any of the variables. Possible 

reasons are explicated as follows. 

Counterintuitive at first sight, privacy scores were not significantly different between 

groups with and without Friend List use experience. However, the result is consistent with 

previous research findings where no significant relationship was found between social media 

consumers’ concern about unwanted audiences and their information revelation on Facebook 

(Young & Quan-Haase, 2009). Potential explanations can be that people with high privacy 

concerns choose other measures to control privacy instead of segmenting their audience. For 

example, they could censor the information and control revelation by themselves before posting 

messages. One other explanation is the “Privacy Paradox” of Internet use (Barnes, 2006), which 

shows how those most concerned with privacy are often the most active Internet users, because 

their desire to participate overrides the behaviors necessary to facilitate privacy. It is also 

possible that users worry more about strangers violating privacy rather than Facebook friends 

doing so (Acquisti & Gross, 2006). Facebook friends are not complete strangers, given previous 

studies show online relationships are usually the extension of offline relationships (Lampe, 
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Ellison & Steinfield, 2006). That is, users are more likely to block their entire profiles from 

strangers instead of adopting audience segmentation tools on friends and acquaintances.  

Machiavellianism between the two groups was not significantly different. Interestingly, 

among the sample, non-adopters possess higher levels of Machiavellianism than adopters, which 

is contrary to the hypothesis. One implication is that people with higher levels of 

Machiavellianism are self-oriented as opposed to other-oriented (Ickes, Reihead & Patterson, 

1986). In other words, they stick to their personal goals and are not easily be influenced by 

others and social norms. However, using audience segmenting functions, like the Friend List, is 

other-oriented behavior. Machiavellians do not care very much about catering to others or 

meeting others’ expectations. In this way, people with high levels of Machiavellianism may not 

spend much time tailoring self-images to be socially acceptable.  

Differences of self-monitoring levels approached significance (p=.056). Given self-

monitoring is the construct that most closely associated with image management, the result is 

beyond expectation. One speculation is that people with higher levels of self-monitoring have 

already been efficient in image management in face-to-face communication and therefore they 

do not rely on technical functions online to manage specific presentations. However, it is 

suggested to re-conduct the test with a larger sample to perhaps detect a small statistical effect. 

There was no significant difference for narcissism between the groups with and without 

Friend List use experience. One explanation is that a trait such as extraversion interferes with the 
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relationship between narcissism and Friend List use. Since narcissism is associated with a high 

degree of extraversion (Miller & Campbell, 2008; Paulhus & Williams, 2002) and extraversion 

predicts many aspects of SNS usage (Moore & McElroy, 2012; Amichai-Hamburger and 

Vinitzky, 2010; Ryan and Xenos, 2011), controlling extraversion is necessary to investigate the 

relationship between narcissism and audience segmenting tools.  

ISE scores between the two groups are not significantly different. A possible reason is 

that audience segmenting function like Friend List is not complicated enough to distinguish 

between those with high and low ISE. It is especially true if we consider that Facebook has 

improved this function and made it easier to apply. “Smart list” was added to Friend List 

function (Tow, 2011) to enable automatic compiling of Friend Lists based on commonly held 

joined groups. Those improvements probably lowered the threshold of ISE to adopt Friend List, 

which can decrease the impact of ISE.  
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Conclusion 

This study has many limitations. First of all, it adopted quantitative methods rather than 

qualitative methods to investigate motivations and gratifications. Given the exploratory nature of 

the study, it would probably yield more insights if open-ended interviews were used. It is likely 

that some motivations of user generated segmenting of audiences are not included in our 

measures. Future research should extend this study through in-depth interviews. 

Secondly, the survey was conducted in the form of online self-report, suggesting 

questionable authenticity of responses. It is possible there are discrepancies between people’s 

reports of behaviors and real behaviors. To reduce the gap, more objective measures should be 

combined, such as the adoption rate of Friend List on Facebook.  

Thirdly, the convenient sample used in this study might have rendered the results to be 

biased. Although this study attempted to solicit a diverse sample, participants were 

disproportionally Caucasian (74%, N =74) and reported a relatively lower income (71%, N=74 

under the annual salaries of $50,000). This is particularly problematic because several of the 

variables like ISE and privacy (including both privacy control and concern) are likely to be 

correlated with demographic differences in these groups.  

