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ABSTRACT

This study examined the level of trust of information on social media. Specifically, I investigated
the factors of performance expectancy with information-seeking motives that appear to influence
the level of trust of information on various social network sites. This study utilized the following
theoretical models: elaboration likelihood model (ELM), the uses and gratifications theory
(UGT), the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology model (UTAUT), the
consumption value theory (CVT), and the Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) Model to build a
conceptual research framework for an exploratory study. The research investigated the extent to
which information quality and source credibility influence the level of trust of information by
visitors to the social network sites. The inductive content analysis on 189 respondents’ responses
carefully addressed the proposed research questions and then further developed a comprehensive
framework. The findings of this study contribute to the current research stream on information

quality, fake news, and IT adoption as they relate to social media.

Keyword: Trust of information, information quality, performance expectancy, Stimulus-

Organism-Response Model, social network sites, social media, fake news.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Information explosion is a growing phenomenon in today’s digital society where the
rapid rate of information published and accessible on the web can result in an information flood
or data overflow. The rate of information explosion in online and offline social medias is
estimated to be expanding at a rate of 35%-50% per year (Beath et al., 2012; Fuller, 2010). With
nearly two billion global users of social media, concerns have risen about the reliability,
credibility, accuracy, and trustworthiness of the information available on the web, in addition to
growing concerns about loss of privacy, hacking, and identity theft. Trust in social network sites
is steadily declining. Edelman’s 2018 Trust Barometer found that 60 percent of respondents do
not trust social media, while the Poneman Institute reported that trust in Facebook had declined
more than 66 percent (Available at https://www.adweek.com/digital/5-social-media-trends-

hootsuite-sees-taking-hold-in-2019/).

Concerns about how to manage information explosion dates back to the 1980s. Rudd and
Rudd (1986) highlighted information explosion as an opportunity to get information out quickly
to the public. Alvarado et al. (2003) found that people tended to use an orienteering strategy to
deal with the large amounts of information. Later, personal knowledge management became a
popular research stream to explore the impact of growing information generated from Web 2.0
tools and advanced online technologies (e.g. Fathizargaran & Cranefield, 2017; Grundspenkis,
2007; Major & Savin-Baden, 2010; Razmerita et al., 2014; Razmerita et al., 2009; and Zuber-
Skerritt, 2005;). Researchers generally agreed that managing information is an essential and
inevitable issue for the public (Laudon & Laudon, 2016). Accordingly, people would enjoy a

higher level of convenience and satisfaction if a systematic information integration system could
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be provided because it would save time and energy on searching and organizing the information
needed (Overby et al., 2006). Past studies have also shown that an interactive environment with
the help of information technology (IT) facilitates intentions to share knowledge, which results

from information integration by each individual person (Bock et al., 2005; Constant et al., 1994;

Hendriks, 1999; Wasko & Faraj, 2005; Wasko & Faraj, 2000).

1.1 Scope of the study

| proposed to utilize the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) to
discuss the relationships among the antecedents of trust on shared news. Two factors appear
critical to news information: (1) Information quality (or argument quality) which is the central
route of persuasive processing on the different motivations on receiver acceptance and (2)
Source credibility, the extent to which information source is perceived to be believable,
competent, and trustworthy by information recipients (Bhattacherjee & Sanford, 2006), is a
peripheral route (Li, 2013). Next, | applied the unified theory of acceptance and use of
technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003), revising it to some degree to construct the main

part of the research model.

According to the uses and gratifications theory (UGT) proposed by Katz et al. (1974) (a
fundamental theory to understand why people use specific media and how they utilize to satisfy
specific needs), people actively engage in media exposures to gain entertainment, enhance social
interaction, and become informed or educated (McQuail, 2010). Therefore, performance
expectancy in the original UTAUT would be split into three different motives to understand
users’ needs on social network sites (Diddi & LaRose, 2006): entertainment, social interaction,

and information seeking. Social influence, or “community norms” which are rules, ethics, or
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standards that are fully or partially understood, generally accepted, and carefully followed by
members on the Internet community without the enforcement or punishment of laws (Cialdini &
Trost, 1998), was considered as well. The overall research framework was developed upon the
Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). This study proposed
that information quality and source credibility as environmental stimulus may influence the
psychological processes of social media users which in turn would affect their acceptance or trust
behavior. In particular, the perspective of three different motives on performance expectancy was

the main focus in this dissertation research.

1.2 Significance of the study

There are two completely opposite phenomena simultaneously happening on the Internet:
previous leading portal sites with diverse and integrated information are declining, while social
network sites with diverse but messy information are growing. Do people care about information
quality and trustworthiness? The answer is yes, with the result that social network sites are
striving to provide better integrated news feeds to their users. Moreover, the problem of “fake
news” has been causing concern since the US presidential election in 2016. How people deal
with the shared news they receive on social network sites and why people trust the news sources
in this new era of information explosion are still questionable. Hence, understanding the impact

factors on the trust of shared news in today’s fast-changing online environment is necessary.

Scholars in communication research have adopted the term “selectivity” to explain, the
ability of users to choose the information they receive via online media, and to explain the
decline of portal sites (Tewksbury, 2003). Kim (2008) further proposed three theories on driving

information selectivity and highlighted personal issue importance as the major issue on
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individual’s online information selection. In other words, social network sites provide
information that is highly related to users’ interests. People will read the algorithm-generated or
filtered posts from their friends or the pages they follow on their own. However, the shown
information on social network sites faces the problems of “echo chambers” and “filter bubbles”.
“Echo chambers” mean that users will only be exposed to online information from friends with
similar established perspectives or opinions (Colleoni et al., 2014), while “filter bubbles” let
users receive similar types of information based on their previous behaviors (Pariser, 2011).
Although Bakshy et al. (2015) concluded that the “selectivity” of users may break the bubbles
and chambers, the information provided by social network sites is still weakly-integrated.
Therefore, further studies on the acceptance or trust of information on social network sites are

needed.

The acceptance of news information shares similar definition with trusting intentions:
people who have trust-related behaviors are willing to depend on the trustees (McKnight et al.,
2002). In other words, the trustors accept the shared new information provided by the trustees.
With countless shared news information available on the social network sites, studying the real
impact factors on making people choose to trust has been a popular research stream. In fact,
scholars are still stuck with figuring out how to explain the impact of “fake news”, a kind of
information fabricated to mislead trustors without credible and objective sources (Albright,
2017). Past scholars generally used the topic of politics to discuss the trust of information or the
topic of “fake news” (e.g. Allcott and Gentzkow, 2017). However, trust of information was not
limited in the field of politics on social network sites. For example, the share price of United
Airlines dropped significantly in 2008 just because of the false information spreading (Carvalho

etal., 2011). In the era of new media, online users generally trusted the opinion leaders on the
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social media channels instead of traditional giant media company (Cappella, 2002). Moreover,
the affective or cognitive difference on accepting the information may play an important role as
well. Consequently, the purpose of this research is to study the antecedents of trust of
information on social network sites. To explore the affective or cognitive effect of trust, the

perspective of performance expectancy would be discussed specifically.

1.3 Research guestions

In line with the previous sub-section, the main research questions of this study were:

1. What factors influence consumer trust in seeking information on social network sites?

2. Why do people find some sources more credible than others?

3. How does the quality of information on the social media sites influence the level of
trust?

4. What are the most trusted social media sites for information seeking purposes?

1.4 Assumptions

The following assumptions were inherent to the pursuit of this study on the level of trust

of information on social network sites:

1. The number of respondents chosen for this study are sufficient for the observation
and the survey analysis.
2. Respondents answered accurately and honestly during the data collection process

concerning their own experiences, knowledge, and background.
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3. Respondents were truthful in acknowledging if they cannot answer a question due to
lack of knowledge or inability to recall specifics.

4. Respondents were able to participate in the survey during the time it is available
online.

5. Respondents could deliver their knowledge and experience in the form of in-depth
descriptions when answering the survey questions.

6. Respondents were able to know the source of information and verify the information
quality when reading the information provided by the researcher on the social media

platform.

1.5 Limitations

The following limitations were identified when this study was conducted:

1. This study was limited to data obtained from the analysis of samples available on the
specific Facebook page (for pilot study), and various social network sites such as
Twitter, Reddit, Facebook, YouTube, Nextdoor, Instagram, LINE, and PTT, and at
Purdue University.

