FACEBOOK AS A FACILITATOR OF ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTIFICATION
IN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES: EXPLORING RELATIONSHIPS
AMONG EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, STUDENT TENURE, AND

INTERACTION WITH MULTIPLE ORGANIZATIONAL TARGETS

by

Aimee R. Lau

A Dissertation Submitted
in Partial Fulfillment of the

Requirements for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

in Communication

at
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

May 2013



ABSTRACT
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by
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Potential uses for Facebook are frequently studied in scholarly literature. To date, much
of this research focuses on varied social uses available to Facebook members. More
recently, scholars have turned to potential academic uses of Facebook, and more
generally, how Facebook might be used in educational institutions such as colleges and
universities. Each college and university is a unique organization and it is likely that each
one uses Facebook in a variety of different ways. However, consistent to all colleges and
universities is the goal of creating strong levels of identification between the student and
the school so as to form connections between institutional members. This dissertation
provides an exploratory investigation to examine how students’ interactions with
universities on Facebook efforts might facilitate identification with the school as well as
with various subgroups or targets (i.e. students, faculty, staff, major, alumni) within the
institution. The researcher collected data from 343 participants. Frequency of Facebook
access was not linked to identification; rather, data indicated that the number of Facebook

friends also present at the same school was a useful predictor of student levels of



identification. The institution at which a student was enrolled moderated the relationship
between several predictor variables and identification. Specifically, institution moderated
a positive relationship between one type of information sought on Facebook (religious
communication) and identification and a negative relationship between two types of
information sought on Facebook (student-to-student communication, student-to-faculty
communication) and identification. Further, results indicate that students identify
differently with various college and university targets, as the type of information sought
on Facebook ranged across institutional targets. Facebook is a powerful tool for
connecting with students, but additional longitudinal research is necessary to better

understand how Facebook helps develop identification at colleges and universities.
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CHAPTER ONE — INTRODUCTION

Since its inception in 2004, Facebook has been a focus for a range of
organizational and educational studies as scholars grapple with the varied tools and
opportunities Facebook offers for communication (Ahlgvist, Back, Heinonen, &
Halonen, 2010; Kirkpatrick, 2010; Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb, Herman, & Witty, 2010).
One organizational context gaining considerable scholarly attention is the educational
setting with much of the research focus directed towards how colleges and universities
are utilizing Facebook (Madge, Meek, Wellens, & Hooley, 2009; Mazer, Murphy, &
Simonds, 2009; Selwyn, 2009). Indeed, Facebook saturation levels among college
students are at an all-time high, with numerous institutions reporting upwards of 90% of
their student population claiming membership (Selwyn, 2009). Farrow and Yuan (2011)
argue that Facebook interactions influence charitable giving and volunteer behaviors
among college alumni, suggesting that connections to colleges and universities via
Facebook are not only maintained while attending classes, but also post-graduation as
students pursue their varied careers. What is yet unknown is how the initial connections
to Facebook are made as students are researching and attempting to gain entrance into
post-secondary educational institutions. It is clear, however, that social media
connections through Facebook are being forged while attending college, and being
maintained as students leave the university (Farrow & Yuan, 2011; Selwyn, 2009).

Organizational identification is a concept that describes how individuals
experience connections to, and belonging with, another person, group, or organization

(Cheney, 1983). Numerous researchers (Brown, 1969; Kelman, 1958; Mael & Ashforth,



1992) argue that a sense of belonging is necessary for organizational identification to
develop and increase. Additional research suggests online communication can contribute
to organizational identification (Postmes, Lea, & Spears, 1998; Rock, Pratt, & Northcraft,
2002; Scott & Timmerman, 1999). Thatcher and Zhu (2006) assert that a combination of
interaction styles (online and face-to-face) contribute to a more effective development of
organizational identity. As previous research suggests that combinations of media
promote increased levels of identification, organizational media choices become even
more important factors in creating and maintaining individuals’ levels of organizational
connectedness.

Organizational socialization provides the connection from Facebook to
organizational identification, allowing educational institutions to reach out to students
through a popular medium already immersed in students’ day-to-day lives. Socialization
is the process by which an individual learns how to become a part of and function within
a particular organization (Elkin & Handel, 1989; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).
Facebook, which is highly integrated into students’ day-to-day communication, is well
positioned as a potential tool of socialization (Barkhuus & Tashiro, 2010). Educational
institutions, recognizing the value of Facebook as a tool for interaction with students, are
now offering more information, encouraging communication among newly admitted
freshmen prior to arriving on campus, coordinating activities, and generally conducting
more interactions via Facebook (Damast, 2008; Farrell, 2006; Halter, 2010; Rizenthaler,
Stanton, & Rickard, 2009).

The goal of this dissertation is to understand how the use of Facebook contributes

to students’ level of identification with their college/university. The remainder of this



first chapter begins with a review of extant literature focusing on Facebook, educational
institutions, organizational identification, and organizational socialization. Organizational
variables including type of educational institution and length of tenure at the school are
discussed as potential moderators of relationship between Facebook use and student
identification. Specifically, this study examines how behavioral patterns of Facebook use
and types of information sought on Facebook predict student identification as well as
how student tenure at a school and type of the institution moderate those relationships.
Lastly, this study also attempts to determine whether these relationships and moderators
may be more closely tied with organizational identification with certain identification
targets.

The second chapter describes the methods used for completing the current study.
To obtain a representative sample of student Facebook users, the researcher collected
data at three schools including a small, private liberal arts college, a medium-sized public
comprehensive university, and a large public research university. Participants received an
email with a link to an online survey that included measures of Facebook to assess
patterns of behavior and information sought on Facebook, organizational identification
(Mael & Ashforth, 1992), organizational socialization, student tenure, and institution.
The dissertation concludes with discussion of the findings from the investigation to
situate the results within the extant literature and highlight implications for theory and

practice.



LITERATURE REVIEW

Social Media and Social Networking

Popularized in part due to the initial widespread adoption of MySpace and
Facebook, social media and social networking continue to grow in use and functionality.
Social networking sites are sites that include three key elements — a constructed profile in
a contained system, the ability to indicate other users/members with whom an individual
maintains a connection, and the ability to look at connections between others (Boyd &
Ellison, 2007). In addition to the three elements comprising a social networking site,
there are three essential components necessary to the success of a social networking site
including content, community, and Web 2.0 (Ahlgvist et al., 2000). Of vital relevance to
social media is the capability to create communities around user-created content and to be
able to share content with other individuals. Web 2.0 is a term used to describe the
development of digital technologies for social media to be effective.

Current statistics about Facebook indicate that there are over one billion active
users, more than doubling active membership numbers of 400 million users from 2010,
with 50% of these members checking their Facebook accounts on a daily basis (Corbett,
2008; Facebook statistics, 2012; Kirkpatrick, 2010; Sheldon, 2008; Stein & Taylor,
2007). A study conducted by the Educause Center for Applied Research (ECAR)
indicated 95.1% of 18-19 year olds and 92.8% of 20-24 year olds use social networking
sites (Salaway, Caruso, & Nelson, 2008). Overall, 85.2% of student respondents ages 18
to 30 and older used social networking sites, and of that 85.2%, nine of ten individuals
chose to utilize Facebook as their main social networking site. In the general population,

there has been a 276% increase in Facebook users between the ages of 35 and 54



(Corbett, 2009). The exponential growth of individual membership on Facebook in eight
years of existence is significant and shows little sign of slowing down.

Much of the previous research that has focused on Facebook explores the social
nature of this particular social networking site. Scholars are beginning to acknowledge
additional Facebook functionalities of and motivations for use, including the potential for
enhancing educational experiences. Madge et al. (2009) found most students used
Facebook for social reasons, though some academic exchanges emerged as students
attempted to settle themselves into their courses and everyday college life. Participants
report that they use Facebook for informal academic interactions, such as coordinating
group project work, assignment revisions, class work questions, and setting up study
group times Similarly, Roblyer et al. (2010) found that social uses were more prevalent,
yet faculty and students were beginning to utilize Facebook for educational purposes such
as communicating about course projects. Although Facebook touts itself merely as “a
social utility that connects you with the people around you,” colleges and universities are
beginning to discover and make the most of the social functions for educational and
organizational purposes (Kirkpatrick, 2010, p. 312).

Facebook and education research. Facebook has been studied in the educational
context (Mazer et al., 2009; Mazer, Murphy, & Simonds, 2007; Roblyer et al., 2010;
Sturgeon & Walker, 2009). Recently, researchers are focused on two important kinds of
academic interactions: student-to-student and student-to-faculty. Previous research in
face-to-face settings suggests college student peer interaction as well as support obtained
from other individuals significant to the college environment (i.e. teachers) influences

student persistence and retention (Braxton, 2000b). Knowing this, and understanding



Facebook’s value for facilitating the integration of online/offline interactions (Ledbetter,
Mazer, DeGroot, Meyer, Mao, & Swafford, 2011), it is important to study and evaluate
the potential effectiveness of Facebook to positively influence student-to-student and
student-to-faculty academic interactions.

Student-to-student academic interaction. A first category of extant research that
focuses on the effects of Facebook in educational settings is oriented toward
understanding student-to-student communication. Selwyn (2009) conducted a content
analysis of 909 undergraduate student Facebook pages, and found five major academic
themes emerging in daily wall postings. First, students regularly employed Facebook to
reflect on university experiences such as lectures, library visits, or interactions with
teaching staff. Second, students exchanged practical information including scheduling,
class locations, and assignment deadlines. A third major theme focused on sharing
academic information such as intellectual expectations in class, exam content
speculations, and posting bibliographic database search results on another student’s page.
Within this theme, Selwyn highlighted two graduate students successfully utilizing
Facebook to recruit participants for dissertation research. Fourth, students often sought
moral support from fellow classmates with respect to course-related demands. Finally,
banter emerged as the fifth theme, where students often exchanged sarcastic course-
related comments or engaged in self-deprecating humor. Selwyn’s study provides a
valuable springboard for future academic Facebook research, demonstrating students’
willingness to take advantage of Facebook functions for academic purposes.

Madge et al. (2009) found that although most students still use Facebook for

social reasons, some academic exchanges emerged as students attempted to settle



themselves into their courses and everyday college life. Participants indicated utilizing
Facebook for informal academic interactions, such as coordinating group project work,
assignment revisions, class work questions, and setting up study group times. When
asked about employing Facebook for formal classroom teaching purposes, 43%
disagreed, indicating Facebook is a social networking site, and should be utilized for
social purposes. However, 53% viewed academic Facebook use more positively, even
making suggestions about methods by which teachers could engage students. Student
suggestions included posting college notices on Facebook, setting up a Facebook group
page to assist students with exams or revisions, and creating a Facebook page for each
individual degree area. Seemingly, students view academic exchanges on Facebook as
acceptable, provided strict boundaries are maintained between social and academic
purposes.

Prior to Selwyn (2009) and Madge et al.’s (2009) research, Karlin (2007)
documented students utilizing Facebook to discuss specific assignments with other
Facebook friends. In her discussion of a National School Board Association study, Karlin
pointed to results indicating nearly 60% of students converse about education in general
and more than 50% talk about specific homework assignments in online environments.
Indeed, already in 2007, the NSBA suggested use of social networking sites was an
emerging trend, as data indicated approximately 20% of school districts create and
maintain wikis for classroom use. In a more recent study, Roblyer et al. (2010) admits
that although social uses remain more common, students continue to demonstrate an open

mind regarding instructional Facebook use.



Faculty on Facebook. Faculty also use Facebook and studies have examined how
this impacts professor-student relationships. Mazer et al. (2009) suggest professors gain
credibility and increased levels of immediacy by interacting with students through
Facebook. Mazer et al. (2007) argue Facebook serves stronger affective, not instrumental,
purposes in educational settings, providing needed emotional support to students.
However, Hewitt and Forte (2006) argue that not all students appreciate faculty presence
on Facebook, expressing expectations of profile privacy and concern regarding potential
academic retribution if faculty members observe student social activities (i.e. drinking,
partying) outside the classroom. All three studies utilized undergraduate research
participants, though participants in Hewitt and Forte’s (2006) study attended a mid-sized
research university as compared to Mazer et al.’s two samples drawn from a large
Midwestern research university. Institution may influence results, as Facebook may
facilitate building of relational connections at a large university, reducing student
perceptions of being simply a number among thousands of other students. Alternatively,
it is possible students at smaller institutions view faculty presence on Facebook as a way
of tracking student behavior outside classroom walls.

Academic Facebook use between students and faculty may influence overall
perceptions of classroom climate. Sturgeon and Walker (2009) discovered a connection
between faculty Facebook use and student academic performance, suggesting
“relationships built on Facebook between students and faculty can make for a more open
line of communication, resulting in a better learning environment and more student
engagement in the classroom” (p. 11). Results from Mazer et al.’s (2007) study indicated

higher levels of faculty disclosure could facilitate a more positive classroom climate as



well as potential for increased levels of motivation. These findings led Mazer and
colleagues to assert more disclosures may result in students perceiving similarities
between themselves and the instructor, and potentially impact classroom immediacy.

Faculty disclosures on Facebook may not always positively influence the learning
environment. Young (2009) cites an example of a professor disclosing “she had just
consulted an online encyclopedia (Wikipedia) entry to prepare for her class the next day”
and wondered “if parents would be upset...if they knew that certain professors were
looking up stuff on Wikipedia” (p. 55). This status update, intended for a small group of
friends, was actually posted at a privacy setting where anyone at the college could view
the entry. Faculty Facebook disclosures may improve classroom climate and immediacy,
but the potential for unintended disclosures may lead to damage to personal reputations
and loss of credibility.

Although previous studies indicate that Facebook usage is chiefly social in nature,
recent efforts signal a migration towards educational uses of Facebook (Madge et al.,
2009; Roblyer et al., 2010). Both faculty and students are beginning to explore potential
educational options on Facebook, despite the tendency of higher education faculty to lag
behind in the adoption of technological innovations (Allen & Seaman, 2008). Previous
research suggests there are some drawbacks to interacting on Facebook, such as questions
of credibility (Young, 2009) and student perception of faculty intrusion into their
personal lives (Hewitt & Forte, 2006). As is important with any new technology, scholars
need to consider potential shortcomings as well as appraise overall organizational

contributions of Facebook to the educational environment.
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Organizational Identification

Facebook is a tool that allows individuals to connect with one another, groups,
and organizations. Identification is a concept describing how people associate themselves
with other persons, groups, or organizations (Cheney, 1983). Origins of the concept of
identification stem from works of Kenneth Burke, potentially as early as 1931 (Day,
1960). At times referred to as the “rhetoric of identification,” Burke suggests
participation in a group cannot be obtained any other way than through identification
(Burke, 1937). Cheney (1983) adapts Burke’s ideas for the study of organizational
communication, explaining how organizations use various communicative tactics to
encourage members to adopt institutional interests, goals, and/or values. Contributions
from both scholars factor into development of the organizational identification construct.

Kelman (1958) argues organizational identification occurs when individuals
accept “influence from an organization because he/she wants to establish or maintain a
satisfying self-defining relationship to another person or group” (p. 53). To achieve
identification, individuals adopt specific behaviors because those behaviors are associated
with the institution. Continued adoption results in continued or increased levels of
identification. Withdrawal or rejection of values and behaviors leads to decreasing levels
of identification.

Identification has four defining characteristics (Brown, 1969; Kelman, 1958).
First, organizational identification is associated with notions of institutional membership.
An individual must feel a sense of belonging to an institution. Next, an individual’s role
within an institution impacts identification. In other words, the position an individual

holds is relevant to how he/she experiences organizational identification. Third, Brown
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highlights a “predictive potential,” suggesting “certain aspects of performance,
motivation to work, spontaneous contribution, and other related outcomes” are linked to
level of identification (p. 364). Finally, organizational identification researchers suggest
that certain assumptions can be made regarding individual motivating factors. Level of
identification with an organization relates to personal values and goals.

It is important to differentiate organizational identification from organizational
commitment. Mael and Ashforth (1992) maintain identification relates to individual
perceptions of being linked with an organization. Accordingly, they define organizational
identification as “the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization in
which the individual defines himself or herself in terms of the organization in which he or
she is a member” (p. 105). Although they provide this definition, Mael and Ashforth
caution against confusing organizational identification with organizational commitment,
arguing the former often propagates the latter. Both organizational identification and
organizational commitment relate to individual attitudes toward an organization (Gautam,
Dick, & Wagner, 2004); however, organizational identification is a feeling of connection
to an institution while organizational commitment relates to institutional dedication. For
example, a student may attend an undergraduate institution and because of their positive
experiences at that school, decide to continue additional educational pursuits (e.g.
graduate studies) at another institution. This student could perceive and maintain a strong
connection to the first school while being fully dedicated to studies at the second school.
The first school would be an example of organizational identification; the second school

would be an example of organizational commitment.
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Additionally, formation of organizational identification and organizational
commitment depend on different sources to develop. Identification is based on personal
perceptions of one’s perceived similarity to an organization. Individuals who identify
with their respective organizations have self-images similar to organizational image and
value (Cheney, 1983). Commitment is indicative of an individual’s desire to maintain
membership in a particular organization (Gautam et al., 2004). For example, a student
may choose a college because of perceived similarities in personal and institutional
educational goals (identification) and then choose to stay to complete a degree for a
variety of other reasons, such interactions with fellow organizational members, academic
rigor, and ability of graduates to obtain jobs after graduation. Organizational
identification and organizational commitment are often inextricably linked, but remain
separate concepts.

Consistent across all aforementioned definitions of organizational identification is
the sense of belonging to an institution. In order to identify with an organization, an
individual must perceive a connection to individuals within and/or the overall
organization. For this study, Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) definition is utilized. Their
definition provides a general classification of organizational identification, allowing for
parsimonious application across organizational contexts.