The survey also failed to take into account that no knowledge of Friend List might be a 

reason for no adoption. To distinguish people who are aware of Friend List’s existence with 
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people unaware among non-adopters is important because passive non-adopters provide limited 

insight into the motivations for active adoption of audience segmentation tools. 

The binary measures of self-monitoring and narcissism is problematic. Although these 

measures were validated to be reliable, binary data, compared to ordinal data like five-point 

Likert cales, is problematic when dealing with a relatively small sample, such as the one in this 

study.  

In sum, a qualitative pretest and a large and random sample should be used to reach 

reliable and validated results. More importantly, people with no awareness of audience 

segmenting tools like Friend List, should be excluded from the sample pool.  

However, this study is among the earliest research investigating the control of audience 

accessibility on “we media,” a form of communication in which the production of content is 

controlled by individual consumers. Despite the significant limitations the study provided some 

potentially useful findings. First, Machiavellianism was revealed to be higher among non-

adopters than adopters. This result sets a possible direction for future studies to confirm—

Machiavellians take less effort in user generated audience segmentation online. Other possible 

questions can also be unfolded as “do Machiavellians manage their images only when it serves 

their self-directed goals”. Moreover, the study of self-monitoring might be an entry point to 

break into the behavior of user generated audience segmentation. Overall, although this study 

was exploratory in nature and focused on one specific feature, it offers insights that might aid our 
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ongoing understanding of the use of audience segmenting tools by individuals publishing content 

online, and suggests directions for future research in this domain. 
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Appendix: Online Questionnaire  

1. Have you used Facebook? 
Yes 
No 

2. Have you ever used “Friend List” function (a tool segmenting your audience of the 
content you send out) on Facebook? 
• Yes 
• No 

3. Your Age: 
• 18~25 
• 26~35 
• 36~45 
• 46~55 
• 55~65 
• 66 and above 

4. Your Gender: 
• Female 
• Male 

5. Your Ethnicity: 
• Hispanic or Latino 
• American Indian or Alaska Native 
• Asian 
• Black or African American 
• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
• White 
• Other 

6. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If you are 
currently enrolled, please specify the highest degree received. 
• High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (e.g: GED) or below 
• Some college credit, no degree 
• Trade/technical/vocational training 
• Associate's degree 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree 
• Professional degree 
• Doctorate degree or above 

7. What is your annual salary (including bonuses and commissions) in U.S. dollars? 
• $0 - $25,000 
• $25,001 - $50,000 
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• $50,001 - $75,000 
• $75,001 - $100,000 
• $100,001 - $125,000 
• $125,001 - $150,000 
• $150,001 - $175,000 
• $175,001 - $200,000 
• $200,001+ 

 
Read each pair of statements below and place an “X” by the one that comes closest 
to describing your feelings and beliefs about yourself. You may feel that neither 
statement describes you well, but pick the one that comes closest. Please complete all 
pairs. 
8. I really like to be the center of attention   

It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention   
9. I am no better or no worse than most people 

I think I am a special person 
10. Everybody likes to hear my stories   

Sometimes I tell good stories   
11. I usually get the respect that I deserve   

I insist upon getting the respect that is due me   
12. I don't mind following orders   

I like having authority over people   
13. I am going to be a great person 

I hope I am going to be successful 
14. People sometimes believe what I tell them   

I can make anybody believe anything I want them to   
15. I expect a great deal from other people   

I like to do things for other people   
16. I like to be the center of attention   

I prefer to blend in with the crowd   
17. I am much like everybody else   

I am an extraordinary person   
18. I always know what I am doing   

Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing 
19. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people   

I find it easy to manipulate people   
20. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me   

People always seem to recognize my authority 
21. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so   

When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed   
22. I try not to be a show off   

I am apt to show off if I get the chance   
23. I am more capable than other people   
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There is a lot that I can learn from other people 
 