2. This study was dependent on the willing cooperation of users to voluntarily
participate in the survey.

3. The survey was limited by Internet access with adequate communication browser
tools.

4. The time on data collection was limited to a period of one month.
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1.6 Delimitations

The following delimitations are relevant to this study:

1. This study was focused on social network sites. Non-social network platforms may be
mentioned to understand the general topic but are not the critical research target.

2. This study was conducted with the help of the facilities available at Purdue University
and nearby public areas such as West Lafayette Public Library.

3. The survey and the pilot studies were administrated over a pre-determined amount of
time bound by an expiration date.

4. The respondents were active members of social network sites.

1.7 Definitions of terms

Actual ease of use — The degree to which a person uses a particular system would be free of

effort (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

Arousal — The physiological responses to the environmental stimuli (Pribram & McGuinness,

1975).

Community norms — Rules, ethics, or standards that are fully or partially understood, generally
accepted, and carefully followed by members on the Internet community without the

enforcement or punishment of laws (Cialdini & Trost, 1998).

Complexity — The degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to understand

and use (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971).

Compliance — The acquiescence regarding a request (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004).
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Consumption value theory (CVT) — A fundamental theory to understand user behavior on

hedonic digital artifacts (Aladwani, 2014; Turel et al., 2010).

Convenience — The perception of the efficiency on interaction among the stakeholders across

both the informational and transactional channels (Choudhury & Karahanna, 2008).

Dominance — The perceived control over situations and surroundings (Mehrabian & Russell,

1974; Vierra, 2013).

Echo chambers - A phenomenon that makes people be only exposed to online information from

friends with similar established perspectives or opinions (Colleoni et al., 2014).

Efficacy of information acquisition — The perception of the channel’s ability to provide clear and

understandable information (Choudhury & Karahanna, 2008).

Effort expectancy — The degree of ease associated with the use of a system (Venkatesh et al.,

2003).

Elaboration likelihood model (ELM) — A fundamental model which proposed that any

information could be processed centrally by information quality and peripherally by source

credibility to influence people’s attitudes and behaviors (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).

Facilitating conditions — The degree to which people believe the adequate infrastructure exists to

support use of the new system (Venkatesh et al., 2003). In this study, facilitating conditions
have been redefined as the degree to which people believe the functional and comfortable

environment exists to help them obtain neutral integrated information.

Filter bubbles — A phenomenon that lets users receive similar types of information based on their

previous behaviors (Pariser, 2011).
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Halo effect — A cognitive bias that individual makes initial assessment based on ambiguous

information heard from others (Lachman & Bass, 1985).

Image — The mechanism of identification in social network sites (Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975).

Information adoption model (IAM) — A research model to comprehend the knowledge adoption

process on intention formation (Sussman & Siegal, 2003).

Informational social influence — The influence to accept information obtained from others as

evidence of reality (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955).

Narrative persuasion — The effect of narrative transportation that influence information retention

(Braddock & Dillard, 2016; Van Laer et al., 2014).

Netnography — An online version of ethnographic research approach to study behavioral and
cultural aspects of online consumers (Kozinets, 2010). It can be conducted in an
unobstructed manner (Giesler & Pohlmann, 2004) and can be flexible and adaptable in

various research settings (Kozinets, 2010).

Normative social influence — The influence to conform to the expectations of group (Deutsch &

Gerard, 1955; Kaplan & Miller, 1987).

Organism — Consumer’s emotional reactions to the environmental stimuli within the SOR model

(Eroglu et al., 2001; Vieira, 2013).

Perceived behavioral control — The degree of perceived ease of removal on internal and external

barriers to accept the information (Ajzen, 1991; Taylor & Todd, 1995).

Perceived ease of use — The degree to which a person believes that using a particular system

would be free of effort (Davis, 1989).
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Performance expectancy — The extent or degree to which an individual believes that using a

system will help him/her to attain gains in job performance (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

Pleasure — The level of enjoyment and gratification (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).

Relative advantage — The degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its

precursor (Tornatzky & Klein, 1982).

Reputation — Or referred to trust on information provider in this study. The degree of user’s

confidence in the information provider’s intent to offer accurate, reliable, and comfortable

information (No & Kim, 2015).

Response — The final process within the SOR model. The approach or avoidance behaviors of the

user (Eroglu et al., 2001; Vieira, 2013).

Selectivity — The ability that users can select the information on their own in the new forms of

online media (Tewksbury, 2003).

Social factors — The individual’s internalization of the reference group’s subjective culture

(Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975).

Social influence — The degree that a person perceives his or her important others believe he or

she should accept the innovation (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

Social network sites — The web-based services or platforms that allow people to build a profile

within a system, construct connections with other users, and view and share contents with
connections or others within the system (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). The context of ‘social
network sites’ in this study contains all the categories including user-generated content

platforms, trading and marketing sites, play and game sites, and mobile platforms (van
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Dijck, 2013). The term can be referred as social media, social media sites, social network

platforms in this study as well.

Source credibility — The extent to which information source is perceived to be believable,

competent, and trustworthy by information recipients (Bhattacherjee & Sanford, 2006).

Stimulus — The atmospheric cue that affects consumer’s emotion and perceived risk within the

SOR model (Eroglu et al., 2001; Kim & Lennon, 2013; Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).

Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) model — Originated from the field of environmental

psychology, a widely-used research model for consumer psychology and e-commerce
research with three stages from environmental stimuli, through affective and cognitive

reactions or organism, to individual behavioral responses (Mehrabian and Russell, 1974).

Subjective norms — The degree that an individual perceives that referent others believe he or she

should follow specific behavioral pattern in the community (Ajzen, 1991; Davis et al,

1989).

Trust of information — Trusting intentions which make people willing to depend on the trustees

and then express trust-related behaviors in the trust model of McKnight et al. (2002).

Unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) — A unified model to consider

factors related to system acceptance (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

Uses and gratifications theory (UGT) — A fundamental theory to understand why people use

specific media and how they utilize to satisfy specific needs. In social media, the theory is

usually used to discuss uses and gratifications to explore the influence of information
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sharing, entertainment, and relationship maintenance motives (Hur et al., 2017; Katz et al.,

1973; LaRose & Eastin, 2004).

1.8 Summary

Two pilot studies of the research were conducted. Based on an analysis of the data
collected, | was able to refine the conceptual research framework. | conducted a subsequent
survey to explore the phenomenon. Respondents were recruited on social media and college
courses to reach a larger population and obtain a more diverse sample. The findings, conclusions,
and directions of future research are presented in chapter five of this study. This research
examined factors which influence the trust of information on social network sites. This study

contributed to the current research stream on information quality, fake news, and IT adoption.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

To examine the factors for the trust of information on social network sites, | began with a
discussion of theories on information acceptance and technology adoption. I have clarified the
difference between acceptance on information and technology use and then briefly discuss the

conceptual theories, such as ELM, UTAUT, and SOR models that will be used in this study.

2.1 Narrative persuasion and information acceptance

Building upon the construct of narrative transportation within the context of stories or
novels (Deighton et al., 1989; Gerrig, 1993), people receive, interpret, and exchange multiple
types of information with each other. Researchers in communication science conducted a series
of studies focusing on how the narrative forms of information influence people’s responses and
attitudes. Van Laer et al. (2014)’s meta-analysis on narrative transportation provided a
comprehensive review from identifiable stakeholders of story transportation to measurable
consequences on behavior or intention changes in 76 relevant studies. A sub-sequence of studies
called narrative persuasion, the effect of narrative transportation that influence information
retention (Braddock & Dillard, 2016; Van Laer et al., 2014), could be further highlighted.
Braddock and Dillard (2016) concluded that narrative information utilizes a causal influence on
persuasion in the measurement of changes on beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. In
other words, narrative information could be accepted and transformed as knowledge which could

be retained by the story-receivers.

Information on social network sites may be, not only narrative, but also non-narrative. In

fact, the combination of pictures, videos, and narratives is the main form of expression today.
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Inspired by the technology adoption model (TAM), which is a widely accepted theory to
facilitate usage of technology, Sussman and Siegal (2003) proposed an information adoption
model (IAM) to comprehend the knowledge adoption process on intention formation. Besides
focusing on knowledge transfer within an organization in Sussman and Siegal (2003)’s original
study, IAM was employed in multiple works on electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM) in the
context of interactive online social environment as well. Cheung et al. (2008) applied this model
to identify the factors affecting information adoption in an online opinion forum about

restaurants.

Similarly, Filieri and McLeay (2013) applied it to understand traveler’s adoption of
information contained in online reviews. Erkan and Evans (2016) extended IAM with
considering needs and attitudes towards e-WOM information within the social media context.
They argued that both information quality and credibility (from IAM) and the consumer’s
behaviors towards information are essential elements to enhance information usefulness and then
raise people’s intention to adopt information as well as further related reactions such as purchase

intention.