Organizational Identification and Communication Technology

The application of organizational identification to communication technologies
such as Facebook creates new questions for organizational scholars. Do online
technologies used by organizations enhance identification? Do online technologies

detract from the development of identification? Evolving organizational and online
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environments can influence communication structures previously created to facilitate
identification among organizational members (Thatcher & Zhu, 2006). Currently,
communication scholars are divided on the influence of virtual communication on
organizational identification (Postmes et al., 1998; Rock & Pratt, 2002; Scott, 2007).

Some scholars have expressed concern about increased virtual communication in
a variety of organization types, suggesting that fewer opportunities for face-to-face
contact can result in lower levels of identification. Daft and Lengel’s (1986) theory of
media richness implies that virtual media are less-suited for facilitating feelings of
personal connection that are vital to identification. Rock and Pratt (2002) suggest
employees who work remotely may feel more isolated than employees who are
collocated. Additionally, scholars cite concern regarding distance education students,
questioning the level of identification students experience fully separate of the physical
campus (White, 2009). Concerns about presence and face-to-face contact are legitimate
issues for organizations to consider as they move forward to integrate more opportunities
for virtual communication.

Not all scholars agree that online media reduce identification, however, as some
suggest that virtual communication can enhance individual levels of organizational
identification. Postmes et al. (1998) assert online communication in purely virtual teams
facilitates higher levels of identification. A lack of nonverbal cues, which would
otherwise make individuating characteristics more visible, contributes to more rapid
deindividuation for group members, and resulting in quicker identification. Rock, Pratt,
and Northcraft (2002) found more advantages for virtual groups using leaner media than

collocated groups utilizing richer and varied media channels. Scott (2007), however,
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argues the necessity of additional scholarship investigating virtual groups, as many
studies arbitrarily put participants into groups to evaluate interactions with little
consideration for the impact of a lack of interaction history among group members.
Timmerman and Madhavapeddi (2008) agree, asserting that the more knowledge
individuals have about their communication partners, the richer the perception of shared
interactions.

Recent scholarship focusing on telework highlights the advantages and
disadvantages of virtual and face-to-face communication for identification levels between
individuals. Telework is a work arrangement that allows employees to spend part of the
time collocated and part of the time working at a remote location via communicative
media and technologies (Baruch, 2001). Scott and Timmerman (1999) found participants
who engaged in part-time telework demonstrated higher levels of organizational
identification than did individuals who spent a majority of their time teleworking or a
majority of their time not teleworking at all. Fonner and Roloff (2012) studied the
‘paradox of connectivity’ afforded by communicative media, which simultaneously
allows for increased social presence, but also increases potential for interruptions from
coworkers. Findings indicated that perceptions of social presence increased levels of
identification, but interruptions from coworkers resulted in a negative relationship with
identification. Results from both studies suggest that there are benefits to utilizing online
communication technologies, but there are also disadvantages to engaging virtually as
well.

As new and updated communication technologies emerge, organizations are

tasked with the challenges of adopting, adapting to, and embracing these new ways of
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communicating. One of these technologies, Facebook, changed the speed with which
relationships could be formed and facilitated over vast distances. In a matter of hours,
hundreds of individuals can go online, identify with a cause, connect with other like-
minded individuals, and mobilize members to act (Kirkpatrick, 2010). Many
organizations are capitalizing on these new communication technologies. However,
changing communicative environments can influence identification among organizational
members (Thatcher & Zhu, 2006). Like many organizations, educational institutions are
confronted with these issues, maintaining pace with advancing technologies and working
to maintain identification with current members as well as creating identification with
hundreds of new students who are continuously joining the institution at the beginning of
each school year.

Educational institutions must discover ways to effectively navigate the virtuality
continuum, evaluating how much mediated communication will successfully enhance
student levels of identification. Choosing Facebook as a communicative tool to
supplement face-to-face communication and potentially improve student levels of
identification seems a highly relevant choice, as previous research demonstrates
Facebook saturation levels upwards of 90% in recent descriptions of participant
demographics (Selwyn, 2009). Selecting Facebook, however, is only the first step, as
there are many other organizational variables present that have the potential to influence
levels of identification. In order to fully capitalize on newer technologies, educational
institutions need to consider factors that may contribute to or detract from levels of

organizational identification.
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Organizational Identification in Educational Contexts

Extant research addressing organizational identification in educational contexts
highlights several variables contributing to levels of identification among individuals
associated with the college/university (Bullis & Bach, 1989; Caboni & Eiseman, 2003,
Drezner, 2009; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Porter, Hartman, and Johnson, 2011). Faculty
dedication, student socialization, and alumni donations to an educational institution are
just three examples of variables impacting identification and variables demonstrative of
the fact that identification is present among organizational members. To date, no research
incorporates Facebook as a variable influencing level of identification with or within a
college or university.

Many studies of identification in educational contexts highlight alumni donations
as evidence of institutional attachment. Mael and Ashforth (1992) found a positive
relationship between levels of identification and continued communication with the
school as well as monetary support through donations and recommendations to others to
enroll. Similarly, Caboni and Eiseman (2003) investigated levels of identification and
individual choice to support higher education with monetary gifts. Utilizing several
elements of Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) model of organizational identification, Caboni
and Eiseman sampled 234 alumni from a small, Catholic, liberal arts college to ascertain
relationships between perceived organizational prestige, perceived organizational
effectiveness, and institutional involvement in voluntary monetary support and
willingness to enroll one’s child at said institution. Results demonstrated that the number
of years since graduation and perceived organizational prestige impacted alumni

donations. Additionally, years since graduation, organizational prestige and
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organizational identification influence the choice to send one’s child to the parents’ alma
mater.

Alumni relationships and maintained levels of identification are vital to many
educational institutions’ welfare and continued existence. Porter et al. (2011) discovered
level of college identification mediated experiences while attending and decisions to
donate as an alumnus. Most significantly, level of involvement in student organizations
influenced choices to give and to participate in university sponsored promotions. Drezner
(2009) found student feelings of reciprocity, triggered by college scholarships or other
financial help, contributed to alumni choice to give back to the school through monetary
donations. Alumni indicated feeling responsibility to contribute to the legacy they had
experienced in order to help ensure that continued experience for future students.

Similar to undergraduate experiences, level of student identification is important
to positive graduate student experiences. White (2009) compared graduate student and
graduate assistant experiences to understand possible factors influencing socialization
and identification. Findings indicated students attending an institution for a bachelor’s
degree and a master’s degree demonstrated higher levels of identification than students
attending for only a master’s degree. Levels of identification did not differ for graduate
students and graduate assistants who had participated in a similar amount of socialization
experiences. Surprisingly, distance education students reported higher levels of
identification than students present on the physical campus. White suggests a sense of
disillusionment experienced by low identifiers, as highlighted by Bullis and Bach’s

(1989) study, may explain differences in level of identification. Distance education
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students spend less time on the physical campus, and may therefore be less exposed to
departmental issues and negative socialization experiences.

Bullis and Bach (1989) interviewed 28 masters’ and doctoral students in three
communication departments to determine turning points in graduate student identification
processes. Participants disclosed tasks such as moving into offices, socializing
(department sponsored activities or informal opportunities to interact), feeling a sense of
community, and informal and formal recognition were among contributory factors, or
turning points, to increasing levels of identification. Alternatively, White (2009) found
that disappointment regarding departmental issues as well as differences in institutional
perceptions versus institutional realities contributed to student disillusionment and lower
levels of identification. Overall, results indicated opportunities for disclosure, or
socializing as Bullis and Bach characterize it, represented one of the most substantial
changes in levels of departmental identification.

Levels of identification among faculty and staff at colleges and universities can
additionally impact student experiences. Bedeian (2007) studied levels of faculty
cynicism as it relates to faculty identification and overall job satisfaction and found that
higher levels of faculty cynicism contribute to decreased faculty identification as well as
job satisfaction, affective commitment to the institution, and job turnover rate. The
overall health of a college/university depends on institutional abilities to attract and retain
talented faculty members (Hensel, 1991). Moreover, Bedeian (2007) cites the potential
for a trickledown effect, in which faculty feelings of cynicism can spread among other

faculty and students on campus. In this particular context, levels of organizational
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identification are crucial to the overall health of a college campus, including both its
faculty and its students.

Organizational image and reputation can also influence student levels of
identification. Sung and Yang (2008) evaluated the impact of institutional image on
students’ supportive attitudes, which were represented by levels of organizational
identification and organizational commitment. Researchers recruited 1,678 students to
complete questionnaires assessing perceived university traits, perceived reputation,
perceived external prestige, and personal supportive attitudes toward the university.
Results indicated university personality, reputation, and external prestige all positively
influence student supportive attitudes such as organizational commitment and
organizational identification.

In summary, various factors influence organizational identification in educational
contexts. Institutional variables such as organizational prestige and reputation impact
current student identification levels and alumni attitudes and choices to make donations.
Socialization experiences at the undergraduate and graduate levels shape student
identification. Additionally, faculty attitudes related to organizational cynicism can affect
not only faculty job satisfaction, job turnover rates, and identification, but can also
trickledown to other organizational members such as students. In general, the overall
health of an organization is influenced by member levels of organizational identification.
Facebook, Socialization, and Facilitating Identification

One vital organizational process that may provide the link from student Facebook
use to organizational identification is organizational socialization. The socialization

choices made by educational institutions regarding how Facebook is utilized with the
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student population may influence students’ general feelings of connection to their
college/university. Organizational socialization choices are likely to be different for each
organization, as institutional differences will impact institutional needs (Dennis,
Valacich, & Nunnamaker, 1990; Kessler, 2011; Kirkpatrick, 2010). Additionally, student
tenure at the college/university (number years attended) is likely to influence continued
socialization choices (Cheney, 1983; March & Simon, 1958). Finally, socialization
conducted through interactions with other institutional members such as fellow students,
faculty, and staff is likely to influence overall student levels of identification (Hogg &
Terry, 2001; Johnson, Morgeson, llgen, Meyer, & Lloyd, 2006; Pratt & Rafaeli, 1997;
Scott & Stephens, 2009).

Socialization is the process by which an individual is acculturated into an
organization (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Effective organizational socialization is
dependent on several key factors, including introductory socialization as the individual
joins the organization and continuance of socialization tactics as levels of familiarity with
the organization grow. Prior to entering any organization, most individuals anticipate that
there will be a set of expectations regarding how individuals communicate and interact in
that particular setting (Jablin, 2001). Otherwise stated, the process of socialization
teaches a person how to be a potentially effective organizational member, and ideally,
facilitates increasing levels of identification between an individual and an organization.

Although the body of socialization research is relatively large, there has always
been a lack of a predominant theory of organizational socialization, which promotes
some fragmentation among the literature base (Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Socialization

research is not without some fundamental frameworks, but the consequence of lacking a
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unifying perspective has been more focus on stage models and use of several pre-existing
theories which argue the importance of socialization rather than providing a clearer
definition and framework for the construct (Wanous, 1992). As a result, four main
perspectives have emerged, including Van Maanen and Schein’s socialization tactics
model, research utilizing uncertainty reduction theory (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), and cognitive and sense-making theory (Saks &
Ashforth, 1997).

Regardless of the absence of a formal theory of organizational socialization,
researchers agree that socialization is important to identification among organizational
members and prevention of member turnover (Van Dick, Christ, Stellmacher, Wagner,
Ahlswede, Grubba et al., 2004). Although each organization is likely to select different
tactics specific to company mission and needs, the general necessity of socialization
remains constant across organizational type. Effective and appropriate socialization
tactics help to reduce levels of uncertainty among new organizational members (Miller &
Jablin, 1991), assist in making sense of new organizational experiences (Louis, 1980),
and generally facilitate adaptation to the new organizational setting (Saks, 1995).

The current study builds upon these bodies of literature to suggest that
socialization is related to organizational identification and that, upon further
investigation, Facebook may be a tool through which educational institutions can
partially socialize organizational members. Member identification is very important to
retaining and growing student enrollment levels in colleges and universities, and
therefore, is valuable in terms of maintaining organizational success (Van Dick et al.,

2004). Because of the significance of successful member socialization in educational
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institutions and potential for it to influence identification, the following sections are
devoted to further attention to elements that factor into successful socialization including
institutional differences (Farrow & Yuan, 2011; Kessler, 2011), interaction with various
organizational targets (individuals) (Pratt & Rafaeli, 1997; Scott & Stephens, 2009), and
student tenure with the organization (Hall, Schneider, & Nygren, 1970; Hall & Schneider,
1972; Kiernan, 2011). Following the explication of each of these factors, a hypothesis
and/or research question is proposed.

Before discussing the individual factors influencing organizational identification,
one hypothesis is posited to establish the overall relationship between level of
identification and student use of Facebook at educational institutions:

H1: There is a positive relationship between student use of Facebook with an

educational institution and their level of identification with the institution.
Facebook, Identification and University Characteristics

Educational institutions of every size and shape are turning to Facebook as a way
to connect with potential, current, and previous students (Farrow & Yuan, 2001; Roblyer
et al., 2010). From small private colleges to large state sponsored universities,
educational institutions are utilizing Facebook for functions such as virtual school tours,
reaching out to prospective students, promoting school pride, and housing departmental
content (Kessler, 2011). Educational choices regarding Facebook use should match
institutional needs. Extant research provides examples of various functional choices for
educational Facebook use, but does not identify trends regarding institutional choices as

dictated by type of institution (Farrow & Yuan, 2011).
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Existing social networking research tends to focus on the impact of network size
on organizational communication efficiency rather than organizational Facebook choices
influenced by the size of educational institution using Facebook (Rains & Young, 2009).
Rains and Young (2009) suggest the number of members increases the amount of
resources available to individuals participating in an online group. Brandon and
Hollingshead (2008) argue similarly, asserting that the individual learning taking place is
a direct result of the members involved. Others scholars disagree, suggesting there is a
threshold for productivity that organizations must consider. For a non-technically
supported group, the threshold may be as low as three to five members (Hare, 1981). In a
computer-mediated context, Valacich, Dennis, and Nunnamaker (1992) found larger
groups to be more productive than smaller groups, as groups with approximately 19
members produced more ideas than ten member groups. A previous study (Dennis et al.,
1990) found 18 member groups to be more effective than nine member groups, and nine
to be more effective than three. However, their results did not provide any suggestions
regarding an optimal number of individuals interacting in an online interface.

Facebook allows small numbers of people to communicate online, but also
facilitates communication among massive numbers of people on a scale never seen before
(Kirkpatrick, 2010). Prior to Facebook and social networking in general, there was no
technological device that could afford such a range of interaction among groups of
people. Most of the previous research in this area has focused on the efficiency of
interactions with certain numbers of people because most technologies have had a

threshold for what is effective and ineffective (Dennis et al., 1990; Valacich et al., 1992).
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The size of a group and size of an organization is important to social networking,
as each institution will need to make specific decisions relevant to organizational needs.
However, although previous research tells us that different functional choices are being
made relevant to a particular organization, it is not yet apparent how size influences those
choices. As a result, scholars know there is an impact, but do not yet know how
organization size shapes Facebook use.

In addition to size of an educational institution (i.e. small, medium, large), there
may be other types of diversity that may influence organizational use of Facebook. Some
of the possibilities could include whether the college is public or private, if the college or
university student population is characterized as more residential or commuter-based, or
whether the college is located in suburban areas as compared to rural and urban. Several
further considerations would also include whether or not the college or university is
religiously-affiliated and types of programs offered (undergraduate/graduate). Although
there is no current research exploring how these potential organizational differences
impact how educational institutions chose to utilize Facebook, there is much literature
that focuses on how these institutional differences influence organizational choices in
general (Hall & Schneider, 1972; Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, Kienzl, & Leinbach, 2008;
Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Therefore, a hypothesis is posited to suggest that there is a
difference in how educational institutions utilize Facebook to facilitate identification.

H2: The institution at which a student enrolled is a significant moderator of the

relationship between students’ Facebook use and level of identification.
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Facebook, Identification, and Student Tenure at College/University

One of the outcomes of successful organizational socialization and higher levels
of identification is often measured by an individual’s intent to leave or maintain
membership with an organization (Cheney, 1983). Specifically, organizational tenure or
maintenance of current organizational membership refers to the amount of time an
individual remains associated with an organization (Hall & Schneider, 1972). According
to March and Simon (1958), as a person’s identification with an organization increases,
the feelings of belongingness and loyalty generally increase, and thereby decrease the
propensity to search for a new organization in which to establish membership. Thus, an
organizational member with a long tenure in an organization should be more identified
than an organizational member who has recently joined the organization.

Several previous studies confirm March and Simon’s (1958) assertion,
demonstrating positive relationships between length of tenure and level of individual
identification. Hall, Schneider, and Nygren (1970) studied the U.S. Forest Service, and
found levels of identification increased with length of tenure, independent of
organizational promotions. Hall and Schneider (1972) demonstrated similar results with a
participant sample of Catholic priests. In a study of college alumni, Mael and Ashforth
(1992) found a positive, significant relationship between identification and tenure,
suggesting that perceptions of organizational tenure are not necessarily linked to
employment and can result from general association with an institution. In addition, Wan-
Huggins, Riordan, and Griffeth (1998) surveyed 198 electrical workers and found levels
of identification were positively related with employee intent to remain with their current

organization.
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Beyond significant positive relationships, this study suggests it is possible that
tenure will moderate the relationship between Facebook and identification. Typically,
individuals who have a longer tenure with an organization feel more at ease utilizing the
systems embedded within the organization (March & Simon, 1958). Because Facebook is
so popular and widely used by college students, it is likely that most students will have a
baseline comfort level with social media technologies that does not need to be taught.
However, the specific uses per organization are likely to be somewhat different.
Therefore, students with a longer tenure with a college/university are likely to feel more
comfortable with and connected to an educational institution through Facebook than the
student who recently started attending the college/university.