Please identify your frequency of behavior described below on a five-point scale: 
(Never—Rarely—Sometimes—Often--All the Time) 
24. Do you shred/burn your personal documents when you are disposing of them? 
25. Do you hide your bank card PIN number when using cash machines/making 

purchases? 
26. Do you only register for websites that have a privacy policy? 
27. Do you read a website’s privacy policy before you register your information? 
28. Do you look for a privacy certification on a website before you register your 

information? 
29. Do you read license agreements fully before you agree to them? 
30. Technical Protection: 
31. Do you watch for ways to control what people send you online (such as check boxes 

that allow you to opt-in or opt-out of certain offers)? 
32. Do you remove cookies? 
33. Do you use a pop up window blocker? 
34. Do you check your computer for spy ware? 
35. Do you clear your browser history regularly? 
36. Do you block messages/emails from someone you do not want to hear from? 
37. In general, how concerned are you about your privacy while you are using the 

internet? 
38. Are you concerned about online organisations not being who they claim they are? 
39. Are you concerned that you are asked for too much personal information when you 

register or make online purchases? 
40. Are you concerned about online identity theft? 
41. Are you concerned about people online not being who they say they are? 
42. Are you concerned that information about you could be found on an old computer? 
43. Are you concerned who might access your medical records electronically? 
44. Are you concerned about people you do not know obtaining personal information 

about you from your online activities? 
45. Are you concerned that an email you send someone may be inappropriately 

forwarded to others? 
46. Are you concerned that an email you send someone may be printed out in a place 

where others could see it? 
47. Are you concerned that if you use your credit card to buy something on the internet 

your credit card number will obtained/intercepted by someone else? 
48. Are you concerned that if you use your credit card to buy something on the internet 

your card will be mischarged? 
49. Are you concerned that an email you send may be read by someone else besides the 

person you sent it to? 
50. Are you concerned that a computer virus could send out emails in your name? 
51. Are you concerned about emails you receive not being from whom they say they are? 
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52. Are you concerned that an email containing a seemingly legitimate internet address 
may be fraudulent? 

 
Please indicate how much do you agree or disagree with each statement on a seven-
point scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
53. I feel confident understanding terms/words relating to Internet hardware. 
54. I feel confident understanding terms/words relating to Internet software. 
55. I feel confident describing functions of Internet hardware. 
56. I feel confident trouble shooting Internet problems. 
57. I feel confident explaining why a task will not run on the Internet. 
58. I feel confident Using the Internet to gather data. 
59. I feel confident confident learning advanced skills within a specific Internet program. 
60. I feel confident turning to an on-line discussion group when help is needed. 
61. I can use social networking sites as an effective way of connecting with others 
62. I can be very effective communicating using social networking sites like Facebook 
63. I can use the Internet to find good information about topics that are important to me 
 
Please identify whether the following statements describe you correctly or not by 
choosing "True" or "False" 
64. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people.  
65. My behavior is usually an expression of my true inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs. 
66. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will 

like.  
67. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe.  
68. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 

information. 
69. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 
70. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behavior of others 

for cues. 
71. I would probably make a good actor. 
72. I rarely seek the advice of my friends to choose movies, books, or music. 
73. I sometimes appear to others to be experiencing deeper emotions than I actually am. 
74. I laugh more when I watch a comedy with others than when alone. 
75. In groups of people, I am rarely the center of attention. 
76. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different 

persons. 
77. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 
78. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having a good time. 
79. I'm not always the person I appear to be. 
80. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone 

else or win their favor. 
81. I have considered being an entertainer.  
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82. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people expect me to be rather 
than anything else. 

83. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. 
84. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. 
85. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 
86. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite as well as I should. 
87. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 
88. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 
 
Please indicate how much do you agree or disagree with each statement on five-
point scales (strongly disagree—disagree—neutral—agree—strongly agree) 
89. Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble. 
90. Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean moral lives. 
91. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will come out when 

they are given a chance. 
92. One should take action only when sure it is morally right. 
93. Generally speaking, people won’t work hard unless they’re forced to do so. 
94. It is wise to flatter important people. 
95. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there. 
96. People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of being put 

painlessly to death. 
97. Most people are brave. 
98. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear. 
99. The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that criminals are 

stupid enough to get caught. 
100. Honesty is the best policy in all cases. 
101. Barnum was very wrong when he said there’s a sucker born every minute. 
102. Most people are basically good and kind. 
103. When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons 

for wanting it rather than giving reasons which might carry more weight. 
104. It is possible to be good in all respects. 
105. Most people forget more easily the death of a parent than the loss of their property. 
106. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to do so. 
107. There is no excuse for lying to someone else. 
108. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest. 
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