IAM was often combined with another commonly used psychological theory ELM,
which proposed that any information could be processed centrally and peripherally to influence
people’s attitudes and behaviors (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Information quality was considered
as the central influence while source credibility as the peripherally one in the ELM-fundamental
IAM. That is, people who are willing or motivated to process the information would spend more
time using the criteria of information quality. On the other hand, source credibility would be an
easy way to help them deal with the information. Filieri and McLeay (2013)’s study was a

typical research which combines IAM with ELM. They retained the format of central and
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peripherally route in ELM and expanded the two factors in IAM into various antecedents. In the
contrast, the extension of IAM introduced by Erkan and Evans (2016) kept the two factors
(quality and credibility) without the consideration of antecedents as well as the central-peripheral
classification. In this study, the two different applications on the combination between ELM and

IAM will be adopted and integrated.

2.2 Performance Expectancy from Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology

In agreement with Erkan and Evans (2016)’s arguments that TAM is not appropriate to
study information acceptance, therefore this study will apply 1AM with the related components
of theory of reasoned action (TRA) instead of adopting TAM. However, within the context of
social media, some of the key components in TAM may be still valuable because social media is
a type of technology application as well. To solve the problem of neglect on processes of
information usefulness development and implementation, Venkatesh et al. (2003) introduced a
better unified model termed the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT).
Venkatesh et al. (2016) further synthesized existing types of UTAUT extensions and
recommended future researchers use UTAUT as a baseline model to refine the context factors.
Specifically, the authors indicated that the subsequent trials on extending or refining this model
would not be paramount because it has been proved as a mature theory, evaluated by Weber
(2012). Without attempting to refine or extend the original model, this research will directly
adopt it as a baseline model and revise the components with performance expectancy expansion

to meet the target context of social media.

The concept of performance expectancy was first introduced in the field of social

psychology as a determinant of actual performance (Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962). Psychologists
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raised the concerns on the inconsistencies between people’s expected and actual performance
(Brock et al., 1965). To address this issue on IT adoption, Venkatesh et al. (2003) defined
performance expectancy as “the extent or degree to which an individual believes that using a
system will help him/her to attain gains in job performance,” which is intuitive literally. The
concept combines multiple psychological and IT adoption models with five factors including
perceived usefulness, extrinsic motivation, job-fit, relative advantage, and outcome expectations.
Perceived usefulness, the degree to which people believe that adopting an information system
would improve their job performance (Davis, 1989), is one of the two main components in TAM.
Scholars first measured perceived usefulness by several scale items such as job performance,
work more quickly, increase productivity, effectiveness, useful, and makes job easier (Adams et
al., 1992; Segars & Grover, 1993). Effectiveness and job performance were then pulled out from
perceived usefulness because the pattern of correlations between these two factors could be

constructed together (Segars & Grover, 1993).

Psychologists and sociologists have studied the motivation theory for years and generally
separated motivation as two types: intrinsic and extrinsic (Deci, 1971; Herzberg, 1966; Kanfer,
1990). To incorporate motivational perspectives of IT adoption, Davis et al. (1992) adapted
enjoyment and perceived usefulness as the examples of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations
separately. The intrinsic motivations focus on the pleasure associated with the usage of
technology, while the extrinsic ones emphasize on the outcome from the usage. Venkatesh et al.
(2003) continued adopting extrinsic motivation with the concept of perceived usefulness in their
UTAUT model. Furthermore, they also integrated job-fit, another similar concept of perceived
usefulness retrieved from the conceptual model of personal computing utilization (Thompson et

al., 1991), into the construct of perceived usefulness. The appropriateness of a given technology
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for performing the task, or job-fit, provides a viewpoint on perceived usefulness from the

perspective of task-technology match (Goodhue, 1995).

The last notion that Venkatesh et al. (2003) selected to support perceived usefulness is
relative advantage from the innovation diffusion theory (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). Relative
advantage is regarded as one of the most relevant constructs on adoption (Tornatzky & Klein,
1982) and is defined as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its
precursor”. Rogers (1995) further explained that relative advantage could be conceptualized as a
construct that includes the benefits of an innovation on multidimensions such as time saving,
effort saving, cost saving, and increase on comfort feeling. Applying on IT perspective,
Karahanna et al. (2002) claimed that relative advantage is a concept akin to perceived usefulness
in TAM because both constructs share similar characteristics. Carter and Bélanger (2005),
however, differentiated between these two notions because the overlap is not clear. They
believed that perceived usefulness is the actual usefulness of an innovation. In contrast, relative
advantage may refer to the degree to which a new technology is perceived as being exceptional
than other means of interactions. Wang et al. (2011) also concluded that relative advantage is
more appropriate to distinguish from perceived usefulness when multiple IT innovations

compete for the attention of users.

Consequently, relative advantage may be regarded as the concept of competitive
advantage that is a crucial component on people’s perceived ease of use in innovation (Kanter,
2000; Templeton & Byrd, 2003). Scholars often made relative advantage and perceived
usefulness interchangeably; however, relative advantage could be interpreted out from perceived
usefulness in some cases (Carter & Bélanger, 2005; Karahanna et al., 2002; Van Slyke et al.,

2008; Wang et al., 2011). Furthermore, Choudhury and Karahanna (2008) identified
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convenience, trust, and efficacy of information acquisition from previous literature as three key
antecedents of relative advantage. Convenience was defined as the perception of the efficiency
on interaction among the stakeholders across both the informational and transactional channels,
while efficacy of information acquisition was specified as the perception of the channel’s ability
to provide clear and understandable information. Trust, or trustworthiness, could be differentiate
among dispositional, interpersonal, and institutional (McKnight et al., 2002). In coordination
with Choudhury and Karahanna (2008)’ viewpoint, the focus type of trust here for the definition
of relative advantage in this study would be relevant to people’s beliefs about the institution
instead of interpersonal attributes such as honesty and competence. This study will incorporate
the concept of convenience and efficacy of information acquisition into the research model as

well.

In summary, the concept of performance expectancy is the determinant of perceived job
performance measured by at least five impact factors, including perceived usefulness, extrinsic
motivation, job-fit, relative advantage, and outcome expectations (Venkatesh et al., 2003).
Specifically, Venkatesh et al. (2003) referred the above factors as the same notion of perceived
usefulness. Nevertheless, the interchangeability of these constructs was not agreed with all the
past researchers according to the literature review above. In addition to the dispute between
perceived usefulness and relative advantage, intrinsic motivations should be included in the
scope of performance expectancy as well because people may use their enjoyment as a
determinant to evaluate whether the job performance meets their expectations. Venkatesh et al.
(2012) added an independent construct of hedonic motivations apart from performance
expectancy in their revised UTAUT (or UTAUT2); however, the separation of intrinsic

motivations from performance expectancy ignored the relationship between enjoyment and
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perceived usefulness. Accordingly, the reconstruction of performance expectancy is necessary.
Entertainment motives, social interaction motives, and information seeking motives, which
adapted from the uses and gratifications theory (UGT) (Katz et al., 1973), will be the three key

components to replace the original defective factors in this study.

UGT has been applied as an effective fundamental theory in numerous empirical studies
on social media to explore the influence of information sharing, entertainment, and relationship
maintenance motives (Hur et al., 2017; LaRose & Eastin, 2004). For example, Whiting and
Williams (2013) argued that several uses and gratifications, such as entertainment, relaxation,
social interaction, information seeking, convenience, information sharing, and knowledge about
others, are crucial to social media utilization. Raacke and Bonds-Raacke (2008) found that uses
and gratifications such as friendship management and information seeking motivate people to
engage on social network sites. The theory assumes that people are aware of their needs and thus
are motivated by their needs to involve in the virtual communities (Cheung & Lee, 2009; Lee &
Ma, 2012). Although some specific motives such as professional advancement (users post
information to get notice from headhunters or hiring managers) on LinkedIn, memory
documentation (users post images with memories to help them look back in the future) on
Instagram, and creativity expression (users share creative pictures) on Pinterest may exist (Mull
& Lee, 2014; Sheldon & Bryant, 2016), people generally actively engage in social media
exposures to gain entertainment, enhance social interaction, and become informed or educated
(McQuiail, 2010). Cheung et al. (2011) introduced self-discovery (users involve on the social
network sites to find their “true self”, the real personal identity-important aspects of self not
often showed to others (Bargh, et al., 2002)) and interpersonal interconnectivity maintenance

(users establish and maintain social support and friendship on the social platforms) as the fourth
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and fifth motive on the usage of social media. However, since people will be able to signal
accurate information for their consumption choices by expressing their true self with each other
(Brannon, 2016), the true-self exploration could be viewed as a part of information seeking
motives. Similarly, people maintain their interpersonal interconnectivity to boost their social
interaction. Lee and Ma (2012) proposed another different motive called status seeking, a motive
of obtaining peer recognition and attaining social status. Nonetheless, no matter users would like
to get recognized from the public, or get promoted from the current job, their ultimate purpose is
still correlated with social interaction enhancement. That is, people usually seek their social
status to improve the social interaction experience either online or offline. Thus, entertainment,
social interaction, and information seeking motives will be the three main components for
performance expectancy in this study. The related literatures of performance expectancy have

been summarized in Table 2.1.