To test the proposed relationship between Facebook and identification as
influenced by tenure, the following hypothesis is posited:

H3: Student tenure is a significant moderator of the relationship between students’

Facebook use and level of identification.

Facebook Use and Multiple Targets of Identification

In addition to identifying with an organization as a whole, individuals may
identify with a range of organizational targets, which may be individuals, groups, and
other subgroups associated with an organization. Scott and Stephens (2009) state that
targets with which organizational members may identify can include occupations (i.e.
teachers), unions, departments (i.e. communication department), task groups,
communities, and individual persons. Interactions with one or more of these targets assist
in increasing levels of organizational identification. The targets most relevant to

increasing identification depend on the organizational setting. In other words,
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organizational targets most likely to contribute to higher levels of identification may
change from organization to organization based on the different targets with which the
individual is most likely to interact. For the current study, the targets of interest are
students interacting with fellow students, faculty, staff, alumni, students pursuing the
same major, and the university as a whole.

Expectations of college/university attendance are that students will interact with
multiple organizational groups in order to achieve necessary tasks. Scott and Stephens
(2009) suggest that although each different target might have specific goals that are not
necessarily aligned with other targets, effective interactions with each target are a
necessity, and may influence overall feelings of connection with the organization. In their
study, Scott and Stephens (2009) evaluated levels of organizational identification with
different organizational targets, and found that identification scores across all of the
targets were moderately strong, although participants identified more highly with some
targets than others. Additionally, level of identification with different targets appears to
be linked to frequency of interactions, such that participants tend to be more highly
identified with those individuals with whom they interact more regularly.

Additional studies confirm the potential variation in organizational members’
identification with different targets (Hogg & Terry, 2001; Johnson et al., 2006; Pratt &
Rafaeli, 1997). Pratt and Rafaeli (1997) studied medical professionals in a rehabilitation
unit in a large Midwestern university hospital, and found that although participants
identified with several targets in the organization, target identifications within the
participants’ work unit tended to be stronger. Similarly, Hogg and Terry (2001)

discovered multiple identifications, but found some identifications to be more salient than
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others. Finally, Johnson et al. (2006) surveyed 1,750 veterinarians and observed higher
identification levels with their organization and their particular workgroup than with an
overall group of veterinary professionals.

Although there are several of the aforementioned examples give evidence of
varied levels of identification across targets, Scott and Stephens (2009) suggest that the
majority of previous research focuses on communication activities that create
identification rather than communication targets that can influence identification. Several
additional studies focus on the influence of organizational targets on organizational
identification in such settings as interaction between geographically dispersed workers
(Scott, 1997) and a comparison of conventional and computer-supported team meetings
(Scott and Fontenot, 1999). In general, results suggest that target of identification is
important to level identification, and multiple target identification reduces member intent
to leave an organization.

Based on some of the previous evidence indicating different levels of
identification with different targets as well as the potential for multiple identifications,
this study seeks to understand the different targets which may have a greater association
with Facebook use as well as the kind of Facebook interactions taking place with each
separate target. If, for example, findings suggest that identification with faculty is
stronger when student use Facebook with faculty, target specific recommendations can be
provided to colleges and universities as to which targets are most important for students
to engage with on Facebook. Understanding the individual relationships with each target
is important better explicating the type of identification linked with Facebook use. As a

result, the following research question is posed:
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RQ1: What is the relationship between students’ use of Facebook (both direct and
moderated by tenure and organizational size) and identification with various

organizational targets (faculty, staff, students, major department, alumni)?
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CHAPTER TWO - METHOD

The purpose of this study is to examine how Facebook use influences student
levels of organizational identification with their respective schools. In order to do this,
the researcher evaluated several organizational variables including institution, student
tenure with the school, and interaction with multiple organizational targets to determine
the impact of each on the relationship between student use of Facebook and
identification. The main reason for the focus of the current study is to begin offering
practical suggestions to college faculty and staff for effectively using Facebook with
students for educational purposes. In addition, this study should yield important findings
for scholar continuing to investigate social media use in educational contexts.

Because of the originality of the current research, few measures exist to test the
aforementioned concepts. In order to assess the validity, reliability, and functionality of
preexisting instruments previously used in face-to-face contexts as well as measures
created specifically for this study, a pilot study evaluated student Facebook use and
organizational identification in the context of one school prior to data collection at three
different institutions. The results of the pilot study demonstrated need for change in
certain measures as well as additional variables for consideration.

The description of methods for this study is divided into two parts. First, an
explanation of pilot study methods and results is included. Next, implications for use of
preexisting instruments as well as created measures for full dissertation data collection is
discussed with a specific focus on changes made as a result of pilot study findings. The
second part of the methods section describes procedures used for complete dissertation

data collection at three separate educational institutions.
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Pilot Study Methods

A pilot study assessed the methods to be used for data collection, properties of the
various existing and developed measures, and analysis strategy. First, there is scattered
literature devoting attention to educational uses of Facebook (Selwyn, 2009). This pilot
study sought to initially determine the extent to which Facebook is used for educational
purposes by universities and students. Additionally, it was necessary to assess potential
instruments to evaluate Facebook use and identification. Currently, a number of
Facebook instruments are designed to measure concepts such as privacy or online self-
disclosure rather than specific contextual uses such as the educational setting (e.g.
Ledbetter, 2009b). Additionally, several scholars have previously cited concerns
regarding existing instruments to measure organizational identification (Miller, Allen,
Casey, & Johnson, 2000), so one goal was to assess the properties of these measures with
a smaller data set before embarking on the full-scale data collection. Finally, the
integration of Facebook as a tool to facilitate identification has potential to elicit
additional independent variables influencing levels of identification. As such, this pilot
study provided an opportunity to make sure that the analysis strategy for the proposed full
study was appropriate.

Participants. One-hundred-forty undergraduate students enrolled in
communication courses at a large, Midwestern university participated in the pilot study.
Fifty-eight males and 81 females comprised the sample. The majority of participants
were upper-level students, including 57.9% seniors, 25% juniors, 11.4% sophomores, and
2.9% freshman. One person was a first year PhD student and three additional participants

indicated “other,” suggesting they held degrees other than a bachelor’s degree, masters’
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degree, or PhD. One hundred thirty-two of 140 participants (94%) indicated having an
active Facebook account.

Approximately 70 percent of participants reported using Facebook for four or
more years. Eighteen percent (26 participants) used Facebook for two to three years,
4.3% (6 participants) for one year, and 5.7% (8 participants) for less than one year. Most
participants indicated either always being logged on to Facebook (12.1%) or checking
several times a day (48.6%), comprising almost 60% of the overall participant sample.
Fifteen percent indicated accessing Facebook once a day, 7.1% once every other day,
3.6% several times a week, 3.6% once a week, 1.4% once a month, and 2.1% couldn’t
remember the last time they had logged on. 6.4% (9 participants) did not specify how
regularly they accessed Facebook.

Procedures. Following IRB approval, a recruitment email with a short study
description and a link to the online survey (Qualtrics Labs Inc., Provo, UT) was sent to
instructors who then forwarded the email to their students. Participants first accessed an
informed consent page and, upon giving approval, were taken to the first survey question
which asked participants whether or not they had a current Facebook account, and based
on answers, participants completed different portions of the survey. If a participant had a
current Facebook account, they completed a 17-item survey created to measure use of
Facebook functions for educational uses, Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) six-item
organizational identification sub-scale, and several questions regarding participant
demographics. Participants who indicated that they did not have a Facebook account
skipped the 17-item Facebook survey and were redirected to complete Mael and

Ashforth’s (1992) subscale and demographic questions. Upon completion of
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demographic questions, participants were automatically redirected to a second, short
survey (two questions) that allowed them to sign up for class-related extra credit if
desired.

Instruments. Two scales measured constructs of organizational identification and
use of Facebook functions. To measure identification, the researcher used Mael and
Ashforth’s (1992) six-item subscale of identification with seven-point Likert-type scale
response options (1 = Very Strongly Disagree to 7 = Very Strongly Agree). Previous
studies utilizing this subscale reported reliabilities ranging from .81 to .89. Reliability
analyses conducted for this study yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .89, demonstrating
continued levels of high internal consistency for this sample.

To measure use of Facebook functions for educational uses, the researcher created
a 17 item scale for the current study. Participants indicated a yes/no response on each of
the 17 items. Items included questions such as “I use Facebook for educational
purposes,” “I use Facebook to talk about class assignments,” “I use Facebook to
communicate with my instructor(s),” and “I use Facebook to discuss grades received on
assignments.” To reduce the number of items and simplify interpretation of results, all
items were initially assessed to determine whether they were measuring a common
construct (e.g. interactions with professors, with other students, and so forth). After this
process, the items were analyzed using principle components analysis for factor
extraction with varimax rotation.' Criteria for factor extraction included an eigenvalue >
1.00 with at least two items loading at > .60 and all other items loading < .40 on the same
factor. Four factors had eigenvalues > 1.00, and together account for approximately 60%

of the variance. Two of 17 items loaded < .40, and were therefore dropped from the scale.
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UWM

Student Teacher Gossip

1. I ama fan of a Facebook page
associated with UW-Milwaukee. 75
2. I am a fan of several Facebook pages
associated with UW-Milwaukee. .67
3. | use Facebook to find out information
about social activities at UW-Milwaukee. .64
4. | use Facebook to find out information
about educational activities at UW-
Milwaukee. 81
5. 1 use Facebook to talk about class
assignments. .76
6. | use Facebook to talk with other
students in my classes.
7. | have accepted friend requests/am
friends with other students in my
classes.
8. I use Facebook to communicate
with my instructor(s).
9. | have accepted friend requests/am
friends on Facebook with one or
more of my instructors.
10.1 use Facebook to complain
about my classes.
11.1 use Facebook to say positive things
about my classes.
12.1 use Facebook to complain about
my instructor(s).
13.1 use Facebook to say positive things
about my instructor(s).
14.1 use Facebook to complain about
UW-Milwaukee.
15.1 use Facebook to say positive things
about UW-Milwaukee.

Eigenvalues 2.37

% of Variance 13.91

.83

71

12

81

.73

71

.79

75

81

.63

1.89 1.23 4.63

11.14 7.26 27.21

Loadings are shown in Table 1. Means scores were computed for each set of items for

later analysis.

Results. Correlations between the four factors (See Table 1) on the Facebook

scale and students’ overall level of identification were examined. The relationship

between UWM Facebook use and students’ identification score was investigated using
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the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. One significant, negative correlation
emerged r (130) = -.22, p < .05, suggesting general student use of Facebook corresponds
with a lower, overall identification score.

Regression analysis was used with participant demographics, Facebook
membership, and the four factors from the Facebook survey (UWM, student, instructor,
gossip) serving as three sets of predictor variables and the participant’s mean
identification score as the criterion variable. The three sets of predictor variables account
for 26% of the variance in participant organizational identification, F(9, 122) = 2.45, p <
.05. Two of four factors from the Facebook survey, gossip (# = .19, t =1.96, p <.05) and
student (5 =-.34,t =-3.31, p=<.001) were significantly related to identification.
Participant demographics, Facebook membership, and the other two Facebook survey
factors (UWM, teacher) did not have significant beta weights in the model. Table 2
shows resultant beta weights and change in variance as predictor variables were added to
the regression analysis.

Pilot Study Discussion and Implications for Dissertation

The purpose of the pilot study was to evaluate chosen methods of data collection,
properties of existing and developed measures, and the analysis strategy such that
potential instrumentation and variable issues could be determined prior to dissertation
data collection and analysis. Few research studies devote attention to educational uses of
Facebook (Selwyn, 2009), and as a result, there are no current measures available to

evaluate how students and colleges/universities use Facebook for institution-related
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Table 2 Regression Results From Participant Demographics, Facebook Membership, and Facebook Use
Survey Factors

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.

Initial Model
Sex -.16 -1.76 .08
Age =11 -1.20 .23
Student standing .09 1.03 .30

R? .04

Facebook membership added
Sex -.18 -1.85 .07
Age -12 -1.29 .20
Student standing .09 1.00 .32
Length of Facebook use -.00 -.05 .96
Regularity of use .08 .80 42

R .04

R? Change .01

Facebook survey factors added
Sex -12 -1.27 21
Age -.01 -12 .90
Student standing A1 1.24 22
Length of Facebook use -.06 -.64 .53
Regularity of use .01 12 91
Gossip 19* 1.96 .05
UWM -.13 -1.35 .18
Student -.34** -3.31 .001
Instructor .03 34 73

R 16*

R? Change 12

*Approaching significance at p < .05 level

**p <.001

purposes. Additionally, previous research questions the validity of current organizational
identification measures (Miller et al., 2000). Feasibility of use for these measures
(Cheney, 1983; Mael & Ashforth, 1992) needed assessment for levels of validity and
reliability for the current proposed study. Taking into consideration the aforementioned
concerns, the pilot study provided an opportunity to ascertain appropriateness of
instrumentation and analyses.

Facebook use factor correlations with organizational identification scores revealed
a relationship in a direction opposite of expectation (See Table 2). The researcher

anticipated Facebook use for educational purposes would coincide with rising levels of
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identification, demonstrating a positive rather than negative relationship. However, the
Facebook use survey only allowed participants to indicate a nominal response (e.g. yes or
no), indicating that Facebook was used without providing the extent to which it was used
for educational purposes. As a result, the revised Facebook use scale asks participants to
evaluate use tendencies with a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = Very Strongly Disagree,
7 = Very Strongly Agree). The negative relationship between Facebook use and
participant identification level also suggests colleges/universities need to engage in
purposeful use of Facebook for specific campus functions rather than simply inviting
students to “like” the institutional Facebook page, which fails to encourage future
interactions among current and incoming (new students) organizational members.

The regression analysis suggests the presence of a relationship between
educational Facebook use and level of participant organizational identification, but
prompts further consideration of additional predictor variables. Current findings indicate
relationships between gossip and student factors when evaluated with participant
demographic and Facebook membership predictor variables. Consequently, additional
organizational variables should be considered. The current study adds institutional
differences, organizational tenure, and interaction with multiple organizational targets as
variables with the potential to influence overall participant levels of identification.

The value of the pilot study for instrumentation purposes elicited current measure
weaknesses and indicated the necessity of additional measures for more effective
evaluation of the relationships among Facebook use and organizational dynamics
contributing to overall participant identification levels. As a result, the revised Facebook

Use survey utilizes an interval-level of measurement for the response scale, and rather
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than basic evaluation of the fact that an education-related exchange took place on
Facebook, new and additional items evaluate specific categories of campus-related
information-seeking and communicative exchanges. Finally, the researcher added
instruments to measure additional variables including organizational socialization, level
of organizational involvement, organizational tenure, and interaction with multiple
organizational targets.

Dissertation Methods
Participants

Participants from three different educational institutions evaluated the impact of
institutional type on Facebook use and organizational identification and several variables
contributing to identification. The three schools include one small, private liberal arts
college, one medium sized public university, and one large public research university.
From this point forward, the schools are referred to by three descriptors: the small private
college is school A, the medium public university is school B, and large public university
is school C. Educational institutions were selected intentionally as they represent a small
but varied cross-section of college/university types. Undergraduate students comprise the
majority of the sample due to institutional student demographics. Further demographics
(See Table 4) are provided in the following three subsections.

School A. One hundred seventy-eight participants enrolled in lower- and upper-
level communication, English, and psychology classes completed the online survey. The
participant sample at the small private college represented nearly 52% of the overall
sample from all three schools. Most participants from this school come from five to six

different feeder schools (high schools) also affiliated with the same church body as the
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small private college. Sixty-seven males and 111 females comprised the sample. The
majority of participants were lower-level students, including 61.11% freshman, 23.33%
sophomores, 7.78% juniors, and 7.78% seniors. Most participants (95.63%) indicated
having an active Facebook account.

Many participants are regular users of Facebook. Approximately 75% indicated
either always being logged on (16.09%) or checking Facebook several times a day
(59.20%). Nearly 11% indicated accessing Facebook once a day, 1.15% once every other
day, 7.47% several times a week, 2.30% once a week, 1.72% once a month, and 1.15%
could not remember the last they logged on to Facebook. In terms of length of
membership, approximately 65% of participants have had a Facebook account for four or
more years. Eighteen percent indicated having a Facebook account for three years, 7.47%
for two years, 8.05% for one year, and less than one percent for six months or less.

School B. Fifty eight participants enrolled in lower and upper undergraduate level
communication classes completed the online survey. The participant sample at the
medium public university represented 16.62% of the overall sample from all three
schools. Twenty males and 37 females comprised the sample, with one individual
unidentified. The majority of participants were undergraduate students, including 35.09%
sophomores, 36.84% juniors, and 28.07% seniors. No freshmen participated. Fifty-six of
58 participants (96.55%) indicated having an active Facebook account.

Many participants are regular users of Facebook. Approximately 80% indicated
either always being logged on (16.36%) or checking Facebook several times a day
(63.64%). Nearly thirteen percent check Facebook once a day, 3.64% check once every

other day, and 3.4% once a week. No participants chose the options of logging on once a
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month or not being able to remember the last time they logged on to Facebook. Nearly
82% of participants with Facebook accounts have had memberships for four or more
years. Approximately 13% indicated having a Facebook account for three years, 3.64%
for two years, and 1.82% for one year. No participants indicated having a Facebook
account for six months or less.

School C. One hundred eight participants enrolled in lower level undergraduate
communication classes completed the online survey. The participant sample at the large
public university represented 31.49% of the overall sample from all three schools. Sixty-
two males and 46 females comprised the sample. All participants were undergraduate
students, including 21.30% freshman, 31.48% sophomores, 30.56% juniors, and 16.67%
seniors. One hundred of 116 participants (86.21%) indicated having an active Facebook
account.