Consumption value theory (CVT) is another popular fundamental theory to understand
user behavior on hedonic digital artifacts (Aladwani, 2014; Turel et al., 2010). It was first
proposed by Sheth et al. (1991) which consists of five consumption values to affect consumer
choice: functional, emotional, conditional, social, and epistemic. Because CVT comprises both
intrinsic and extrinsic factors on user consumption-related behavior, the theory has been widely
applied in online social media research (e.g. Aladwani, 2014; Kaur et al., 2018; Turel et al.,
2010). To apply CVT into the research framework of this study, consumption values with similar
scope could be consolidated. Emotional value (the perceived utility to provoke feelings or
affective status) and epistemic value (the perceived utility to inflame curiosity, provide novelty,
and satisfy the desire of knowledge) in CVT could be incorporated in entertainment motives

because both serve as ways for entertainment and leisure purposes (Lee & Ma, 2012; Sheth et al.,
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1991). Epistemic value is also a part of information seeking motives because it includes the
desire of knowledge. Social value, which occurs when one’s consumption behavior changes the
responses of others (Holbrook, 2006), could be regarded as a motive in social interaction.
Functional value, the perceived utility of capability for functional or physical performance, is the
same concept of performance expectancy and perceived usefulness. Conditional value could not
be merged into any component of performance expectancy because the value refers to the
perceived utility from the specific situations or circumstances (Sheth et al., 1991).
Notwithstanding, facilitating conditions in UTAUT share similar ideas with conditional value
(Venkatesh et al., 2003). Hence, the research model of this study could be fully supported by

CVT and UGT.
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Table 2.1 Literature Review for the Components of Performance Expectancy

Performance Expectancy

Entertainment
motives

Social interaction motives

Information seeking
motives

Cheung et al.
(2011)

Entertainment
value

Maintaining interpersonal
interconnectivity, social
enhancement

Purposive value, self-
discovery

Choudhury
and
Karahanna
(2008)

Convenience: the perception
of the efficiency on
interaction among the
stakeholders across both the
informational and
transactional channels

Efficacy of information
acquisition: the
perception of the
channel’s ability to
provide clear and
understandable
information

Davis et al.
(1992)

Enjoyment as
intrinsic motivation

Perceived usefulness as
extrinsic motivation

Perceived usefulness as
extrinsic motivation

Gruzd et al.
(2018)

facilitating student
engagement, enhancing
student attention to content,
building
communities of practice

instructor’s organization
for teaching, engagement
with outside resources,
resource discovery

Hamari &
Sjoblom
(2017)

Escape, physical
attractiveness,
novelty, enjoyment
of aggression,
drama

Social interaction

Acquisition of
knowledge, witness the
high skill of the players

Hur et al.
(2017)

Entertainment

Relationship maintenance

Information seeking

Kaur et al.
(2018)

Playfulness

Social engagement, social
interaction

Problem solving

LaRose &
Eastin
(2004)

Self-reactive

Social, status, activity

Self-efficacy

Lee and Ma
(2012)

Entertainment

Socializing

Information seeking,
Status seeking

Leiner et al.
(2018)

Affective
integration, escape
or tension release

Social integration, cognitive
integration

Personal integration

Lin & Chang

(2018)

Outcome expectation of
social relationships

Outcome expectation of
information exchange
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Table 2.1 continued

Performance Expectancy

Entertainment
motives

Social interaction
motives

Information seeking motives

Social benefit, social
enhancement, immediate

Linetal. Messaqe intriaue social affective
(2017) g g communication,
immediate information
support
I\/(I;:(()Ql%a)ll Entertainment Social interaction Become informed or educated
Mull &
Lee Creativity expression
(2014)
Phua et al. . Shovx_nng affection, Following fashion, improving
Passing time sharing problems, 4
(2017) . o social knowledge
demonstrating sociability
Altruism (user’s desire to
Plume & . ;
. help others), information . .
Slade Entertainment . S Information seeking
sharing, socializing, self-
(2018) .
expression
Raacke &
Bonds- . . . .
Raacke Friendship management Information seeking
(2008)
increase on comfort
Rogers feeling as a Time saving, effort saving,
(1995) dimension of and cost saving
relative advantage
Sheldon
& Bryant Memory documentation
(2016)
- : Social interaction, self-
Diversion (To avoid .
Sheldon . promotion (to become .
loneliness, to relax, Documenting (to remember
etal. and to escape from popular, to self-promote something important)
(2017) ap myself, and to show off), gimp
reality) -
creativity
Sheth et Ep'St.em'C value, Social value, functional Epistemic value, functional
al. (1991) emotional value, value value
(CVT) functional value
Tang & o . .
Cooper Geta ' socril Ir;tt_eract \1I:VI'[:1 family and Seek information
(2018) experience riend, feel connected
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Table 2.1 continued

Performance Expectancy
Entertainment Social interaction . . .
. . Information seeking motives
motives motives
Venkatesh .
Perceived usefulness, : .
etal. extrinsic motivation Job-fit, relative advantage
(2003)
. Social interaction,
Whiting . . P . .
and Pass time, communicatory gt_lllty, Ipformatlon seeking,
Williams entertainment, convenience utility, surveillance/knowledge about
relaxation expression of opinion, others
(2013) . . .
information sharing

2.3 Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) model

Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) Model, proposed by Mehrabian and Russell (1974),
is a widely-used research model for consumer psychology and e-commerce research (e.g.
Amirpur, 2017; Eroglu et al., 2003; Jacoby, 2002; Kim & Lennon, 2013). The model suggested
that the environmental stimuli (Stimulus) have impacts on affective and cognitive reactions
(Organism) that turn to influence individual behavioral responses (Response). It was a
comprehensive evolution on the model of consumer behavior from the earliest models with only
inputs and outputs (Jacoby, 2002). By paying more attention on the internal organismic factors of
individuals in the process of consumer behavior development, the SOR model adds the process
of “Organism” between stimuli and behavioral responses to highlight individual’s cognitive and

affective changes during the consumer behavior process.

Stimulus is the atmospheric cue that affects consumer’s emotion and perceived risk
within the SOR model (Eroglu et al., 2001; Kim & Lennon, 2013; Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).
Researchers had categorized stimuli as internal and external cues (e.g. Kim & Lennon, 2013), or

high and low task-relevant factors (e.g. Eroglu et al., 2001). High task-relevant stimuli, or
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internal stimuli, include the content that directly facilitate users’ goal attainment; while low task-
relevant stimuli, or external stimuli, encompass the attributes that create a pleasant atmosphere to
indirectly help achieve the goal (Eroglu et al., 2001; Kim & Lennon, 2013). Kim and Lennon
(2013) argued that reputation and website quality could represent external and internal stimuli
separately. Reputation, or source credibility in this study, is defined as the degree of user’s
confidence in the information provider’s intent to offer accurate, reliable, and comfortable
information (No & Kim, 2015). It is built on user’s previous experiences on the interaction with
the information provider, or the halo effect by online word-of-mouth (a cognitive bias that
individual makes initial assessment based on ambiguous information heard from others)
(Dellarocas, 2003; Kim & Lennon, 2013; Lachman & Bass, 1985). On the other hand, website
quality may be replaced as information quality for internal stimuli in this study because the
objective of users has been changed from the behavioral change on using the website to the one
on accepting the shared information. Applying to the elaboration likelihood model (ELM), these
two stimuli could be regarded as argument quality and source credibility as well (Bhattacherjee
& Sanford, 2006; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Similar application has been applied in previous

works (e.g. Bhattacherjee & Sanford, 2006; Erkan & Evans, 2016; Hur et al., 2017).

Organism serves as consumer’s emotional reactions to the environmental stimuli within
the SOR model (Eroglu et al., 2001; Vieira, 2013). Past researchers have mostly followed a
typology of “Pleasure, Arousal, Dominance” (PAD) introduced by Mehrabian and Russell
(1974) for the intermittent cognitive and affective states between stimuli and behavioral
responses (Eroglu et al., 2001; Kim & Lennon, 2013; Vieira, 2013). Dominance, the perceived
control over situations and surroundings (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Vierra, 2013), shares the

same definition with perceived behavioral control of facilitating conditions in the theory of
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planned behavior and UTAUT (Ajzen, 1991; Venkatesh et al., 2003). Pleasure is the level of
enjoyment and gratification, which could be integrated with the entertainment motives from the
uses and gratification theory (UGT) and the emotional and epistemic value from the
consumption value theory (CVT) due to the same definition of the category. Arousal, the
physiological responses to the environmental stimuli (Pribram & McGuinness, 1975), was
depicted as an affective alertness from sleepiness to excitement (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974;

Vierra, 2013).

Performance expectancy discussed above would be able to be explained by arousal
because not only perceived usefulness but also perceived ease of use is related to individual’s
internal process of perceptions. Furthermore, people use emotional cues to label the
psychological arousal stimulated by the environment based on the cognitive-arousal theory of
emotion (Schachter & Singer, 1962). The three-different affective and cognitive motives
(entertainment, social interaction, and information seeking) in performance expectancy could
thus be referred to as the labels of aroused emotion in this study. In consequence, these factors

are in line with the PAD dimensions.

Response, the final process in the SOR model, includes the approach or avoidance
behaviors of the user (Eroglu et al., 2001; Vieira, 2013). After the exposure of the environmental
stimuli and the internal processing of cognitive or affective factors, the final outcome represents
by individual’s various explicit reactions. Donovan and Rossiter (1982) categorized the desire to
explore the surroundings where stimuli come from, the inclination to interact with others, and the
satisfaction with the environment, as three types of response. The combination of satisfaction

and exploration desire could lead to the approach or avoidance behaviors in forms of behavioral
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intentions (Kim & Lennon, 2013; Vieira, 2013), which is the acceptance or trust of information

on social network sites in this study.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter described the conceptual framework, research design, and procedures to be

used in this study.

3.1 Conceptual Framework

The research framework of this study was depicted as follows:

Source
Credibility Performance
EXxpectancy on Trust of
Information Information
Information Seeking
Quality

Figure 3.1 Proposed Research Framework

The general research framework could be separated into three main categories as stimuli,
organism, and response by the SOR model. Information quality and source credibility play the
role of environmental stimuli based on the elaboration likelihood model (ELM). Information
quality (or argument quality) will be the central route of persuasive processing on the different
motivations on acceptance; while source credibility will be the peripheral route (Li, 2013). To
consider the hedonic motivations, this study rebuilds performance expectancy as the three major
components of organism by the combination of UTAUT, UGT, and CVT as entertainment

motives, social interaction motives, and information seeking motives. Specifically, this study
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focused on the information seeking motives. Trust of information was the response to the

affective and cognitive reactions.

3.1.1 Information quality

According to uses and gratifications theory (UGT) proposed by Katz et al. (1974), people
actively engage in media exposures to gain entertainment, enhance social interaction, and
become informed or educated (McQuail, 2010). Social network sites are platforms that provide
opportunities to fulfill the desire of social interaction and knowledge acquisition through fruitful
communication and information served (Quan-Haase & Young, 2010). Information, specifically,
has been widely discovered as an important motive for using social network sites (e.g. Orchard et
al., 2014; Park et al., 2009). Therefore, the characteristics of information received from social
network sites will be highly related to people’s experience of information seeking on social

media usage.

Past researchers claimed accuracy, timeliness, relevance, and consistency as the main
characteristics of information to measure information quality (DeLone & McLean, 2003). Greer
and Kropp (1983) suggested that incremental timeliness improvement on information generates
more benefits for information receivers. Although the tradeoff between timeliness and accuracy
has long been an issue and been discussed as the active research stream of data quality or
information quality (e.g. Ballou & Pazer, 1995; Karkouch et al., 2016; Kleindienst, 2017), both
factors are agreed to represent as the component of information quality. Furthermore, the
different levels of motivation and ability to process information changed the information reading
behavior, supported by the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).

Personal relevance to the information was one of the factors on influencing the level of
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motivation on information processing. LaRose and Eastin (2004) revealed that social network
sites gather users with similar interests with sharing information collectively. Better information
quality, in the forms of contextual and intrinsic quality (Lee et al., 2002; Wang & Strong, 1996),
was found to have significant impact on satisfaction (Chae et al., 2002; Hilligoss & Rieh, 2008).
That is, the contextual dimension of information quality (i.e., value-added, relevancy, timeliness,
completeness, interestingness, and amount of information) (Kim et al., 2017) will positively
influence users’ performance expectancy in the forms of entertainment and social interaction
motives (Ahn et al., 2007; Chae et al., 2002). Information seeking motives, on another hand,
were triggered by the intrinsic aspect of information quality (i.e., believability, accuracy,

objectivity, and reputation) on the online social platforms (Ghasemaghaei & Hassanein, 2016).

3.1.2 Source credibility

Although people are willing to share information proactively on social media (Osatuyi,
2013), the behavior of integrated information sharing is limited due to the potential enormous
time devoted needed. In other words, sharing systematic integrated information relies on the
ability to collate and verify information from numerous sources. People are hence found to place
more trust on information provided by authorities (Kotter, 1985) or opinion leaders (Katz &
Lazarsfeld, 1955), who accumulate social capital by actively contribute to knowledge sharing
network (Brogan & Smith, 2009). Although Chung (2017) indicated that social media metrics
(i.e. people’s recommendation or news sharing activities) reduce the effect of media credibility
on online news evaluations for sources with low credibility, people are still willing to believe
information from sources with high credibility because the high source credibility raises users’
perceived usefulness and social relationships on social platforms (Chung et al., 2015; Kim et al.,

2016). In line with ELM, source credibility changes customer’s believes and attitudes on the
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information provided (Bhattacherjee & Sanford, 2006; Hur et al., 2017; Petty & Cacioppo,
1986). People with higher source credibility were able to more easily fulfill their needs on
entertainment, social interaction, and information seeking (Hur et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2016; Li,
2013). In addition, source credibility was widely regarded as an antecedent of brand loyalty
(Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Laroche et al., 2012) in marketing studies. Since customer’s
perceived control power on the risk was positively associated with the formation of loyalty
(Gounaris & Stathakopoulos, 2004), source credibility could have positive impact on facilitating

conditions in the form of perceived control if we regard information source as a brand.

3.1.3 Performance expectancy

Based on the literature review related to IAM, UGT, CVT, UTAUT, and PAD of the
SOR model, entertainment, social interaction, and information seeking motives were three main
components for performance expectancy in this study. UGT could further be applied to explain
the impacts of hedonic motives on acceptance (Hur et al., 2017; Katz et al., 1973). Entertainment
motives such as enjoyment and relaxation were found to positively influence users’ intention to
use (e.g. Davis et al., 1992; Plume & Slade, 2018; Van der Heijden, 2004; Whiting and
Williams, 2013). Social interaction motives such as status seeking, convenience, and altruism
have also been claimed to raise the acceptance rate (e.g. Plume & Slade, 2018; Choudhury &
Karahanna, 2008; LaRose & Eastin, 2004). Similarly, past scholars have studied on the
relationship between acceptance and information seeking motives (e.g. Plume & Slade, 2018;
Whiting & Williams, 2013). Furthermore, the overall consumer value could not only change
individual’s behavioral intention but also enlarge social influence by positive word-of-mouth
(Lee & Ma, 2012; Turel et al., 2010). Henning-Thurau et al. (2004) also pointed out that social

benefits (a social interaction motive), post-purchase advice seeking (an information seeking
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motive), self-enhancement (a social interaction motive), problem-solving support (an
information seeking motive), and emotion expression (an entertainment motive) are five possible
main motives to engage in e-WOM as a customer. According to the abundant discussion in past
studies on information acceptance and behavioral intention to use (See Table 3.1 & Literature
Review), the relationship between information seeking motives and trust of information in our

conceptual model may be expected to have insights.