Many participants are regular users of Facebook. Approximately 63% indicated
either always being logged on (20.20%) or checking Facebook several times a day
(42.42%). Nearly 11% check Facebook once a day, 5.05% check once every other day,
7.07% check several times a week, 5.05% once a week, 5.05% once a month, and 4.04%
are unable to remember the last time they logged on to Facebook. Nearly 79% of
participants with Facebook accounts have had memberships for four or more years.
Approximately 11% indicated having a Facebook account for three years, 8.08% for two
years, 1.01% (one participant) for one year, and 1.01% for six months or less.
Instruments

For the current study, participants completed measures of Facebook use, measures

of organizational identification (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), and demographic questions
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evaluating the relationship between Facebook use, several organizational factors, and
levels of student identification with their current college/university. Bivariate correlations
for all focal study measures are included in Table 3. The researcher utilized one
preexisting published instrument to measure organizational identification and
identification with multiple organizational targets (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). One measure
was created to evaluate student Facebook information seeking tendencies in a
college/university context (30 items). One item measures organizational type and one
item evaluates institutional tenure. Detailed instrument descriptions and reliabilities, if
available and relevant, are included in the succeeding sections.

Organizational Type. One item was used to indicate organizational type.
Participants indicated which educational institution they were currently attending from a
list of three schools including School A, School B, and School C.

Institutional Tenure. One item measured institutional tenure. Participants
identified number of years as an organizational member at their respective colleges.

Facebook Use. Participant completion of this scale was determined by a response
to one item determining Facebook membership status. Participants indicating no
Facebook account were redirected to the next section of the survey measuring
identification with organizational targets. Participants indicating an active Facebook
account were directed to the Facebook Use scale, then to identification with

organizational targets, and then to the rest of the demographic questions.
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Table 4 Sample Demographics

Demographic Small Private Medium Public Large Public Total
N 183 56 117 358
Age (Avg.) 19.58 21.10 21.28 20.45
Standard Deviation 1.98 1.96 5.25 3.24
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Sex/Gender
*Male 67 37.64 20 35.09 62 57.41 149
*Female 111 62.36 37 64.91 46 42.59 194
Ethnicity
*American Indian 0 0 0 0 1 .92 1
*Asian 18 9.94 2 3.51 3 2.75 23
*African American 7 3.87 2 3.51 12 11.01 21
*Hispanic 1 .56 1 1.75 2 1.83 4
*Caucasian 151 83.43 51 89.47 85 77.98 287
*Qther 4 2.21 1 1.75 6 5.50 11
Education
*Freshman 110 61.11 0 0 23 21.30 133
*Sophomore 42 23.33 20 35.09 34 31.48 96
*Junior 14 7.78 21 36.84 33 30.56 68
*Senior 14 7.78 16 28.07 18 16.67 48
Years Attended
*1 Semester 20 11.11 1 1.75 8 7.34 29
*1 Year 115 63.89 7 12.28 33 30.28 155
*2 Years 29 16.11 22 38.60 33 30.28 84
*3 Years 12 6.67 15 26.32 18 16.51 45
*4 Years 3 1.67 11 19.30 12 11.01 26
*5-6 Years 0 0 1 1.75 1 1.00 2
Facebook Account
*Yes 175 95.63 56 96.55 100 86.21 331
*No 8 4.37 2 3.45 16 13.79 26
# of friends/Facebook
*0-200 35 19.33 8 14.03 30 28.04 73
*201-400 49 27.07 11 19.30 20 18.69 80
*401-600 42 23.20 13 22.81 23 21.49 78
*601-800 27 14.91 19 33.34 9 8.40 55
*801-1000 9 4.98 2 3.51 8 7.47 19
*More than 1000 19 10.50 4 7.02 17 15.89 40
Freq. of FB Access
*Once a month 3 1.72 0 0 5 5.05 8
*Once a week 4 2.30 2 3.64 5 5.05 11
*Several time a week 13 7.47 0 0 7 7.07 20
*Once every other day 2 1.15 2 3.64 5 5.05 9
*Once a day 9 10.92 7 12.92 11 11.11 27
*Several times a day 103 59.20 35 63.64 42 42.42 180
*’m always logged on 28 16.09 9 16.36 20 20.20 57

Patterns of behavior on Facebook. The first set of Facebook predictors consists
of three scale items designed to measure student usage patterns. Frequency of Facebook

access evaluates the frequency of Facebook logins. Proportion of student network is a
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ratio of the participant’s number of Facebook friends attending the same school to their
overall number of Facebook friends. Finally, status updates provides a total number of
updates read by the student which come from three different sources — faculty updates,
student updates, and staff updates. These three items comprise the second set of
predictors that will be entered into regression analyses conducted for hypothesis and
research question testing.

Type of Facebook information sought. The second set of predictors comprises a
scale of thirty items created to measure participant Facebook use in educational
institutions. The scale quantifies participant responses to five categories of Facebook use
in the college/university context. These categories include formal college/university
communication (14 items), student-to-student communication (five items), student-to-
faculty communication (four items), extracurricular activities (four items), and religious
worship services/fellowship (three items).

All items were analyzed using principle components factor-analysis with varimax
rotation (Table 5). Criteria for factor extraction included an eigenvalue > 1.00 with at
least two items loading at > .60 and all other items loading < .40 on the same factor. Six
factors emerged, had eigenvalues > 1.00, and together account for approximately 83% of
the variance. Because of their similarity in content, two factors were combined (school
services and college communication) to form one broader category called formal
college/university communication. Two items loaded < .40, and were therefore dropped
from the scale. The five extracted factors, which focus on different types of information
sought on Facebook, comprise one set of predictors that will be entered into regression

analyses conducted for hypothesis and research question testing.




Table 5 Facebook Educational Use Scale Factor Loadings

School Student Faculty College Extracurricular Religious
ServicesCom  Com  Com  Activities Activities

I have used Facebook to learn
more about employment at school. .74

I use Facebook to learn more
about internship opportunities. 72

| use Facebook to learn more
about jobs opportunities at school. .79

I use Facebook to learn more about
outside job and career opportunities
posted by the school. 74

I have used Facebook to learn about
school services available to me. .76

I have used Facebook to learn
about available school tutors. .81

I have used Facebook to learn
about available health and
counseling services. 81

I have used Facebook to learn
about available disability
accommodation services at school. .77

I have used Facebook to learn
about library hours and services
at school. .79

I have used Facebook to learn
about financial aid services
at school. a7

I have used Facebook to learn
about career counseling services
at school. .79



Table 5 Facebook Educational Use Scale Factor Loadings (Continued)

School Student Faculty College Extracurricular Religious
ServicesCom  Com  Com  Activities Activities

I have used Facebook for class
issues and conversations with
fellow students. .83

I have used Facebook to get
information about class deadlines
from fellow students. .89

I have used Facebook to
communicate with fellow students
about course material. .87

I have used Facebook to recommend
classes to fellow students. .84

I have used Facebook to warn fellow
students not to take a class. .78

I have used Facebook to
communicate with instructors. .82

I have used Facebook to seek
help from an instructor. .83

I have used Facebook to
communicate concerns to an
instructor. .85

I have used Facebook to talk about
class with an instructor. .84

I have received important
enrollment information through
Facebook. .79

My school sent me messages

through Facebook explaining the

types of information | would

need to know. .82

My school sent me information

through Facebook that

provided a description of the

education programs. .76
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Table 5 Facebook Educational Use Scale Factor Loadings (Continued)

School

Student Faculty College Extracurricular
Com

Services Com

Religious

Com Activities Activities

I use Facebook to find out
information about
extracurricular activities.

I use Facebook to find out
information about sports
and recreation activities.

| use Facebook to learn
information about possible
campus volunteer opportunities.

I use Facebook to learn about
campus community events.

I have used Facebook to find
information about religious
activities on campus.

I use Facebook to find information
about worship opportunities
on campus.

I use Facebook to share religious
messages (i.e. Bible verses)
with fellow students.

Eigenvalues 17.21

% of Variance 26.40

3.99

13.30

.80

.80

.80

.78

.78

.75

.79

1.79 1.55 1.34 1.07

12,15 1148 11.07 7.40

All six Facebook subscales as well as the full 30 item scale demonstrated high

levels of reliability. Reliability analyses yielded Cronbach alphas of .97 (formal

college/university communication), .94 (student-to-student communication), .98 (student-

to-faculty communication), .92 (extracurricular activities), and .91 (religious

communication) (See Table 6). Overall scale reliability for all 30 items was .97. All items

required participants to provide responses to a seven point Likert-type scale (1 = Very

Strongly Disagree, 7 = Very Strongly Agree).
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Organizational Identification. One previously published scale measured
organizational identification. The measure is a six-item sub-scale from Mael and
Ashforth’s (1992) reformulated model of organizational identification. Previously
utilized in studies conducted by Mael (1988; 1989) and Ashforth (1990) reported
reliabilities ranging from .81 to .89, indicating strong to near excellent levels of internal
consistency.

Reliability analyses for the current study yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .91.
Different from Mael (1988; 1989), Ashforth (1990), and Mael and Ashforth (1992) who
utilized a five point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Agree to 5 = Strongly Disagree), the
current study will employ a seven point Likert scale across all identification scales (1 =
Very Strongly Disagree to 7 = Very Strongly Agree) to maintain uniformity across scales

(See Table 7).

Table 6 Descriptive Statistics and Survey Items: Facebook Educational Use Survey Factors
Factors and Items M SD a

Factor 1 — School Services 1.92 1.43 .98

» | have used Facebook to learn more about
employment at school.

P | use Facebook to learn more about internship
opportunities.

» | use Facebook to learn more about job
opportunities at school.

P | use Facebook to learn more about outside job
and career opportunities posted by my school.

» | have used Facebook to learn about school
services available to me.

» | have used Facebook to learn about available
health and counseling services.

» | have used Facebook to learn about available
school tutors.

» | have used Facebook to learn about available
disability accommodation services at school.

» | have used Facebook to learn about library
hours and services at my school.

» | have used Facebook to learn about financial
aid services at my school.

» | have used Facebook to learn about career
counseling services at WLC.




Table 6 Descriptive Statistics and Survey Items: Facebook Educational Use Survey Factors
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Factors and Items M SD o

Factor 2 — Student Communication 3.67 1.82 .94

» | have used Facebook for class issues and
conversations with fellow students.

» | have used Facebook to get information about
class deadlines from fellow students.

» | have used Facebook to communicate with
fellow classmates about course material.

» | have used Facebook to recommend classes
to fellow students.

» | have used Facebook to warn fellow students
not to take a class.

Factor 3 — Faculty Communication 1.57 1.25 .98
» | have used Facebook to communicate with
instructors.
» | have used Facebook to seek help from an
instructor.
» | have used Facebook to communicate
concerns to an instructor.
» | have used Facebook to talk about class
with an instructor.

Factor 4 — College Communication 241 1.71 .92
» | have received important enroliment
information through Facebook.
» My school sent me messages through
Facebook explaining the types of information
I would need to know.
» My school sent me information through
Facebook that provided a description of the
educational programs.

Factor 5 — Extracurricular Activities 3.24 1.65 .92
» | use Facebook to find out information
about extracurricular activities.
» | use Facebook to find out information about
sports and recreation activities.
» | use Facebook to learn about possible
campus volunteer opportunities.
» | use Facebook to learn about campus
community events.

Factor 6 — Religious Communication 2.14 157 91
» | have used Facebook to find information
about religious activities on campus.
» | use Facebook to find information about
worship opportunities on campus.
» | use Facebook to share religious messages
(i.e. Bible verses) with fellow students.
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Multiple Targets. To measure organizational identification with different targets
in the educational context, Mael & Ashforth’s (1992) six-item subscale was again used,
omitting one item not directly relevant and modifying the remaining five items for each
specific interaction targets. Participants completed the five-item scale once for each target
(See Table 7).

The interaction targets tested include faculty members, fellow students, staff
members, alumni, and individuals in the participant’s major. Reliability analyses were
conducted for each individual target and came out to be .90, .90, .93, .94, and .95,
respectively.

Table 7 Descriptive Statistics and Survey Items: Identification & Multiple Targets
Factors and ltems M SD o

Identification (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) 4.59 1.45 91

» When someone criticizes my college/university,
it feels like a personal insult.

» | am very interested in what others think
about my college/university.

» When | talk about my college/university, |
usually say ‘we’ rather than they.

» My college/university’s successes are my
successes.

» When someone praises my college/university,
it feels like a personal compliment.

» If a story in the media criticizes my
college/university, | would feel embarrassed.

Identification with Fellow Students 4.04 1.44 .90

» When someone criticizes other students at my
college/university, it feels like a personal insult.

» | am very interested in what others think about
other students at my college/university.

» The successes of other students at my
college/university are my successes.

» When someone praises the other students at my
college/university, it feels like a personal compliment.

» If a story in the media criticizes other students at my
college/university, | would feel embarrassed.




Table 7 Descriptive Statistics and Survey Items: Identification & Multiple Targets
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Factors and Items M SD

Identification with Faculty 4.18 1.41

» When someone criticizes the faculty at my
college/university, it feels like a personal insult.

P | am very interested in what others think about
the faculty at my college/university.

P The successes of the faculty at my college/
university are my successes.

» When someone praises the faculty at my college/
university, it feels like a personal compliment.

» If a story in the media criticizes the faculty at my
college/university, | would feel embarrassed.

.900

Identification with Staff 3.97 1.45

» When someone criticizes the staff at my
college/university, it feels like a personal insult.

» | am very interested in what others think about
the staff at my college/university.

P The successes of the staff at my college/
university are my successes.

» When someone praises the staff at my college/
university, it feels like a personal compliment.

P If a story in the media criticizes the staff at my
college/university, | would feel embarrassed.

.93

Identification with Major Department 5.37 1.70
» When someone criticizes the people in my major
department at my college/university, it feels like
a personal insult.
» | am very interested in what others think about
my major department at my college/university.
P The successes of the people in my major
department at my college/university are my successes.
» When someone praises the people in my major
department at my college/university, it feels
like a personal compliment.
P If a story in the media criticizes the people in my
major department at my college/university, |
would feel embarrassed.

.95

Identification with Alumni 3.92 1.38
» When someone criticizes the people in my major
department at my college/university, it feels like
a personal insult.
» | am very interested in what others think about
my major department at my college/university.
P The successes of the people in my major
department at my college/university are my successes.
» When someone praises the people in my major
department at my college/university, it feels
like a personal compliment.
P If a story in the media criticizes the people in my
major department at my college/university, |
would feel embarrassed.

.95
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Procedures

The researcher contacted an institutional representative from each of the three
colleges/universities and shared an explanation of study goals with each institutional
contact, allowing them to make an informed decision regarding study participation and
survey dissemination procedures. Appropriate IRB materials were completed and sent to
each college/university review board.

Each institutional representative received a participant recruitment email. This
email contained information regarding study purpose and goals, personal time
commitment required for participation, opening and closing dates for data collection and
a hyperlink to access the online survey. Researcher contact information was also
provided for participant questions or concerns.

Once participants accessed the link, they were directed through several steps for
successful completion of the survey. First, participants arrived at an informed consent
page. Clicking the “next” button to move to the next portion of the survey indicated
participant consent. The first question on the survey required participants to indicate the
school at which they were currently enrolled. Participants then completed six items from
Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) subscale measuring organizational identification.

After completing the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale, participants completed
different survey items based on their response to one question: Do you have a Facebook
account? Participants indicating a current, active Facebook account were prompted to
complete the Facebook Use scale. Participants indicating they are not current Facebook

users were re-directed to the next portion of the survey.
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All participants completed the remaining scale following the Facebook Use scale.
Following the Facebook Use scale was one scale measuring organizational identification
with different organizational targets (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) which was completed once
for each different target (faculty, staff, fellow students, alumni, fellow students within the
participant’s major). The survey concludes with 21 items to assess participant
demographic characteristics.

After completion of the demographic items, students arrived at a page thanking
them for their participation, and providing directions regarding a second hyperlink to
provide their name and the class to which extra credit should be applied (if applicable).
The two data sets, the survey data and participant information for extra credit purposes,
are not linked, and therefore personal participant information was not connected to
survey responses.

Primary Statistical Analyses

Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis predicts a positive relationship between
student use of Facebook with an educational institution and their level of organizational
identification with the institution. Linear regression analyses will be performed to assess
the proportion of variance in identification that is accounted for by both categories of
predictors: patterns of behavior on Facebook and types of information sought on
Facebook. For this hypothesis test, as well as all that follow, | will report statistical
significance as p <.05. For heuristic value, I will also describe findings that achieve p <
0.

Hypothesis 2. The second hypothesis posits that a student’s institution size will

be a significant moderator of the relationship between Facebook use and level of OID.
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Multiple linear regression analyses will be performed. First, regression analyses will
evaluate the amount of variance accounted for by the first set of predictor variables,
patterns of usage behavior on Facebook. Three steps will be included in this regression
test. Patterns of behavior on Facebook will be the first step, institution as indicated by
two dummy variables will be the second step, and product terms created for interactions
between each of the patterns of behavior (frequency of access, number of status updates
read, proportion of the participant’s network of friends at the same school) and the
participating schools will be the third step.

Regression analyses will also evaluate the amount of variance contributed by the
second predictor variable, types of information sought on Facebook. Three steps will
comprise this regression test. Types of information sought on Facebook will be the first
step, institution as indicated by two dummy variables will be the second step, and product
terms created for interactions between each of the types of information sought (formal
college/university communication, class information from fellow students and instructors,
information about extracurricular activities, religious communication) and the
participating schools will be the third step.

The researcher will conduct the regressions using centered data in order to reduce
multicollinearity between the individual predictors and the interaction terms.