3.1.4 Trust of information

As the major response in the SOR model, trust of information has a clear definition in
this study. Followed by McKnight et al. (2002), trust of information equals to trusting intentions,
which make people willing to depend on the trustees and then express trust-related behaviors on
shared information spread on social network sites. In the trust model of McKnight et al. (2002),
trust was split into three different levels: disposition trust, institutional trust, and interpersonal
trust (including trusting beliefs and trusting intentions). Disposition trust had impacts on
institution-based trust which leads to trusting beliefs and trusting intentions. Disposition trust,
which involves the faith in humanity, was not the focus in this study. Institution-based trust was,
however, partly included in the definition of performance expectancy in the research framework.
In coordination with Choudhury and Karahanna (2008)’s viewpoint, institutional trust was one of
the three key antecedents of relative advantage — an important composition of performance
expectancy (see Section 2.2.1). Moreover, source credibility in this study also partly shared the
concept with both institutional trust — the perceptions of environment that achieve a successful
outcome and trusting beliefs — the perceptions of the trustees that were beneficial to the trustor.
People obtained their perceptions on source credibility not only from the channel they watched

and engaged in, but also from the whole social platform (environment). In consequence, the main
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constructs in this study were generally identified and categorized in the trust model of McKnight

et al. (2002).

Nevertheless, the proposed research model did not directly follow the trust model of
McKnight et al. (2002) because it did not concentrate on the typology of trust. Instead, researcher
of this study was more interested in what factors have impact on performance expectancy which
led to trusting intentions. The conceptual research model on the level of trust of information in
this study was developed based on the ELM, UGT, UTAUT, and CVT models with the SOR
framework. The term of “trust” was only expressed as “trust of information” as the response in
the SOR framework to distinguish among trust of information (acceptance), source credibility
(trust on source or information provider), and trust as relative advantage (trust on the

environment). To avoid confusion, “trust” represented “trust of information”.

3.2 Research Design

This research was a qualitative study. Specifically, I utilized an exploratory study design
to arrive at an understanding of the phenomenon of trust of information in social network sites.

Online surveys were used to collect data from active social media users.

3.2.1 Pilot studies

To make the conceptual model more solid, two pilot studies were conducted on the level
of trust of information on October 2018 and during April 2019 and August 2019. The first pilot
study was a simple survey study. A total of 113 results were collected from an in-class
guestionnaire after introducing information in the form of news which was new to the majority
of respondents (only 5% of respondents knew the information before). Results showed that

entertainment motives and information seeking motives were strong factors leading to the trust
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of the information provided. Social interaction motives may not be a significant factor of trust of
information. To explore the trust of information on social network sites, we chose information
seeking purposes as our focus of hedonic or cognitive motivations. The phenomenon of
consumers’ trust in seeking information on various social network sites would be examined in

this research.

Table 3.1 Results from The First Pilot Study

Questions Item Average Score
3;(1 s);ou know the warm-up news introduced today before 0.054 of 1
!I)o you think you need to know the warm-up news 0.725 of 1
introduced today?
. : Social

Will you _share_the v.var_m-up news m_trodu.ceg today_ after interaction 2 646 Of 5
class? [1=not likely; 3=moderately likely; 5=very likely] .

motives
Will you study more details on the news introduced today
after class? [1=not likely; 3=moderately likely; 5=very 2.416 of 5
likely]
Is the warm-up news section introduced today effective? Information
[1=not effective; 3=moderately effective; 5=very seeking 3.495 of 5
effective] motives
Is the warm-up news section introduced today interesting? Entertainment
[1=not interesting; 3=moderately interesting; 5=very . 3.580 of 5
h . motives
interesting]

The second pilot study was conducted by the method of ‘netnography’. Netnography, an
online research technique which is a useful tool in marketing research (e.g. Heinonen &
Medberg, 2018; Kozinets, 2002) and information systems (e.g. Ameripour et al., 2010;
Germonprez & Hovorka, 2013; Vaast & Levina, 2015) for providing and analyzing consumer
insights, is the online version of ethnography. The online-adapted research method is suitable for
studies about human behavior and cultural experience in online communities (Kozinets, 2010).

Researchers can use the information that is publicly available online to identify and interpret
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relevant respondents’ decision influences in the represented society (Bryman, 2001) with the

advantages of fewer costs, less obtrusions, and more naturalistic observations (Kozinets, 2002).

To examine the factors for the trust of information on social network sites, netnography
was able to present the nature phenomenon of online sociability systematically. I followed the
methodological guidelines of netnography proposed by Kozinets (2010) to collect information
through observations on the social communities. Specifically, information posted on a specific
Facebook page during a specific time were chosen as the target data resource. The netnography
methodology helped me to collect rich, timely, and continuous naturalistic observable data
(Rokka, 2010) and reduced disputed ethical concerns on obtaining consents from the respondents
(Rokka, 2010) because they all spontaneously joined and proactively engaged on the platforms.
Respondents had free access to the target online social platform at any time and place due to the

nature of the social network sites.

Recent top shared posts on the specific Facebook page were identified during the
netnographic approach to examine carefully the proposed constructs in the conceptual research
framework. The reply and reaction mechanism on the social network sites were viewed to
illustrate users’ level of trust of information. Once the user ‘liked’ the post, | regarded that as
evidence the user ‘trusted’ the information provided in the post because people only engage to an
information when they trust it. During the netnographical observation process, | found that the
two main categories of environmental stimuli (information quality and source credibility) could
be easily obtained and distinguished through the platform as well. Users were able to know the
source of information by reading the Facebook posts. The source of information could be
obtained directly from the author of the posts, a news interview conducted by the news agency,

or indirectly from other agencies or website. Therefore, respondents were able to identify the
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quality of information and the credibility of the sources. Results showed that people were not
more willing to engage with the posts with a generally accepted source listed. Instead, a more
local-related information was preferred. Users who sought information on the specific Facebook
page engaged more on sites of local news even if no source of information had been provided
(low source credibility) (See Table 3.2 and 3.3). Results also showed that the quality of
information may have had positive impact on the level of trust of information on social network
sites. However, netnographical observation cannot obtain the real users’ perceived information
quality and source credibility. It also ascertained that information obtained from netnographic
data collection was not enough to answer the research questions; thus, the subsequent online
questionnaire in the main study was an essential step to either strengthen the phenomenon found

in the second pilot study or complete/complement potential deficiencies for the purpose of data

analysis.
Table 3.2 Results from The Second Pilot Study: The Most Engaging Posts
No Post content Time Type 1Q SC Engagements
1 Settlement 7/24/19 1:13PM | news High High 806
2 Local fire incident 7/12/19 2:37 PM | news | Medium | Medium 272
3 Local experience 6/25/19 2:10 PM | share | Medium Low 224
4 Regulation change 5/23/19 8:37 AM | news | High High 149
5 Local experience 8/30/19 10:46 AM | share | Medium Low 131
6 | Activity information 4/5/19 6:39 PM | share | Medium | Medium 127
7 | Activity information | 5/13/19 8:47 PM | share | Medium High 119
8 Regulation change 5/8/19 3:08 PM | news | Medium | Medium 119
9 Experience 7/19/19 7:52 AM | share | Medium Low 101
10 Local experience 4/14/19 7:39 PM | share | Medium Low 99
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Table 3.3 Results from The Second Pilot Study: The Least Engaging Posts

No Post content Time Type 1Q SC Engagements
1 | Activity information 4/7/19 8:26 PM | news | Medium High 7
2 Regulation change 5/19/19 4:16 PM | news | Medium | Medium 10
3 | Activity information | 6/27/19 2:20 PM | news | Medium High 14
4 Weather 7/11/19 7:09 AM | news | Medium | Medium 15
5 Regulation change 6/24/19 7:00 AM | news | Medium | Medium 16
6 | Activity information | 4/12/19 7:57 AM | share Low Low 16
7 | Activity information | 5/10/19 9:32 AM | share | Medium Low 17
8 | Activity information | 4/16/19 8:31 AM | news | Medium | Medium 17
9 | Activity information | 4/17/195:34 PM | news | Medium | Medium 18
10 Weather 7/16/19 6:31 PM | news | Medium Low 18

3.2.2 Setting and context of the study

An exploratory study on social network platforms was conducted to know more details
on the phenomenon which may be in consistent with the above discussion in this study.
Specifically, a questionnaire survey was applied to both the Internet public and students in an
American-Midwest-based university to reach abundant qualified respondents. The survey
included numbers of open-ended qualitative questions to obtain in-depth answers. Procedures of

data collection including questionnaire design were illustrated in the sub-section 3.5.