Hypothesis 3. The third hypothesis posits that student tenure is a significant
moderator of the relationship between students’ Facebook use and level of OID. Multiple
linear regression analyses will be performed. First, regression analyses will evaluate the
amount of variance contributed by the first predictor variable, patterns of usage behavior

on Facebook. Three steps will be included in this regression test. Patterns of behavior on



55

Facebook will be the first step, length of student tenure at the institution will be the
second step, and product terms created for interactions between each of the patterns of
behavior (frequency of access, number of status updates read, proportion of the
participant’s network of friends at the same school) and student tenure will be the third
step.

Regression analyses will also evaluate the amount of variance contributed by the
second predictor variable, types of information sought on Facebook. Three steps will
comprise this regression test. Types of information sought on Facebook will be the first
step, length of student tenure at the institution will be the second step, and product terms
created for interactions between each of the types of information sought (formal
college/university communication, class information from fellow students and instructors,
information about extracurricular activities, religious communication) and student tenure
will be the third step.

The researcher will conduct the regressions using centered data in order to reduce
multicollinearity between the individual predictors and the interaction terms.

Research Question 1. This research question seeks to determine the relationship
between students’ use of Facebook (main effects as well as those moderated by tenure
and institution) and identification with various institutional targets (students, faculty,
staff, major department, alumni). For this research question, six different regression
analyses will be conducted for identification levels with each of the institutional targets.
Specifically, regression analyses will be run for each of the two predictor variables
individually, for each of the two predictor variables with institution as a moderator, and

for each of the two predictor variables with student tenure as the moderator. In other
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words, each of the regression analyses described for hypotheses one, two and three will
be run for each institutional target identified in research question one.
The researcher will conduct the regressions using centered data in order to reduce

multicollinearity between the individual predictors and the interaction terms.
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CHAPTER THREE — RESULTS
Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one predicted a positive relationship between student use of Facebook
with an educational institution (operationalized as frequency of access, number of status
updates, proportion of participant’s network at the same school) and level of
identification with the institution. The combination of variables accounted for a
significant proportion of the variance in identification, F (3, 248) =5.40, p < .05, R2 =
.06. Examination of individual relationships indicate that university-affiliated proportion
of a participant’s Facebook network was positively related to identification, f =.19, t (3,
248) = 3.01, p < .05. Frequency of access, £ = .10, t (3, 248) = 1.59, p > .05, and status
updates, g = .08, t (3, 248) = 1.23, p > .05, did not have significant relationships with
identification.

A second regression was computed to assess relationships between types of
Facebook use (formal communication with the college, class information from fellow
students and instructors, information about extracurricular activities, religious
communication) and identification. Analyses revealed that the usage types accounted for
a significant proportion of variance in identification, F (5, 308) = 4.08, p < .05, R? = .06.
An examination of individual relationships between the independent variables and
identification indicated that no individual variable was significantly related to
identification. Information about extracurricular activities was closest to significance, f =
11, t (5, 308) = 1.47, p > .05, followed by student-to-student communication about class,
£ =.08,1(5,308) =1.10, p > .05, formal college/university communication, g =.11, t (5,

308) = .96, p > .05, and religious communication, g = .06, t (5, 308) = .79, p = > .05.
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Although not significantly related, student-to-faculty communication about class was
inversely related to identification, indicating that as instructor communication increased
identification decreased, S =-.08, t (5, 308) = -.88, p > .05.

One likely reason for the lack of correlation between individual types of Facebook
use and identification is multicollinearity. Despite the fact that the factor structure for
individual types of Facebook use was interpreted using an orthogonal rotation (varimax)
and tolerance and VIF indices were within acceptable limits, the correlation matrix
indicates several moderately-sized correlations among the usage types, which may be
obscuring individual contributions to variance. Although several techniques were
attempted to address multicollinearity issues, including centering variables and the
standardization of variables as well as different variations of the factor analysis, it was
not possible to maintain a meaningful factor structure and yet reduce the level of
multicollinearity.

In order to provide a more general description of the pattern of association
between separate Facebook use types and identification, bivariate correlations were
computed. Of the five factors, four are significantly correlated with identification. Only
student-to-faculty communication does not have a significant relationship with
identification (See Table 8).

Table 8 Factor Correlations with Identification

Type of Facebook Use Relationship with Identification |
Formal College University Communication 20,* (N = 322)
Student-to-Student Communication 20,* (N =321)
Student-to-Faculty Communication .10, (N = 318)
Information about Extracurricular Activities 22,* (N =319)
Religious Communication 18,* (N = 315)

*Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level
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Hypothesis Two

The second hypothesis predicts that institution is a significant moderator of the
relationship between students’ Facebook use and level of identification. A regression
analysis assessing the main effect of patterns of Facebook use (frequency of access,
number of status updates, proportion of the participant’s network at the same school)
indicated that the combination of Facebook variables accounted for a significant
proportion of the variance in identification, R? = .06, F (3, 248) = 5.39, p < .05.
Examination of individual relationships indicate the proportion of a participant’s network
was positively related to identification, f = .19, t (3, 248) = 3.01, p < .05. Frequency of
Facebook access, = .10, t (3, 248) = 1.59, p > .05, and status updates, g = .08, t (3, 240)
=1.23, p > .05, were not related to identification.

At the second step, dummy codes for each of the institutions were added. Results
indicated institution accounted for an additional 3% of the variance in identification, AR?
=.03, AF (2, 246) = 3.74, p < .05. Relative to School C (the reference category), School
A, f=.17,t(2, 246) = 2.47, p <. 05, and School B, g = .15, t (2, 246) = 2.19, p < .05,
were associated with increased levels of identification. Thus, analyses indicate that
students at School A and School B reported higher levels of identification than did
students at School C. However, School A and School B, though significantly different
from School C, were not significantly different from each other, g = .06, t (2, 246) = .94,
p > .05.

At the third step, product terms representing interaction between each institution
and the pattern of Facebook behavior predictor were added. Results revealed that the

product terms indicating interactions between school and patterns of Facebook behavior
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did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification, AR* = .01, AF (6,
240) = .63, p = > .05. Product terms of School B by proportion of participant’s network, f
=.17,1(6, 240) = 1.26, p > .05, and School B by status updates, 5 = .06, t (6, 240) = .75,
p > .05, were the two interactions nearest significance. Three of the remaining four
relationships, though not significant, were negatively correlated. Interactions between
School B and frequency of Facebook access, f = -.05, t (6, 240) = -.39, p > .05, School A
and frequency of Facebook access, f =-.03, t (6, 240) = -.23, p > .05, and School A with
status updates, g = -.06, t (6, 240) = -.62, p > .05, were not associated with levels of
identification. One final interaction, School A by proportion of participant’s network, g =
.07, t (6, 240) = .50, p > .05, did not reach significance. For patterns of Facebook use,
institution does not moderate identification levels.

A second moderated regression analysis was conducted using types of
information sought on Facebook (formal communication with the college, class
information from fellow students and instructors, information about extracurricular
activities, religious communication), dummy codes for each institution, and a product
term of each institution and each type of information sought on Facebook. The
combination of Facebook usage types accounted for a significant proportion of the
variance in identification in step 1, R? = .06, F (5, 308) = 4.08, p < .05. An examination
of individual relationships among the independent variables indicated that no individual
variable singularly predicted identification. Information about extracurricular activities, S
=.11,t (5, 308) = 1.47, p > .05, and student-to-student communication, g = .08, t (5, 308)
= 1.10, p > .05, were closest to significance followed by formal college/university

communication, g = .11, t (5, 308) = .96, p > .05, and religious communication, 8 = .06, t
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(5, 308) = .79, p > .05. Student-to-faculty communication, g = -.08, t (5, 308) = -.88, p >
.05, was negatively related to identification, indicating level of identification decreases
with increased communication on Facebook with faculty.

At the second step, results indicated institution accounted for approximately 4%
of the variance in identification, AR? = .04, AF (2, 246) = 7.43, p < .05. Two institutions,
School A, g=.18, t (2, 306) = 2.89, p < .05, and School B, g =.24,1(2, 306) = 3.65, p <
.05, were significant, suggesting students at School A and School B had higher levels of
identification than did students at School C. However, School A and School B, though
significantly different from School C, were not significantly different from each other, S
=.00, t (2, 306) = .03, p > .05.

At the third step, results revealed that the product terms indicating interactions
between school and types of Facebook information use accounted for approximately 7%
of the variance in identification, AR? = .07, AF (10, 296) = 2.34, p < .05. Three
interactions were significant. First, the interaction between School A and student-to-
student communication, g = -.26, t (10, 296) = -2.44, p < .05, was negative, meaning that
an increase in student-to-student interaction was associated with a greater decrease in
identification at School A than at School C. Similarly, the interaction term for School A
and student-to-faculty communication, g = -.20, t (10, 296) = -2.05, p < .05, reveals that
an increase in student-to-faculty communication at this college was associated with a
greater decrease in identification than at School C. Finally, the interaction between
School A and religious communication, f = .43, t (10, 296) = 3.48, p < .05, was positive,

which indicates that increased religious communication at School A via Facebook is
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more strongly related to increased identification than is religious communication at

School C. None of the remaining interactions was significant.

Table 9 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with University

Variables in Regression Beta Weights T Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .10 1.59 A1
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 19* 3.01 .00
* Status Updates Read .08 1.23 22
R2 .06*

Institution added

*Small Private 15* 2.19 .01
*Medium Public A7* 2.47 .03
*Large Public -.14* -2.19 .03
R2 .09*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private -.03 -23 .82
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public -.05 -.39 .70
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public .02 .23 .82
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private .047 .50 .62
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public A7 1.26 21
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public -.04 -.50 .61
*Status Updates x Small Private -.06 -.62 .54
*Status Updates x Medium Public .06 75 46
*Status Updates x Large Public .06 .62 54
R2 10

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 10 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and Identification with University

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication A1 .96 .34
*Student-to-Student Communication .08 1.10 27
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -.08 -.88 .38
*Information about Extracurricular Activities A1 1.47 14
*Religious Communication .06 .79 43
R2 .06*

Institution added

*Small Private 24* 3.65 .00
*Medium Public .18* 2.89 .00
*Large Public 22% -3.65 .00
R2 A1*

R2 change .04

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private -.01 -.10 .93
*Formal Communication x Medium Public -.05 -.38 .70
*Formal Communication x Large Public .02 10 .93
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -.26* -2.44 .02
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public -.06 -.80 42
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public 22* 244 .02
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -.20* -2.05 .04
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public -.01 -.09 93
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public 37 2.05 .04
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private .04 .30 .76
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public 13 1.30 .20
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -.03 -.30 .76
*Religious Communication x Small Private 43* 3.48 .00
*Religious Communication x Medium Public .16 1.70 .09
*Religious Communication x Large Public -44* -3.48 .00
R2 A7*

Rz change .07

*Significant at p < .05 level
Hypothesis Three

The third hypothesis predicts that student tenure is a significant moderator of the
relationship between students’ Facebook use and level of identification. For the first step,
the pattern of Facebook behavior variables accounted for a significant proportion of the
variance in identification, R? = .07, F (3, 240) = 6.34, p < .05. An examination of
individual relationships indicate the proportion of a participant’s network was positively

related to identification, = .21, t (3, 240) = 3.28, p <.05. Frequency of Facebook access,



64

£ =.12,1(3, 240) = 1.78, p > .05, and status updates, g = .08, t (3, 240) = 1.19, p > .05,
did not have significant relationships with identification.

At the second step, results indicated student tenure did not account for a
significant increase in the proportion of explained variance in identification, AR? = .003,
AF (1, 239) = .85, p > .05. There was no significant relationship between tenure and
student identification with their university.

At the third step, results revealed that the product terms indicating interactions
between tenure and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant
proportion of variance in identification, AR? = .02, AF (3, 236) = 1.44, p > .05. The
product term for tenure by frequency of Facebook access was nearest significance with a
negative relationship to identification, g = -.12, t (3, 236) = -1.80, p < .10. The two other
product terms, tenure by proportion of a participant’s network, g = .02, t (3, 236) = .33, p
= .74, and tenure by status updates, g = .08, t (3, 236) = 1.15, p > .05, were positively
related, but were not significant.

A second moderated regression analysis was conducted using types of
information sought on Facebook (formal communication with the college, class
information from fellow students and instructors, information about extracurricular
activities, religious communication), student tenure at an institution, and a product term
of tenure and each type of information sought on Facebook. For the first step, the
combination of type of Facebook information usage variables accounted for a significant
proportion of the variance in identification, Rz = .07, F (5, 301) = 4.18, p < .05. An
examination of individual relationships among the independent variables indicated that

no individual variable singularly predicted identification. Information about
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extracurricular activities, f = .11, t (5, 301) = 1.48, p > .05, and student-to-student
communication, g = .07, t (5, 301) = 1.07, p > .05, were closest to significance followed
by formal college/university communication, g = .12, t (5, 301) = 1.05, p > .05, and
religious communication, g = .06, t (5, 301) = .69, p > .05. Student-to-faculty
communication, g =-.07, t (5, 301) =-.85, p > .05, was negatively associated with
identification, indicating level of identification decreases as communication with faculty
on Facebook increases.

At the second step, results indicated tenure did not account for a significant
amount of the variance in identification, AR?> = .001, AF (1, 300) = .33, p >.05. The
length of time at students’ educational institution, # = .03, t (1, 300) = .58, p > .05, did
not significantly predict student identification with their respective school.

At the third step, results revealed that the product terms indicating interactions
between student tenure and type of Facebook use did not account for a significant
proportion of variance in identification, AR? = .01, AF (5, 295) =.73, p > .05. There were
no significant associations for any of the interactions. For types of Facebook information

usage, tenure does not moderate levels of identification.



Table 11 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and

Identification with University

Variables in Regression
Initial Model
* Frequency of Facebook Access

* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School

* Status Updates Read
RZ

Student Tenure added
*Tenure

RZ

R2 change

Moderator Interaction Terms added
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure
*Status Updates x Tenure

R2

R2 change

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 12 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and

Identification with University

Variables in Regression

Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication
*Student-to-Student Communication
*Student-to-Faculty Communication
*Information about Extracurricular Activities
*Religious Communication

RZ

Student Tenure added
*Tenure

RZ

Rz change

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure
*Religious Communication x Tenure

RZ

R2 change

*Significant at p < .05 level

Beta Weights

12
21*
.08
07*

-.06
.08
.00

-12
.02
.08
.09
.02

Beta Weights

12
.07
-.07
A1
.06
.07*

.03
.07
.00

-.08
.04
.09
10

-.02
.08
.01

1.78
3.28
1.19

-.92

-1.80
.33
1.15

1.05
1.07
-.85
1.48
.69

.58

-72
.53
.99

1.27

-.25

Sig.

.08
.00
24

.36

.07
74
.25

Sig.

.29
.29
40
14
49

.57

48
.60
.32
.20
.81
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Research Question One

Research question one sought to determine the relationship between students’ use
of Facebook and identification with various organizational targets (students, faculty,
staff, students in the participants’ major department, alumni) by assessing main effects as
well as those moderated by institutional size and student tenure. The results for each
organizational target are included in the subsequent paragraphs.

Identification with students. A regression analysis assessing the main effect of
patterns of Facebook use indicated that the combination of variables accounted for a
significant proportion of the variance in identification with other students, F (3, 243) =
4.10, p < .05, R2 = .05. Examination of individual relationships indicate a positive
relationship between the proportion of a participant’s Facebook network and
identification, = .17, t (3, 243) = 2.75, p < .05, meaning that identification with students
increases as the number of Facebook friends who attend the same school increases.
Frequency of access and status updates did not have significant relationships with
identification.

A second regression assessing the main effect of types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with other students, F (5, 301)
=17.41, p < .05, R?2 = .22. Information about extracurricular activities, 5 = .15, t (5, 301)
=2.18, p <.05, and religious communication, g = .30, t (5, 301) = 4.23, p < .05, are
positively related to identification, indicating that the more that a student uses Facebook
to seek information about extracurricular activities and engages in religious
communication, the higher the level of identification with other students. Student-to-

student communication was nearly significant, g = .12, t (5, 301) = 1.88, p < .10, which
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means increased communication with other students is linked to higher levels of
identification with other students.

Institution as moderator. Regression testing for interactions between institution
and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with other students, AR? = .03, AF (6, 235) = 1.11, p > .05. For
students, institution did not moderate patterns of Facebook behavior interactions and
identification.

A regression test analyzing interactions between institution and types of Facebook
use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification, AR? = .04,
AF (10, 289) = 1.63, p > .05. Although type of use did not account for a significant
proportion of variance, two individual product terms were significant. Interactions
between School A and student-to-student communication, f = -.32, t (10, 289) = -3.20, p
< .05, and between School A and student-to-faculty communication, g = -.18, t (2, 289) =
-2.01, p < .05, suggest that Facebook usage with students and with faculty is associated
with lower levels of identification at School A when compared to School C. However,
institution did not moderate types of Facebook use interactions and identification with
other students.

Student tenure as moderator. Regression analyses for the interactions between
tenure and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with students, AR? = .01, AF (3, 235) = .46, p >.05. None of the
three product terms for the interactions neared significance. For patterns of Facebook

behavior, tenure does not moderate identification with other students.
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use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification with students,

AR?= .01, AF (5, 291) = .35, p > .05. None of the five product terms significantly
predicted interactions between type of Facebook use and identification with other

students as influenced by tenure. For types of Facebook use, tenure does not moderate

identification with students.

Table 13 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and

Identification with Students

Variables in Regression

Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access

* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School
* Status Updates Read

RZ

Institution added
*Small Private
*Medium Public
*Large Public
RZ

R2 change

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public
*Status Updates x Small Private

*Status Updates x Medium Public

*Status Updates x Large Public

Rz

R2 change

*Significant at p < .05 level

Beta Weights

10
A7

.03
.05*

18*
.20*
-17*
.09*
.04

-.20
-01
A2
A2
19
-.06
.01
.09
-01
A1
.03

1.62
2.75
.52

2.77
2.60
-2.60

-1.42
-.05
1.42

.83
1.34
-.83

A1
111
-11

Sig.