Social network sites could be identified into multiple categorized by functions and thus
people may seek information with different purposes on various sites. For example, Facebook
served as a main social network platform for people to sharing news, contacting friends, and
playing games. It was one of the existing popular platforms with more than 1.9 billion monthly
active users. Users on Facebook had control to choose whether they trust the posted information
or not. People could leave comments, click the “like” button, or share the posts to show their
engagements with the social network platform. Similarly, Twitter played an important role on

sharing information in short sentences. A popular information item could be spread to the
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majority of users quickly and could even challenge the stability of Twitter’s server system. Next,
picture-focus platforms such as Instagram and Pinterest helped people learn and share
information easily with visual-friendly images. The ‘story’ function in Instagram and Snapchat
which helped users ‘kill’ the messages in 24 hours made people more willing to share
information on the platforms. With similar visual-friendly characteristics, video-focus social
network sites such as YouTube helped people obtain information by watching instead of reading.
Moreover, people may search for information on specific social network sites based on the type
of information that they were seeking (e.g. LinkedIn for job information, Yelp for restaurant

information, TripAdvisor for travel information, Wikipedia for encyclopedia information, etc.)

Although scholars generally followed van Dijck (2013)’s guide to separate social
network sites from user-generated content platforms, trading and marketing sites, play and game
sites, and mobile platforms, the boundary among these categories has been vague. For instance,
users could search restaurant information not only on Yelp but also on Facebook or Google.
Videos on YouTube and Facebook also shared similar traits nowadays. Therefore, the context of
‘social network sites’ in this study contained all the above categories to adequately explore the
answers of research questions. The most trusted social media sites for information seeking
purposes, the factors that influence consumer trust in seeking information on social network
sites, and why, as well as how, people perceive the source credibility and the quality of
information on the social media sites that appear to impact the level of trust, were carefully

explored and discussed in this research.

3.2.3 Sample

Respondents were recruited on social network sites to reach a diverse base of audience. A

web-based survey tool Qualtrics provided by Purdue University was used. | designed the survey
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through Qualtrics and then posted the survey on social network platforms (the sites which have
been clearly defined in the section of 3.2.2), and via emails in the intranet of Purdue University.
Respondents, including college students and users on social network sites, who were considered
to be frequent social media users with daily usage. Initially, 150 respondents were expected, with
a total of 189 respondents actually participating in this study. Although personal information
such as gender, sex, race, ethnicity, and education level was recorded, all the respondents were
assured anonymity as part of this study and all the identifiable information was removed from
the final data. Survey respondents were given an information sheet (see Appendix B) that
explained the details of the study before starting participating. The researcher carefully complied
with the institutional review board (IRB) guideline of Purdue University to ensure the study was

conducted ethically.

3.2.4 Data collection procedures

A questionnaire survey was sent to college students and active social media users to
collect data in this study. This study was expected to show the difference between two
environmental stimuli: information quality and source credibility. | asked several open-ended
questions through the questionnaire to obtain possible rich descriptions. By conducting a survey,
| would be able to know the internal human factors on people’s trust of information from social
network sites. | wanted to understand why people trust the quality of information on certain sites
and why these sites are considered credible sources. For information seeking purposes, the most

trusted social network sites were collected and analyzed in this study.

The online questionnaire was conducted at Purdue University. The same survey was also

spread on social network sites (the sites which have been clearly defined in the section of 3.2.2).
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Respondents accessed the survey remotely through a provided web address with an invitation
message. Although each section of the questionnaire contained built-in checks to ensure
complete answers, respondents were able to quit the survey anytime they wished. All responses
were captured automatically and then were exported as a document for content analysis. The
whole data collection procedure is described in Table 3.4. A sample of survey questions is

attached in Appendix A.

Table 3.4 Gantt Chart of Data Collection & Analysis Procedure

Time
Oct Nov Dec Jan-Feb
Data collection procedures

Survey design & IRB application *

Post survey & collect

Initial analysis  —
Further analysis & conclusion —

Cumulative Progress (%) 35 65 85 100

3.2.5 Data analysis procedures

The data analysis procedures started with inductive content analysis because of the
exploratory nature of this study. To address the research questions, questionnaire responses were
carefully analyzed by grouping, coding, and adequate statistical methods. The same or similar
items were firstly grouped from the responses to figure out the impact factors of consumer trust
in seeking information on social network sites. The collected most trusted social network sites

were then categorized by various information seeking purposes as well.

The coding scheme of response were developed based on past studies to help me analyze

the results. Information quality, source credibility, performance expectancy with information
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seeking motives, and trust of information were identified and categorized carefully during the

data analysis process (Table 3.5). According to the literature, information seeking motives

include problem solving, self-discovery, memory documentation, resource discovery, or personal

integration. I carefully matched the survey responses with a simple description (e.g. job

searching) into a proposed theory-based term (e.g. problem solving). Both descriptive statistics

and content analysis were applied during the phase of data analysis. Because this is an

exploratory study, new items were discovered and then added during the analysis period. The

descriptions which explain why respondents’ trust the information and how they ensure the

source credibility and the quality of information would also help researchers single out the

factors of trust in seeking information on social network sites and the most trusted sites,

addressing some of the core research questions of this study.

Table 3.5 Proposed Coding Scheme

Categories Items Examples Sources
The source is professional,
Source Ability, Integrity, or neutral to any aspects, or Bhattacherjee
credibility Benevolence diligent to address most user (2002)
concerns
: S The information is up-to- Kim et al. (2017);
Information Contextual or intrinsic .
uality dimensions date, relevant.to what | want, Ghasemgghael &
g or complete in any manner | Hassanein (2016)
Information seekin Find restaurants, find
9 information, find something
Problem solvin Search jobs, Ask friends for
Information g advice, Work with people
seek_mg Self-discovery Flgurg out the meanings of (See Table 2.1)
motives emotions, symptoms, etc.
Memory documentation Keep memory on the sites
Resource discovery Find resource of something
Personal integration Show personal background
Willing to depend. act on | trust the information, | will
Trust of ing pend, act use the information I learned, | McKinght et al.
. . advice, share information, . .
information . or | will pay for getting the (2012)
or pay for advice ) )
information
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3.3 Role of the researcher

| served as the primary contact person for the online survey implementation. After survey
data was collected, | conducted an analysis of the data. | needed to understand the context well,
so the phenomenon would be correctly interpreted. Moreover, the knowledge pertaining to
information acceptance and trust of information were intended to achieve deeper answers during

the questionnaire setup and survey questions development.

3.4 Summary

This exploratory study used a survey with open-ended questions to explore the
phenomenon of trust of information on social network sites when people seek information. It was
expected that the research would identify factors that influence the level of trust of information
on social network sites. The study would also contribute to the current research stream on

information quality, fake news, and IT adoption.
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CHAPTER 4. PRESENTATION OF THE DATA

The following chapter presents the results of data collection, including the demographics
of the study respondents, frequency of social media usage, and detailed descriptions of the open-

ended questions in the carefully designed online questionnaire.

4.1 Description of the data

The online survey of this study was opened starting from the third week of November
2019 to December 2019. Survey invitation was post on multiple social network sites and
physical locations on campus to achieve a diverse base of respondents. Facebook, Reddit,
Twitter, LinkedIn, Instagram, Nextdoor, and PTT were the social network sites where researcher
post the information. Specifically, the Purdue page and Indiana page in Reddit, Q_ary page (a
place to invite people to participate in survey) in PTT, three discussion groups and researcher’s
own fan page plus personal page on Facebook, and researcher’s personal page or story function
on LinkedlIn, Instagram, Nextdoor, Twitter, and Facebook were chosen. Invitation was also sent
to all the graduate students in Purdue Polytechnic Institute and all the doctoral students in Purdue
Krannert School of Management. 189 complete responses and 86 partial responses were

collected.

To approach more possible respondents and create a more pleasant environment for
survey respondents to obtain better in-depth responses, | provided the online questionnaire in
three languages: English, Spanish, and Traditional Chinese (Please refer to Appendix F, G, and
H). All the three versions have the same contents — only different with written languages.

Respondents could choose whichever written language to start the survey and could change the
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language among the three options all the time during their answering periods. They were also
allowed to leave answers in English, Spanish, Traditional Chinese, or Simplified Chinese.
Researcher in this study can read the answers and conduct the analysis in the above written

languages.

There were totally 20 questions on the survey, including five questions related to the
demographics of the survey respondents. Respondents’ usage of social network sites on
information seeking was investigated in six following questions. Afterwards, six questions
regarding to source credibility and information quality were asked to get deeper insights for the
main constructs of the conceptual model in this study. A perceived percentage and the reason
why choosing the percentage were added in the last two questions to finalize the topic of trust of
information on social network sites when doing information seeking. The sample survey

questions may be examined in Appendix A.