A1
.01
.61

.01
.01
.01

.16
.96
.16
41
18
41
91
27
91
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Table 14 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and ldentification with Students

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .02 A9 .85
*Student-to-Student Communication 12 1.88 .06
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -.01 -.08 .94
*Information about Extracurricular Activities A15* 2.18 .03
*Religious Communication .30% 4.23 .00
R2 22*

Institution added

*Small Private .15* 2.48 .01
*Medium Public 21* 3.48 .00
*Large Public -.20* -3.48 .00
R2 .26*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private A7 1.24 22
*Formal Communication x Medium Public .08 .68 .50
*Formal Communication x Large Public -21 -1.24 .22
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -.32* -3.20 .00
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public -.09 -1.20 .23
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public .26* 3.20 .00
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -.18* -2.01 .05
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public -.01* -.08 .94
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public 32* 2.01 .05
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private .09 .87 .39
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public .08 .84 40
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -.08 -.87 .39
*Religious Communication x Small Private .02 .18 .86
*Religious Communication x Medium Public .01 .01 .93
*Religious Communication x Large Public .20 -.18 .86
R2 .30

Rz change .04

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 15 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Students

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access 12 1.82 .047
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School A7* 2.67 .01
* Status Updates Read .03 49 .63
R2 .05*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.04 -.60 .55
R2 .05

R2 change .00

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure .04 .64 52
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure .01 12 .90
*Status Updates x Tenure .06 .78 44
R2 .06

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 16 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and
Identification with Students

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .05 .52 .61
*Student-to-Student Communication A1 1.75 .08
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -.01 -12 91
*Information about Extracurricular Activities .15* 2.17 .03
*Religious Communication .28* 3.92 .00
R2 23*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure .01 13 .90
R2 .23

Rz change .00

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure -.10 -.95 .34
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure -.01 -11 91
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure .09 1.16 .25
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure .01 .20 .84
*Religious Communication x Tenure .01 .07 .95
R2 .23

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Identification with faculty. A regression analysis assessing the main effect of
patterns of Facebook use indicated that the combination of variables accounted for a
significant proportion of the variance in identification with faculty, F (3, 241) = 4.17,p <
.05, R? = .05. The proportion of a participant’s Facebook network was positively related
to identification, f = .21, t (3, 241) = 3.23, p < .05, which means that identification with
faculty increases as the number of Facebook friends at the same college/university
increases. Frequency of access and status updates did not have significant relationships
with identification with faculty.

A second regression assessing the main effect of types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification, F (5, 302) = 9.13, p < .05, R?
=.13. Religious communication, g = .20, t (5, 302) = 2.63, p < .05, was significantly
related to identification with faculty, which means that increased communication about
religious activities is associated with increasing levels of identification with faculty.
Formal college/university communication, g = .18, t (5, 302) = 1.67, p < .10, approached
significance, suggesting higher levels of communication about general university services
IS important to increasing levels identification with faculty. Student-to-student
communication, student-to-faculty communication, and information about extracurricular
activities were not significant to identification with faculty.

Institution as moderator. Regression analyses testing interactions between
institution and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion
of variance in identification with faculty, AR? = .02, AF (6, 233) = 1.03, p > .05.
Institution did not moderate patterns of Facebook behavior interactions and identification

with faculty.
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Analysis of interactions between institution and types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of variance in identification with faculty, AR? = .07, AF (10,
290) = 2.94, p <.05. Two significant predictors emerged for School A. The interaction
for School A and student-to-student communication, g = -.39, t (10, 290) = -3.76, p < .05,
was negatively related to identification with faculty, suggesting that faculty
communication on Facebook with students at School A is linked with reduced
identification levels. A second interaction between School A and student-to-faculty
communication, g =-.22, t (2, 290) = -2.28, p < .05, was negatively associated with
identification, again suggesting that communication at School A is more likely to reduce
identification with faculty. For types of Facebook use, institution partially moderates
identification with faculty.

Student tenure as moderator. Regression analyses for interactions between tenure
and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with faculty, AR?= .01, AF (3, 235) = .44, p > .50. None of the
three product terms for the interactions neared significance. For patterns of Facebook
behavior, tenure does not moderate identification with faculty.

A second regression analysis evaluating interactions between student tenure and
type of Facebook use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in
identification with faculty, AR? = .01, AF (5, 292) = .56, p > .05. None of the five product
terms significantly predicted interactions between type of Facebook use and identification
with faculty as influenced by tenure. For types of Facebook use, tenure does not moderate

identification with faculty.



Table 17 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Faculty

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .06 91 .36
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 21* 3.23 .00
* Status Updates Read .02 24 81
R2 .05*

Institution added

*Small Private .25* 3.54 .00
*Medium Public 24* 3.36 .00
*Large Public -.23* -3.54 .00
R2 JA1*

R2 change .60

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private -.23 -1.59 A1
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public -12 -.93 .35
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public 14 1.59 A1
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private .01 .05 .96
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public .16 1.04 .30
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public -.00 -.05 .96
*Status Updates x Small Private -.01 -.05 .96
*Status Updates x Medium Public .06 .80 43
*Status Updates x Large Public .01 .05 .96
R2 A3

R2 change .02

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 18 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and ldentification with Faculty

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication 18 1.67 A0
*Student-to-Student Communication .08 1.26 21
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -.05 -57 57
*Information about Extracurricular Activities -.01 -.07 .94
*Religious Communication .20% 2.63 .01
R2 A13*

Institution added

*Small Private .35* 5.50 .00
*Medium Public .25* 4.19 .00
*Large Public -32* -5.50 .00
R2 .22*

R2 change .09

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private 16 1.14 .25
*Formal Communication x Medium Public .05 41 .68
*Formal Communication x Large Public -.20 -1.14 .25
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -.39* -3.76 .00
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public -.07 -.98 .33
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public 31* 3.76 .00
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -.22* -2.28 .02
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public .08 91 37
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public .38* 2.28 .02
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private 14 1.29 .20
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public .10 1.03 .30
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -12 -1.29 .20
*Religious Communication x Small Private -.04 -.34 73
*Religious Communication x Medium Public -11 -1.18 .24
*Religious Communication x Large Public .04 .34 73
R2 29*

Rz change .07

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 19 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Faculty

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .07 1.05 .29
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School .20* 3.12 .00
* Status Updates Read .01 22 .83
R2 .05*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.13 -1.99 .05
R2 07*

R2 change .02

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure .00 -.00 .99
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure .03 .50 .62
*Status Updates x Tenure .06 .87 .38
R2 .07

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 20 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and
Identification with Faculty

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .20 1.81 .07
*Student-to-Student Communication .08 1.24 .22
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -.05 -.60 .55
*Information about Extracurricular Activities -.01 -12 .90
*Religious Communication .20* 2.53 .01
R2 13*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.04 -.80 43
R2 14

R2 change .00

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure .06 .52 .61
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure .02 31 .76
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure .03 41 .68
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure -.03 -.36 72
*Religious Communication x Tenure -14 -1.60 A1
R2 14

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Identification with staff. A regression analysis assessing the main effect of
patterns of Facebook use indicated that the combination of variables accounted for a
significant proportion of the variance in identification with staff, F (3, 241) = 3.65, p <
.05, Rz =.04. Once again, proportion of a participant’s Facebook network was positively
related to identification, f = .19, t (3, 241) = 3.04, p < .05, which suggests that levels of
identification with staff increase as the number of Facebook friends at the same
educational institution increases. Frequency of access and status updates did not have
significant relationships with identification with staff.

A second regression assessing the main effect of types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with staff, F (5, 296) = 8.31, p
<.05, Rz = .12. Of five possible predictors, two were significant. Religious
communication, g = .16, t (5, 296) = 2.02, p < .05, was positively related to identification,
suggesting that discussions on Facebook about religious activities is linked to increases in
student identification levels with staff. Similarly, information about extracurricular
activities, = .15, t (5, 296) = 2.03, p < .05, was positively related to identification with
staff, which shows increased discussions about non-academic activities leads higher
levels of identification with staff. Formal college/university communication, student-to-
student communication, and student-to-faculty communication were not significantly
related to identification with staff.

Institution as moderator. Regression analyses evaluating interactions between
institution and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion
of variance in identification with staff, AR> = .02, AF (6, 233) = .87, p > .05. Institution

did not moderate patterns of Facebook behavior interactions and identification with staff.
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Interactions between institution and types of Facebook use did account for a
significant proportion of variance in identification with staff, AR? = .06, AF (10, 284) =
2.18, p < .05. Two significant predictors emerged for School A. The interaction between
School A and student-to-student communication, g =-.32, t (10, 284) =-2.98, p < .05,
was negatively related to identification with staff, suggesting that communication on
Facebook is more likely to reduce than increase identification. Additionally, the
interaction between School A and student-to-faculty communication, g = -.18, t (2, 284)
=-1.82, p < .05, was negatively associated with identification, again suggesting that
communication at School A is more likely to reduce identification with staff than
communication with staff at School C. The interaction between School A and formal
college/university communication, f = .24, t (2, 284) = 1.68, p < .10, approached
significance, which suggests this type of Facebook communication will increase
identification with staff at School A as compared to identification with staff at School C.
For types of Facebook usage, institution partially moderates levels of identification with
staff.

Student tenure as moderator. A regression analysis testing interactions between
tenure and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification, AR? = .00, AF (3, 233) = .32, p > .05. None of the three product
terms for the interactions neared significance. For patterns of Facebook behavior, tenure
does not moderate levels of identification with staff.

A second regression analysis testing interactions between student tenure and type
of Facebook use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification

with staff, AR?=.01, AF (5, 286) = .59, p > .05. None of the five product terms
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significantly predicted interactions between type of Facebook use and identification with

staff as moderated by tenure.

Table 21 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Staff

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .06 .90 37
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 19* 3.04 .00
* Status Updates Read .10 5 .88
R2 .04*

Institution added

*Small Private 14* 1.98 .05
*Medium Public 21* 2.88 .00
*Large Public -13* -1.98 .05
R2 .08*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private -.16 -1.14 .26
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public -.02 -17 .87
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public 10 1.14 .26
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private .08 .52 .61
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public 19 1.34 .18
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public -.04 -.52 .61
*Status Updates x Small Private .01 14 .89
*Status Updates x Medium Public 07 .84 40
*Status Updates x Large Public -.01 -14 .89
R2 10

R2 change .20

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 22 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and ldentification with Staff

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication -.01 -.04 97
*Student-to-Student Communication .07 1.04 .30
*Student-to-Faculty Communication .08 .92 .36
*Information about Extracurricular Activities A15* 2.03 .04
*Religious Communication .16* 2.02 .04
R2 J12*

Institution added

*Small Private 21* 3.17 .01
*Medium Public .18* 2.70 .00
*Large Public -19* -3.17 .00
R2 .16*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private 24 1.68 .09
*Formal Communication x Medium Public .08 .59 .56
*Formal Communication x Large Public -.32 -1.68 .09
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -.32* -2.98 .00
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public -.05 -.65 .52
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public .26* 2.98 .00
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -.18 -1.82 .07
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public .09 .99 32
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public .33 1.82 .07
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private A3 1.06 .29
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public A1 1.17 24
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -11 -1.17 24
*Religious Communication x Small Private -12 -.99 .32
*Religious Communication x Medium Public -.07 -75 .45
*Religious Communication x Large Public A2 .99 .32
R2 22*

Rz change .06

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 23 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Staff

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .07 1.08 .28
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 19* 2.93 .00
* Status Updates Read .01 A2 .90
R2 .04*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.09 -1.33 19
R2 .05

R2 change .01

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure .03 A7 .64
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure .03 .52 .60
*Status Updates x Tenure .03 44 .66
R2 .06

R2 change .00

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 24 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and
Identification with Staff

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .02 A7 .87
*Student-to-Student Communication .07 .98 .33
*Student-to-Faculty Communication .07 .85 40
*Information about Extracurricular Activities .15* 1.99 .05
*Religious Communication 15 1.87 .06
R2 12*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.03 -51 .61
R2 A2

Rz change .00

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure -.09 -.79 A3
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure -.06 .81 A2
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure A3 1.50 A3
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure .01 12 91
*Religious Communication x Tenure -.06 -.69 49
R2 A3

R2 change .10

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Identification with major department. A regression analysis assessing the main
effect of patterns of Facebook use indicated that the combination of variables accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with individuals in a student’s
major department, F (3, 245) = 7.38, p < .05, Rz = .08. Proportion of a participant’s
Facebook network was positively related to identification, = .25, t (3, 245) =4.02, p <
.05, demonstrating that a larger proportion of friends attending the same
college/university is associated with increased levels of identification with fellow
students in an individual’s major department. Frequency of access and status updates did
not have significant relationships with identification with individuals in a student’s major
department.

A second regression assessing the main effect of types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with individuals in a student’s
major department, F (5, 305) = 4.50, p < .05, Rz =.07. Of five possible predictors, only
one was significant. Student-to-student communication, g = .22, t (5, 305) = 3.22, p < .05,
was positively related to identification, suggesting that discussions on Facebook about
class with other students increases student identification levels with individuals in their
major department. Formal college/university communication, student-to-faculty
communication, information about extracurricular activities, and religious
communication were not significantly related to identification.

Institution as moderator. Regression analyses for interactions between institution
and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of

variance in identification with individuals in a student’s major department, AR? = .02, AF
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(6, 233) = .87, p > .05. Institution did not moderate patterns of Facebook behavior
interactions and identification with individuals in a student’s major department.

Regression testing for interactions between institution and types of Facebook use
did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification with individuals
in a student’s major department, AR? = .05, AF (10, 293) = 1.59, p > .05. No interactions
were significant. For types of Facebook use, institution does not moderate identification
with individuals in a student’s major department.

Student tenure as moderator. Regression analyses testing interactions between
tenure and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with individuals in a student’s major department, AR? = .00, AF
(3, 236) = .09, p > .05. None of the three product terms for the interactions neared
significance. For patterns of Facebook behavior, tenure does not moderate identification
with individuals in a student’s major department.

A regression analysis evaluating interactions between student tenure and type of
Facebook use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification,
AR%= .01, AF (5, 294) = .29, p > .05. None of the five product terms significantly
predicted interactions between type of Facebook use and identification with individuals
in a student’s major department as influenced by tenure. For type of Facebook use, tenure

does not moderate identification with individuals in a student’s major department.



Table 25 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Major

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .10 1.55 12
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School .25* 4.02 .00
* Status Updates Read .05 74 .46
R2 .08*

Institution added

*Small Private .16* 2.38 .02
*Medium Public 19* 2.76 .01
*Large Public -.15* -2.38 .02
R2 J12*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private .03 .23 .82
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public .03 24 .81
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public -.02 -23 .82
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private -11 -.80 43
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public -.04 -.25 .80
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public .02 .25 .80
*Status Updates x Small Private -.03 -.28 .78
*Status Updates x Medium Public .05 .58 .56
*Status Updates x Large Public .03 .28 .78
R2 A2

R2 change .00

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 26 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and ldentification with Major

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .03 .28 .78
*Student-to-Student Communication 22% 3.22 .00
*Student-to-Faculty Communication -11 -1.21 .23
*Information about Extracurricular Activities .04 .58 .56
*Religious Communication .05 .61 .54
R2 .07

Institution added

*Small Private .18* 2.69 .01
*Medium Public .16* 2.52 .01
*Large Public -17* -2.69 .01
R2 .10*

R2 change .03

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private -.03 -.53 .84
*Formal Communication x Medium Public -.07 -.20 .59
*Formal Communication x Large Public .04 .20 .84
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -12 -1.04 .30
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public -.03 41 .69
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public .09 1.04 .30
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -19 -1.93 .06
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public .06 57 .55
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public .36 1.93 .06
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private A5 1.28 .20
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public 12 1.20 .23
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -13 -1.28 .20
*Religious Communication x Small Private -.03 -.28 .78
*Religious Communication x Medium Public .02 21 .83
*Religious Communication x Large Public .04 .28 .78
R2 14

Rz change .05

*Significant at p < .05 level



Table 27 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and

Identification with Major

Variables in Regression
Initial Model
* Frequency of Facebook Access

* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School

* Status Updates Read
RZ

Student Tenure added
*Tenure

RZ

R2 change

Moderator Interaction Terms added
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure
*Status Updates x Tenure

R2

R2 change

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 28 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and

Identification with Major

Variables in Regression

Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication
*Student-to-Student Communication
*Student-to-Faculty Communication
*Information about Extracurricular Activities
*Religious Communication

RZ

Student Tenure added
*Tenure

RZ

Rz change

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure
*Religious Communication x Tenure

RZ

R2 change

*Significant at p < .05 level

Beta Weights

10
.24*
.05
.08*

-.03
.08
.00

-01
10
.03
.08
.00

Beta Weights

.05
22%
-.10

.04

.04
.07*

.01
.07
.00

-.05
.02
-.02
.05
.08
.07
.01

1.61
3.90
.70

-.55

-.19
.16
43

41
3.14
-1.20

.53

48

22

-.46
.23
-.20
.58
.89

Sig.

11
.00
48

.59

.85
.88
.67

Sig.

.68
.00
.23
.60
.64

.83

.65
.82
.84
.56
.38
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Identification with alumni. A regression analysis assessing the main effect of
patterns of Facebook use on identification indicated that the combination of variables
accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with alumni, F (3,
241) =5.34, p < .05, R? = .06. Proportion of a participant’s Facebook network was
positively related to identification with alumni, g = .22, t (3, 241) = 3.46, p < .05,
meaning that as the number of Facebook friends attending the same school increases,
levels of identification with alumni increase as well. Frequency of access and status
updates did not have significant relationships with identification with alumni.

A second regression assessing the main effect of types of Facebook use accounted
for a significant proportion of the variance in identification with alumni, F (5, 298) =
10.43, p < .05, Rz = .15. Of five possible predictors, only one was significant. Religious
communication, g = .20, t (5, 298) = 2.71, p < .05, was positively related to identification,
suggesting that discussions on Facebook about religion with alumni increases student
identification levels with alumni. Information about extracurricular activities, 5 = .12, t
(5, 298) = 1.72, p < .10 neared significance. Formal college/university communication,
student-to-student communication, and student-to-faculty communication were not
significantly related to identification.

Institution as moderator. Regression testing for interactions between institution
and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with alumni, AR? = .03, AF (6, 233) = 1.18, p > .05. Institution
did not moderate patterns of Facebook behavior interactions and identification with

alumni.
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Regression testing for interactions between institution and types of Facebook use
accounted for a significant proportion of variance in identification with alumni, AR? =
.06, AF (10, 286) = 2.34, p < .05. One product term was significant for School A. The
interaction between School A and student-to-student communication, 5 = -.28, t (10, 286)
=-2.73, p < .05, was negatively related to identification with alumni, suggesting that
communication on Facebook reduces identification with alumni at School A as compared
to School C. One product term neared significance for School A. The interaction between
School A and student-to-faculty communication, g = -.16, t (10, 286) =-1.71, p < .10,
was negatively related to identification with alumni, implying that communication on
Facebook is more likely to reduce than increase identification with alumni at School A as
compared to School C. No other interactions were significant. For types of Facebook
usage, institution partially moderates identification with alumni.

Student tenure as moderator. Regression testing for interactions between tenure
and patterns of Facebook behavior did not account for a significant proportion of
variance in identification with alumni, AR? = .01, AF (3, 232) = .92, p > .05. None of the
three product terms for the interactions neared significance. For patterns of Facebook
behavior, tenure does not moderate identification with alumni.

Regression testing for interactions between student tenure and type of Facebook
use did not account for a significant proportion of variance in identification with alumni,
AR?= .01, AF (5, 287) = .64, p > .05. None of the five product terms significantly
predicted interactions between type of Facebook use and identification with alumni as
moderated by tenure. For types of Facebook use, tenure does not moderate identification

with alumni.



Table 29 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Alumni

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access .10 1.49 14
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 22* 3.46 .00
* Status Updates Read .08 .26 .80
R2 .06

Institution added

*Small Private .20* 2.95 .00
*Medium Public 22* 3.10 .00
*Large Public -19* -2.95 .00
R2 A1*

R2 change .05

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Small Private -17 -1.22 22
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Medium Public .01 .09 .93
*Frequency of Facebook Access x Large Public .10 1.22 22
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Small Private .02 .16 .87
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Medium Public 14 .99 .32
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Large Public -.01 -.16 .87
*Status Updates x Small Private -.03 -.35 73
*Status Updates x Medium Public 10 1.25 21
*Status Updates x Large Public .03 .35 73
R2 14

R2 change .03

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 30 Regression Results For Institution as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought
and ldentification with Alumni

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication .09 .82 .39
*Student-to-Student Communication .02 31 .76
*Student-to-Faculty Communication .03 40 .69
*Information about Extracurricular Activities A2 1.72 .09
*Religious Communication .20% 2.71 .01
R2 .15*

Institution added

*Small Private 29* 4.59 .00
*Medium Public 22* 3.58 .00
*Large Public -27* -4.59 .00
R2 21*

R2 change .06

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Small Private 18 1.33 A9
*Formal Communication x Medium Public -12 -97 .34
*Formal Communication x Large Public -.23 -1.33 19
*Student-to-Student Communication x Small Private -.28* -2.73 .01
*Student-to-Student Communication x Medium Public .01 .09 .93
*Student-to-Student Communication x Large Public 23* 2.73 .01
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Small Private -.16 -1.71 .09
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Medium Public 13 1.39 A7
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Large Public .29 1.71 .09
*Information about Extracurricular x Small Private .09 .78 44
*Information about Extracurricular x Medium Public 13 1.34 .18
*Information about Extracurricular x Large Public -.07 -78 44
*Religious Communication x Small Private -.07 -.60 .55
*Religious Communication x Medium Public .03 .30 a7
*Religious Communication x Large Public .07 .60 .55
R2 27*

Rz change .06

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Table 31 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Patterns of Facebook Behaviors and
Identification with Alumni

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

* Frequency of Facebook Access A1 1.62 A1
* Proportion of Facebook Friends at Same School 21* 3.30 .00
* Status Updates Read .02 .23 .82
R2 .06*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.09 -1.42 16
R2 .07

R2 change .01

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Frequency of Facebook Access x Tenure .05 .78 44
*Proportion of Facebook Friends x Tenure .04 .63 53
*Status Updates x Tenure .07 1.00 .32
R2 .08

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level

Table 32 Regression Results For Tenure as Moderator of Type of Facebook Information Sought and
Identification with Alumni

Variables in Regression Beta Weights t Sig.
Initial Model

*Formal College/University Communication A1 1.02 31
*Student-to-Student Communication .02 .29 a7
*Student-to-Faculty Communication .08 .36 72
*Information about Extracurricular Activities A2 1.63 .10
*Religious Communication .20* 2.62 .01
R2 15*

Student Tenure added

*Tenure -.03 -.49 .63
R2 A5

Rz change .00

Moderator Interaction Terms added

*Formal Communication x Tenure -.04 -.35 .73
*Student-to-Student Communication x Tenure .04 .61 .54
*Student-to-Faculty Communication x Tenure .06 .76 45
*Information about Extracurricular x Tenure .03 A2 .67
*Religious Communication x Tenure -11 -1.33 .18
R2 16

R2 change .01

*Significant at p < .05 level
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Research Question One Findings: Summary

To summarize, several findings emerged in analyses of the relationship between
student Facebook use and identification with target individuals at colleges and
universities (students, faculty, staff, major department, alumni). For all targets, there is a
positive association between the proportion of a participant’s Facebook network that
attends the same school and levels of student identification. The types of student
Facebook use are associated with identification, and this relationship holds up for a range
of identification targets. Institution moderated types of student Facebook use and
identification with faculty, staff, and alumni. Finally, tenure did not moderate any
relationship between student Facebook use and identification with different university

targets.
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CHAPTER FOUR - DISCUSSION

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the relationship between student
Facebook use and student levels of identification with their respective college/university.
A set of self-report measures of behavioral use (frequency of Facebook access,
proportion of student’s Facebook friend network that attends the same school, status
updates read), descriptors of type of Facebook use (formal college/university
communication, student-to-student communication, student-to-faculty communication,
information about extracurricular activities, religious communication), and two
moderators (institution and tenure) were used in an attempt to predict student
identification with their institution and separate identification targets associated with the
college/university (faculty, students, staff, major department, alumni). Data collected
from a pilot study informed dissertation methods, suggesting the need to evaluate patterns
of Facebook behavior (frequency of access, proportion of Facebook network at same
school with student, status updates read) as well as types of information sought on
Facebook (formal college/university communication, student-to-student communication,
student-to-faculty communication, information about extracurricular activities, religious
communication) in order to measure several variations of student Facebook usage. Data
collected from three educational institutions was analyzed and regressions performed to
determine what types of interactions might be present.

Statistical analyses revealed several key findings. For the first set of predictor
variables (patterns of Facebook behavior), data analyses indicated a positive relationship
between proportion of Facebook network at institution (friends attending the same

school) and identification. This finding emerged for student identification with the
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university as well as student identification with each individual target (students, faculty,
staff, major department, alumni). Next, the type of information that students
communicate about on Facebook is associated with identification. This association holds
up for a range of identification targets. For identification with fellow students, staff, and
alumni, there were positive relationships between level of identification and information
about extracurricular activities and religious communication. For identification with
faculty, formal college/university communication and religious communication were
associated with increased levels of identification. Finally, for identification with
individuals in a student’s major department, student-to-student communication was
related to increased levels of identification. Institution moderated the relationship
between types of Facebook information sought and student identification. Student tenure
did not moderate the relationship between Facebook use and identification.
Conclusions

Several conclusions can be drawn from the findings of this study. In each of the
sub-sections that follow, a brief interpretation of findings is highlighted and the
significance of each conclusion is discussed.

Proportion of Facebook network at same school. The number of Facebook
friends who attend the same college/university as the participant is associated with a
student’s development of identification with their university. Results suggested that the
proportion of a student’s Facebook network from the same college was associated with
student identification with the university as well as with each organizational target

(faculty, staff, students, major department, alumni).
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Related research supports this general pattern of findings. For example, Jones and
Volpe (2010) analyzed the development of organizational identification in social
networks and found that network size was positively related to the strength of students’
identification. Both current and previous study results suggest that it is not the frequency
of times students are interacting, but how connected the student is to a university
network. For the present study, results point towards a positive relationship between the
number of connections or ties and the perception of identification with a student’s
educational institution. According to McPherson, Popielarz, and Drobnic (1992), the
greater the number of connections between a non-member and individuals who are
members of a group, the more likely it is that transitive effects will develop and the non-
member will join. Fulk (1993) evaluated social influence among groups and found
individual behaviors to be consistent with group behaviors when there was a higher level
of attraction to the group. Likewise, the more organizational members a student is
connected to at their college/university, the more likely that their identification with their
educational institution will increase.

Using technology to enhance identification. Results revealed that social
technologies, such as Facebook, may be a potential tool for enhancing levels of student
identification with their college/university. Students used Facebook for a variety of
reasons including communication with fellow students, formal college/university
communication, information about extracurricular activities, and religious
communication. Students also used Facebook for communication with various targets
including faculty, staff, individuals in their major department, and alumni. However,

results also indicated that there may be factors, such as type of institution that may be



96

linked to how effectively Facebook can be used for identification purposes. Specifically,
results indicated that decreased levels of identification were associated with student-to-
student communication and student-to-faculty communication for the small private
school, most likely due to the increased face-to-face availability of fellow students and
faculty in a small college compared to a large university.

Previous research addressing technology as a tool for facilitating identification is
divided, with some scholars suggesting online communication is less suited to forming
connections with others (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Rock & Pratt, 2002) and other scholars
arguing online media enhances and contributes to higher levels of identification (Rock et
al., 2002; Postmes et al., 1998). In the current study results support both findings,
indicating that Facebook has the potential to be used effectively, but that there might be
also point of diminishing returns. Channel Expansion Theory provides an explanation for
such findings, suggesting that specific knowledge building experiences, perhaps
including those on Facebook, may be more important than the frequency of student
access (Carlson & Zmud, 1999). Indeed, frequency of Facebook access which was one of
the Facebook patterns of behavior, failed to reach significance in all regressions
conducted for this study.

Facebook may provide options for reaching out to students and engaging them in
and with their respective college university. Pratt, Fuller, and Northcraft (2000) argue
that rich media can reduce feelings of distance and enhance a sense of proximity, even if
the online user is a distance from their organization. Wilson, O’Leary, Jett, and Metiu
(2008) agree, suggesting that communication experiences and processes can be enriched

through more frequent and interactive exchanges. It is also clear that too much of a good
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thing, such as perpetuating too many interactions on Facebook, can be counter-productive
and viewed as intrusive by students (Hewitt & Forte, 2006).

Impact of institution on identification. Several small differences in Facebook
use and level of identification were observed among participants at schools A, B, and C .
At the most general level, these findings suggest that there are small differences in
students’ levels of identification, such that School A and School B had slightly greater
levels of identification than School C. However, few statistically significant differences
emerged between School A and School B . Although these data do not allow
generalizable conclusions with regard to institutions in general, the results do suggest that
identification as well as relationships between predictor variables and identification may
vary from one university to the next.

An attempt to explicate the patterns of results points to three potential
explanations. First, the size of the institution could be one factor influencing
identification. Smaller organizations may find it easier to communicate more regularly
and may be more inclusive of more organizational members. Often, there is a threshold
for the number of individuals that can be effectively involved and communicating in a
group, though online technologies such as Facebook can assist in increasing the threshold
for effective group interaction (Dennis et al., 1990; Valacich et al., 1992). Second,
general socialization practices utilized by each school may relate to how connected
students feel and how many opportunities they have to engage in campus activities.
Socialization practices differ by institution based on institutional goals and size (Dennis
et al., 1990; Kessler, 2011). Socialization practices may also differ based on the type of

student population present at the college/university. In the current study, School A is
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mostly comprised of traditional, residential students who are more regularly involved in
activities and connected to the campus. School C is more often characterized as a
‘commuter’ college, indicating that the general need for connection is reduced because
students only come to campus for classes and then return to their homes. Third,
institutional culture may influence identification. School A is a church-affiliated college
with a very specific focus on Christian values and ethics and a requirement that all
faculty employed be members of the church body associated with the college. Schools B
and C have no such affiliation requirements.

Student-to-student relationships on Facebook. Social interactions with fellow
students are more strongly associated with identification than are interactions about class-
related content, except in the case of interactions taking place with students who are in
the same major department as the participant. Students sought more information on
Facebook about extracurricular campus activities such as intramurals as well as engaging
in religious exchanges, and these exchanges were associated with higher levels of student
identification. For identification with the student’s major department, student-to-student
communication was linked to higher levels of identification, suggesting academic
exchanges are associate with identification for those who are pursuing similar academic
goals.

Previous scholarship highlighting the importance of Facebook for socialization is
confirmed in the current study (Madge et al., 2009; Roblyer et al, 2010). Indeed, the main
purpose for the creation of Facebook was to serve as a “social utility” that facilitates
student-to-student exchanges at the students’ respective colleges and universities

(Kirkpatrick, 2010, p. 312). Mark Zuckerberg, creator and CEO of Facebook, envisioned
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Facebook as a tool that students could use to help connect with other students at the same
school and to coordinate student activities. Facebook was only ever intended to serve
social purposes (Kirkpatrick, 2010). Once the range of possibilities became increasingly
evident, students and individuals of all ages started using Facebook for a variety of tasks,
including academic activities such as discussing course assignments and seeking
information about class schedules and deadlines (Madge et al., 2009; Roblyer et al, 2010;
Selwyn, 2009).

Results suggest that students may be open to academic exchanges once the initial
social connection has been established. Because Facebook is a ‘social tool’ first, students
may expect social discussions prior to other forms of interactions (Madge et al., 2009).
One possible explanation for student amenability to using Facebook for more than just
social exchanges might be increased familiarity with their educational institution. Once
the initial relationship has been built, students may demonstrate more openness to
additional types of interactions, such as academic discussions. Considering previous
research on the development of relationships, this type of progression is very typical, as
relationships customarily start with a small knowledge of an individual and very basic
interaction and expands as time passes and additional disclosures take place (Dalmas &
Irwin, 1987). As such, educational institutions should be wary of advocating for too
much connection with students too quickly.

Student-to-faculty relationships on Facebook. The relationship between
student-to-faculty communication and student identification levels is still not completely
clear due to current study results suggesting the presence of both positively and

negatively associated relationships. Several Facebook predictors, both for patterns of
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Facebook usage behavior and types of information sought on Facebook, do make minor
contributions to student identification with faculty, but most predictors did not account
for a significant amount of variance. However, it is also apparent that there is a lack of
engagement and interaction between student and faculty, and that Facebook use cannot
always be linked to identification levels with faculty members.

Previous research evaluating student-to-faculty relationships on Facebook has
both encouraged and cautioned faculty members’ interaction with students via Facebook.
Faculty might be able to build immediacy and credibility (Mazer et al., 2007; Mazer et
al., 2009). Students may view faculty presence as an intrusion on their personal lives
(Hewitt & Forte, 2006). In the current study, results linked faculty interactions with
students to two types of information sought on Facebook- religious communication and
information about formal college/university services. These findings both support and
contradict Mazer et al. (2009) who found that students interacted with faculty on
Facebook for affective purposes, but not for instrumental needs. Religious
communication focused on spiritual health support, a factor that can contribute to
emotional health (Koenig & Larson, 2001). Information about formal college/university
services included such things as learning more about internship opportunities, job
opportunities, school services, and tutors, all of which are tasks which students need to
address and complete. These findings suggest that students and faculty may engage for a
variety of different purposes, and that the diversity of interactions may be associated with
increasing levels of identification between students and faculty.

Selwyn (2009) concluded that students would look to Facebook for academic

purposes such as obtaining information about assignment deadlines and class
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expectations as well as sharing course-related materials with fellow classmates, a result
that is both supported and contradicted in the current study. For School A, Facebook
communication with faculty about course-related information was associated with
decreasing levels of identification when compared to Schools B and C. This suggests that
Facebook may be a more effective tool for interaction with faculty at larger schools
where there may be less opportunity to interact with faculty face-to-face.

Contrary to expectations, student tenure did not moderate levels of identification
with faculty on Facebook. Several previous studies suggest that individual tenure at an
organization is related to intent to remain with an organization (Hall et al., 1970; March
& Simon, 1958; Wan-Huggins et al., 1998). For a student, this could mean four years of
interaction with an educational institution in a student role and a continued connection to
the school as an alumnus. As such, it was expected that senior students would be more
highly identified with faculty than their freshman counterparts. Findings were not
significant for most patterns of behavior on Facebook or for all types of information
sought on Facebook. There was an unexpected negative relationship between tenure and
faculty identification, suggesting a reduced level of identification with faculty as
Facebook increases during a student’s tenure at their school. There are two possible
explanations for this finding. The students in this study were largely composed of
freshmen and may imply that more seniors were needed for a more accurate
representation of the tenure-identification relationship to emerge. Second, freshmen may
not have enough history at the institution in order to fully evaluate interactions and

identification levels with faculty.
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Connecting students with alumni. Institutions may be able to encourage and
facilitate productive student relationships with alumni while a student is still attending
their college/university. Participants that used Facebook for the purpose of exchanging
information about extracurricular activities and religious communication reported slightly
higher levels of identification. These results suggest connecting to alumni through faith-
based connections or campus sponsored activities might be an effective way to increase
student levels of identification with alumni.

Importance of organizational identification. One of the key conclusions of this
study is that Facebook use is associated with students’ level of identification. Findings
suggest that students identify with the institution as whole as well as with individual
targets in the organization, although results imply that what contributes to identification
for students is different with each organizational target. These findings support Scott and
Stephens (2009), who suggest that interactions with more than one target aid in
increasing overall levels of identification.

Current study findings also provide some support for previous claims that
individuals can identify differently with a variety of targets, different groups, or
subgroups within an organization (Hogg & Terry, 2001; Pratt & Rafaeli, 1997). Each
target was associated with different types of information sought on Facebook. For
identification with fellow students and with students in an individual’s major department,
both social and academic uses of Facebook were linked to higher levels of identification.
Fellow students engaged in more social uses; students in the same major department
sought academic interactions. This potentially suggests that participants are regularly

engaging fellow students to communicate on Facebook on topics unrelated to academic
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expectations, which is a consistently reported finding in previous Facebook scholarship
(Hewitt & Forte, 2006; Madge et al., 2009; Roblyer et al, 2010). However, it also means
that students may be beginning to open up to the idea of using Facebook for academic
purposes (Roblyer et al., 2010; Selwyn, 2009; Sturgeon & Walker, 2009). For
identification with faculty members, staff, and alumni, religious communication was
positively associated with identification levels, signifying that what students may be
seeking on Facebook is not directly related to class assistance, but focuses more on
general life. Similar to fellow students and students in the same major, students engaged
staff and alumni in social exchanges, only omitting faculty from social exchanges. This
suggests that faculty may need to explore further academic interactions or options for
mentoring students in order to positively influence levels of identification through
Facebook use.

The main contribution of this particular finding for identification with
organizational targets is such that it incorporates interactions with a variety of different
targets as well as activities in which students engage with the targets, evaluating the
impact of both on overall levels of identification. Scott and Stephens (2009) assert that
many previous studies focus on identification created through only communication
activities or on various targets of identification, neglecting the potential impacts of the
other variable. Even though the communication topics and selected targets of
identification are by no means comprehensive, findings suggest that further interactions
between targets and topics should be explored to gain a better understanding of the

contributions of both to overall levels of student identification.
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Implications for Practice

Facebook may be a beneficial tool for connecting students with their colleges and
universities. Results of the current study link Facebook use to identification with a
school as well as with fellow students, faculty, staff, a major, and even alumni. To
facilitate potentially stronger connections, it is important to be knowledgeable about the
topics students are most comfortable discussing with fellow students, faculty, and other
subgroups present at the college/university. Currently, students seem comfortable seeking
career advice and religious support from faculty on Facebook, but did not demonstrate
likelihood to ask about class assignments or engage socially with faculty. This does not
mean that faculty should not engage students on Facebook. It may mean that more effort
is required on the part of faculty to consistently interact with students in order to increase
identification. Due to a current lack of research offering tips for engaging students on
Facebook, interactions are likely to include some trial and error for educational
institutions right now. However, additional research can increase the amount of
information available such that schools will be more informed about best practices for
engaging students on Facebook.

Additionally, colleges and universities seeking to make the most of connections
with students should be forewarned that quantity of interactions on Facebook does not
necessarily equate to the most success in facilitating student identification. Channel
expansion theory suggests that perceptions of richness regarding particular media are
more strongly influenced by knowledge building experiences than by frequency of use
(Carlson & Zmud, 1999). In other words, the quality of the interaction through a well-

chosen medium is more important than a lot of interactions through a medium that many
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not be as effective. Colleges and universities should attempt to maintain a consistent
amount of contact to retain student identification levels, but overuse of Facebook may be
perceived as invasive or intrusive into students’ personal lives. As a result, faculty, staff,
and administration choosing to use Facebook with students need to make strategic
connections, making each interaction count.

Colleges and universities deciding to use Facebook to make connections and
increase identification with their student body should begin by making a social
connection and then expanding into other uses such as correspondence for class
assignments, advising, and general advice regarding college services. Facebook is a
social tool first and an outlet for other uses second (Madge et al., 2009). As such,
educational institutions should begin communication with students on topics that students
expect to discuss on Facebook such as different campus activities and events as well as
encouraging connecting with and friending of other students on campus. Once the initial
relationship between educational institution and students is developed on Facebook,
students may be more open to more varied purposes of Facebook interaction such as
academic uses.

Establishing positive relationships between current students and alumni may
benefit institutions by leading to increased alumni giving. Previous research demonstrates
a positive relationship between individuals who have higher levels of identification with
their alma mater and donations given to the school (Caboni & Eiseman, 2003; Mael &
Ashforth, 1992). Results suggest positive associations between student Facebook use and
identification with alumni for two types of Facebook information sought (information

about extracurricular activities and religious communication). Consequently, colleges and
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universities should seek venues and opportunities to encourage interactions between
alumni and current students, who will one day be future alumni and can influence the
next generation of college students.

Finally, college and university staff, faculty, and administrators should take into
consideration the type of college and college environment in which Facebook is being
utilized. Current study results hint that Facebook may not be as effective in a small
college environment when students have more opportunities to engage with faculty, staff,
and administration in a face-to-face format. At a larger college or university where there
are too many students for faculty or staff to be readily available to, Facebook may
provide that connection. For a chancellor at a large university who is looking to make
more of a connection to some of the students on campus, a Facebook chat session could
be scheduled. It is unlikely that the chancellor will be able to interact with all students
involved, but the perception of accessibility is more important than every individual
being able to have an individual conversation. Overall, it is vital that each educational
institution carefully consider the specific connection needs for their organization so that
Facebook can be used most effectively for each individual school.

Limitations

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the results from this
investigation. First, it should be noted that effect sizes for all of the results presented in
this study are quite small, most accounting for less than 15% of the overall variance
within each respective regression analysis. As such, individuals seeking to utilize

information in this study to support changes in university Facebook use should be
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cautioned to avoid making structural changes based only on preliminary and ineffectual
results.

In addition, only Facebook use was measured in this study. There is currently a
much larger repertoire of social media including social networking and course
management systems, many of which are being used in a similar manner to Facebook. As
Facebook has continued to improve, so have these other online systems, often taking
advantage of some of the same or similar functions that would be available on Facebook.
These functions would include messaging capabilities, posting pictures for student
profiles in course management systems, and discussion boards.

Third, self-report data brings with it inherent issues of potential participant
dishonesty, misunderstanding of questions, and possible inability to recall past activities
with full accuracy. Furthermore, a cross-sectional study only provides a brief ‘snapshot’
of one point in time, representations of results may not full represent the participant’s full
experience on Facebook.

There was a fairly homogeneous sample for this study, despite data collection at
three different schools. Participants surveyed trended to a younger population. At the
small private college specifically, a majority of the participants who took part in the
survey were freshmen who had been at the college likely for two semesters at most. As a
result, it became difficult to assess the impact of tenure on identification because the
students simply had not had enough time and experiences at the college/university.

Data collection took place at a limited number of schools (three) for this study, so
it is a challenge to be able to generalize results to a particular university type. The three

schools (small private college, medium public university, large public university) differed
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along a variety of dimensions, and as a result, certain institutional characteristics may be
conflated with others. For example, size of the college/university may be conflated with
the private/public dimension of the school, preventing a fully accurate analysis of which
institutional characteristics contributed most and least to student identification.

Despite efforts to resolve multicollinearity, it is likely that significant correlations
present between the five Facebook factors (formal college/university communication,
student-to-student communication, student-to-faculty communication, information about
extracurricular activities, religious communication) and organizational identification
influenced statistical results to some extent. All Facebook variables were factored using
an orthogonal rotation (varimax) and tolerance and VIF indices were within acceptable
limits. Additionally, efforts were made to center and standardized variables, but issues
with multicollinearity were unable to be fully resolved.

Future Research

In addition to efforts to address the preceding limitations, future work in this area
may wish to proceed in several directions. First, scholars should compile a wide list of
possible topics for discussion on Facebook and survey students about the
‘appropriateness’ of discussion of these topics from the student perspective. Because a
general survey of topics will not provide the most effective results if not situated in a
particular context, scholars should investigate which topics are viewed as appropriate for
discussing with fellow students, faculty, staff, the student’s major department and alumni
as well as generally inquire what topics are perceived to be appropriate and inappropriate
for educational and non-educational environments. A more comprehensive understanding

of topics of discussion for engaging students may provide more opportunities for
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connecting with students and finding commonalities, thereby affording an increased
chance of being able to enhance student levels of identification with their respective
educational institutions.

Because this particular participant sample trended younger with many freshmen
completing the survey, future research should seek a broader range of participants
ranging from freshman to senior and including graduate student participants as well. The
ideal participant sample would contain nearly equal numbers of participants from each
class level as well as traditional and non-traditional students. Additionally, obtaining a
diverse sample from a wider variety of educational institutions should allow for increased
generalization of future results.

Future research should also solicit more than one perspective. For this study, only
students were surveyed regarding their perceptions of identification or lack of
identification with their respective institutions. Future research should also survey
faculty, staff, administration, and if possible, alumni, to find out from these groups of
individuals what facilitates identification for them as well as what they perceive as
facilitating identification for the students with which they interact. Moreover, additional
research should be done to objectively evaluate the quantity of Facebook use that is
delivered by a school (i.e. evaluating the number and kinds of pictures posted, counting
the number of times status updates are posted) to see if there is a relationship to students’
perception of identification.

Finally, there are additional organizational variables that may contribute to
student identification facilitated through Facebook such as a student’s general level of

involvement at their college/university, specific socialization practices in which the
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college/university engages, and information-seeking behaviors employed by students to
learn more about their respective educational institution. For example, socialization
practices such as getting students on Facebook to connect with roommates or future
professors, requesting students become part of a “class of 2013” (or other year) Facebook
page to become more involved with their cohort, or setting up specific extracurricular
activities using Facebook (i.e. a scavenger hunt where students need to find items on
campus and then return to Facebook for each ensuing clue) are likely to provide much
more extensive interaction through Facebook. It is likely that each of the aforementioned
variables plays a part in identification in addition to the variables of student tenure,
institution type, and organizational target which were explored in the current study.
Final Thoughts

Organizational identification is vital to students experiencing feelings of
belonging within their respective college or university, and current study results indicate
that Facebook can be utilized as a tool to enhance those feelings of belonging. Study
findings suggest that there are some variables that more strongly enhance identification
such as the size of a student’s network, and some variables that have little impact, such as
the number of overall student logins.

There is still so much to investigate regarding educational uses of Facebook. The
current study has only begun to scratch the surface of possibilities for using social media
for academia. Results indicate that there is promise for using Facebook in the educational
sphere, but there is still so much that we don’t know, and with the constant changes to
Facebook and other social media technologies, it is hard to maintain relevancy and be

highly effective in our use of specific Facebook functions. One thing that is certain,
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despite so many different technologies, is the need that human beings have to connect to
one another, whether at work, home, or school. Keeping this in mind, scholars need to
focus on discovering the best ways that we can enhance those connections, and Facebook
provides just that opportunity, serving as the “social utility that connects you with the

people around you,” (Kirkpatrick, 2010, p. 312).
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University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, WI; 2008-2011 and 2004-2006, Graduate
Teaching Assistant
Business and Professional Communication, Face to Face & Online
Interviewers and Interviewing, Face to Face
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Wisconsin Lutheran College, Milwaukee, WI; 2006-2009 and 2011 to present,
Adjunct Instructor; Instructor of Communication; Assistant Professor of
Communication

Introduction to Communication

Interpersonal Communication

Research Methods

Nonverbal Communication

Publications

Non-Refereed Publications

Lau, A. R. & Johnson, J. R. (2005). COMMUN 105 instructional staff grading
tutorial. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. (Available from Department
of Communication, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee).

Refereed Publications

Allen, M., Dilbeck, K., England, N., Herrman, A., Kartch, F., Kim, J., Kulovitz, K,,
Lau, A., Maier, M., May, A., McNallie, J., Omori, K., & Shoji, K. (2012).
Test of a causal model for sexual harassment using data from a meta-
analysis. In N. Burrell, M. Allen, R. Preiss, and B. Gayle (Eds.), Research
on Conflict: Advances Through Meta-Analysis. Mahwah, NJ: Taylor and
Francis.

Dindia, K., Lau, A., Hsu, S., & Garber, P. (2010). I need some space: Friends
through good times and bad times. In D. O. Braithwaite and J. T. Wood
(Eds.), Casing interpersonal communication: Case studies in personal and social
relationships (pp. 43 to 50). Dubuque, IA: Kendall Hunt Publishing Co.

Presentations

Uecker, D., Schmidyt, J., & Lau, A. (2012, March). Making connections : Friendship
in Russia, Croatia, and the United States. Paper presentation at the Central
States Communication Association, Cleveland, OH. (Presented new data
analyses)
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Lau, A., & Gattoni, A. (2011, November). It takes an online community :
Rethinking motherhood, technology, and community in the 21st century.
Paper presented at the National Communication Association, New
Orleans, LA.

Uecker, D., Schmidyt, J., & Lau, A. (2010, November). Building bridges :
Friendship in Russia, Croatia, and the United States. Paper presentation at
the National Communication Association, San Francisco, CA.

Lau, A., Pincon, D., & Meyers, R. (2009, November). Group-centered learning in the
classroom: Addressing student perspectives. Poster presentation at National
Communication Association, Chicago, IL.

Lau, A. (2007, November). Student perceptions of classroom group work: The
good, the bad, and the ugly. Paper presentation at National
Communication Association, Chicago, IL.

Lau, A. (2007, March). What do first year students think about learning in
groups? Paper presentation at Office of Professional and Instructional
Development, Madison, WI.

Lau, A. (2006, February). Time management without feeling guilty. Informational
presentation at St. Lucas Lutheran Church, Kewaskum, WI.

Heins, M., Johnson, J., Lau, A. & Woller, W. (2004, April). Linking theory and
practice : The WLC internship experience. Panel discussion at Wisconsin
Communication Association, Appleton, WI.

Uecker, D., Johnson, J., Lau, A. & Woller, W. (2004, April) Portfolios for use in
capstone communication courses and for assessment. Panel discussion at
Wisconsin Communication Association, Appleton, WI.

Poulsen, M., Lau, A., & Theiler, K. (2004, February). Wisconsin Lutheran
psychology students presenting at research symposiums. Informational
presentation for the Board of Regents at Wisconsin Lutheran College,
Milwaukee, WI.

Lau, A. (2003, May). Listening in the bible: The do’s, the don’ts, and the
anecdotes. Paper presented at the 3rd annual Wisconsin Lutheran College
Undergraduate Research Symposium, Milwaukee, WI.



136

Lau, A. (2003, May). The relationship between conflict styles and restrictive
emotionality in college-aged men. Poster presentation at the 34 annual
Wisconsin Lutheran College Undergraduate Research Symposium,
Milwaukee, WI.

Uecker, D., Carlin, R, Lau, A., & Sonnabend, S. (2003, May). Service-learning in
communication classes. Panel discussion at Wisconsin Communication
Association, Appleton, WI.

Lau, A. (2002, November). The relationship between conflict styles and
restrictive emotionality in college-aged men. Poster presentation at the
12th annual Tri-State Undergraduate Psychology Conference at Loras
College, Dubuque, IA.

Service

Presenter, June 28 & 29, 2012 at the WELS International Youth Rally, “Facebook
and Friends: Witnessing on the World Wide Web”

Peer Mentor to New Graduate Student (1%t year Ph.D. student), Department of
Communication, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2010-2011

Short Course Volunteer, November 2010, National Communication Association
Conference, San Francisco, CA.

Volunteer, August 27th, 2010, Communication Department Ph.D. Orientation,
Sessions for 1st and 2nd year Ph.D. students

Presenter, August 23v4,2010 at the Fall 2010 Teaching Assistant Orientation
Program, “Learning from Experience: Discussions with Experienced TAs”

Created and Maintaining a Facebook Page for Connie’s Hallmark (local business
in Waukesha), January 2010 to present

Short Course Volunteer, November 2009, National Communication Association
Conference, Chicago, IL.

Member of Faculty Institutional Review Board, Wisconsin Lutheran College,
2008 to 2009
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Invited Proseminar Visit, December 2008, “Using Your MA After Graduation”
(Presented to students in COMMUN 800 at University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee)

Invited Proseminar Visit, December 2007, “Using Your MA After Graduation”
(Presented to students in COMMUN 800 at University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee)

Invited Proseminar Visit, December 2006, “Using Your MA After Graduation”
(Presented to students in COMMUN 800 at University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee)

Visitor’s Day for Potential Graduate Students, Department of Communication,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, March 11, 2006

Social & Behavioral Research Week Volunteer, Wisconsin Lutheran College, 2003
and 2006 to present (takes place once every semester)

Member of Student Institutional Review Board, Wisconsin Lutheran College,
2006 to present (meets several times each semester)

Peer Mentor to New Graduate Student, Department of Communication,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2005-2006

Communication Graduate Student Advisory Council, Department of
Communication, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2005-2006

Graduate Student Representative to Faculty Meetings, Department of
Communication, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2005-2006

New Graduate Student Orientation, Department of Communication, University
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, August 22, 2005

Assessment Day COL 101 Focus Groups, Wisconsin Lutheran College, April 20,
2005

Awards/Honors

Outstanding Graduate Student GPA Award, University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, 2006