4.2 Demographic Data

The demographic variables, including respondents’ gender, age, education level,
profession, and nationality, were analyzed through frequency distributions presented in the

following Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Frequency Distribution of Demographic Data

Type Variable Frequency Percent
Male 70 37.23
Gender Female 117 62.23
Others — Agender 1 0.53
Under 18 2 1.06
Age 18-24 22 11.64
25-34 80 42.33
35-44 35 18.52
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Table 4.1 continued

45-54 35 18.52

55-64 13 6.88

65+ 2 1.06

Less than high school degree 0 0.00

High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) 11 5.82

Education Some college but no degree 14 7.41
Level Associate degree 8 4.23
Bachelor’s degree 58 30.69

Graduate degree 98 51.85

Student 56 29.63

Engineer 28 14.81

Art Designer 2 1.06

Teacher / Professor 14 7.41

Administration 20 10.05

i Stay-home mom 13 6.98
Profession Finance, Accounting, or Business Analyst 10 5.23
Freelance / Self-employment 2 1.16

Unemployment 2 1.16

Scientist / Researcher 3 1.74

Director 2 1.16

Others 34 19.77

Taiwan 112 59.57

United States 61 32.45

China 3 1.60

India 2 1.10

Canada 1 0.53

Mexico 1 0.53

Nationality South Korea 1 0.53
United Kingdom 1 0.53

Switzerland 1 0.53

Germany 1 0.53

Brazil 1 0.53

New Zealand 1 0.53

Hong Kong 1 0.53

Based on the survey distribution, it was not surprised that the two majority groups of the

respondents are Taiwanese and American with the age of 25-54 and graduate degree. The offer
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of three language versions for the survey did encourage people to participate in and contribute
with abundant responses. Respondents represented 13 nations and detailed descriptions of
answers were collected. Therefore, every response in the survey was valuable to learn the
insights of respondents’ usage of social network sites. The difference between Taiwan and

United States in the results will be discussed in the next chapter.

Most of the respondents are people from the age of 25 to 54. The respondents represent
people who use social network sites for information seeking, entertainment, and social
interaction purposes. The relatively low response rate from the age of 18-24 could be explained
by the low interest on participating academic survey among young college students. However,
more than one response from each age group would be enough because of the characteristic of

our survey. Narratives from each respondent are analyzed and discussed in the next sections.

4.3 Frequency of The Social Network Sites Usage

The majority of survey respondents visit social network sites several times in a day (129
respondents, 68.25%). Including people using social network sites hourly and daily, 95.23% of
the survey respondents visit social network sites every day. Frequent social media users were the
main research target in this study; therefore, the collected responses are highly treasurable
because of the good fit between respondents and the study itself. The frequency distribution of

the social network sites usage was displayed in the following Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2 Frequency Distribution of Frequency of Social Network Sites Usage

Variable — Frequency of usage Frequency Percent
Hourly 30 15.87
Several times in a day 129 68.25
Once daily 21 11.11
Several times in a week 6 3.17
Weekly 1 0.53
Others 2 1.06

4.4 Profile of Respondents

Although the frequency distribution of demographic data and the social network sites
usage were presented in the above sections, knowing the basic profile of each respondent in the
survey would be benefit to the content analysis in this study. In the following section,
respondents were numbered though the answer of Question 2 of the survey (see sample survey
questions in Appendix A). Basic demographic information and the frequency of the social

network sites usage were provided.

The question of “Do you learn or seek any information (including news, activity,
knowledge, problem-solving, etc.) on social networks?” was asked in Question 2. A total of 151
respondents answered yes with reasons (noted as Y with numbers in Table 4.3) and 19 people
without reasons (noted as MY with numbers in Table 4.3). There were eight respondents stating
that they don’t learn or seek information on social network sites with reasons (noted as N with
numbers in Table 4.3) and two without reasons (noted as MN with numbers in Table 4.3). Nine
respondents checked that they were not sure whether they do the information seeking on social

network sites (noted as NS with numbers in Table 4.3).

58



Table 4.3 Profile of Respondents

No. ;\I/l: Age Education Profession Nationality Frequency

Y1 F | 18-24 High school Student United States Hourly

Y2 | M| 18-24 Some college Student United States Hourly

Y3 F | 18-24 Some college Student United States | Several times in a day
Y4 F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student United States Hourly

Y5 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree Engineer United States Hourly

Y6 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree Teacher / United States Once daily

Professor

Y7 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Hourly

Y8 F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Scientist Taiwan Several times in a day
Y9 F | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home Canada Several times in a day
Y10 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y11 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree | Art Designer | United States Hourly

Y12 | M | 55-64 Some college Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
Y13 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Researcher Taiwan Several times in a day
Y14 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day
Y15 | M | 45-54 High school Engineer Taiwan Once daily

Y16 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y17 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y18 | M| 35-44 High school Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y19 | F | 55-64 | Bachelor’s degree Librarian inted Several times in a day

Kingdom
Y20 | M | 55-64 High school Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y21 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day
Professor
Y22 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Student United States | Several times in a day
Y23 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
Y24 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y25 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer New Zealand | Several times in a day
Y26 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y27 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y28 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Clzjl);rzzgg;] United States | Several times in a day
Y29 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y30 | M| 18-24 High school Student United States | Several times in a day
Y31 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree Fmancg/ Taiwan Several times in a day
Accounting

Y32 | F | 45-54 High school Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day
Y33 | M | 55-64 Some college Other United States | Several times in a day
Y34 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student Taiwan Once daily

Y35 | M | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration | United States | Several times in a day
Y36 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree | Art Designer Taiwan Once daily

Y37 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student United States | Several times in a day
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Table 4.3 continued

Y38 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day
Y39 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Business United States | Several times in a day
Y40 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Student United States Hourly

Y41 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y42 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Hourly

Y43 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student U-rl;ﬁg/(\jlagtges Several times in a day
Y44 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y45 | M | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y46 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y47 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Hourly

Y48 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day
Y49 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day
Y50 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y51 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student China Hourly

Y52 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree | Administration Taiwan Once daily

Y53 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y54 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Other Other Several times in a day
Y55 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Germany Several times in a day
Y56 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Military United States | Several times in a day
Y57 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree | Unemployment Taiwan Once daily

Y58 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student United States | Several times in a day
Y59 | F | 55-64 | Graduate degree Engineer United States Once daily

Y60 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student United States Hourly

Y61 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree E/Ie;;‘;g”;;r;%et Switzerland Once daily

Y62 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Student China Several times in a day
Y63 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Student Other Several times in a day
Y64 | F | 18-24 | Graduate degree Student United States Hourly

Y65 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y66 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Cgirr‘;(;[iie United States Weekly

Y67 | F | 55-64 | Graduate degree | Administration | United States Once daily

Y68 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y69 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Hourly

Y70 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y71 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Hourly

Y72 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Hourly

Y73 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day

Professor

Y74 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y75 | F | 18-24 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y76 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
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Table 4.3 continued

Y77 | F | 18-24 High school Student United States Hourly

Y78 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day

Y79 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day
Professor

Y80 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day

Y81 | F | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home Taiwan Hourly

Y82 | M| 65+ | Graduate degree | Administration | United States | Several times in a day

Y83 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree CFoirnp;?]r:ée Taiwan Several times in a day

Y84 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Scientist Taiwan Several times in a day

Y85 | F | 45-54 | Associate degree Other Taiwan Once daily

Y86 | F | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day

Y87 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree | Administration | United States Hourly

Y88 | F | 35-44 | Associate degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day

Y89 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day

Y90 | F | 55-64 Some college Tourism United States Hourly

Y91 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Once daily

Y92 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day

Y93 | F | 45-54 High school Self- United States | Several times in a day

employment

Y94 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day

Y9 | F | 45-54 Some college Retired United States Hourly

Y96 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Other United States Hourly

Y97 | F | 45-54 | Associate degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day

Y98 | F | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Purchaser United States | Several times in a day

Y99 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Nurse Taiwan Several times in a day

Y100 | M | 65+ | Graduate degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day

Y101 | F | 25-34 | Associate degree XA epllcal Taiwan Hourly

ssistant

Y102 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day
Professor

Y103 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Once daily
Professor

Y104 | F | 55-64 | Associate degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day

Y105 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day

Y106 | F | 55-64 | Bachelor’s degree CPA Taiwan Several times in a day

Y107 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree | Accounting Taiwan Several times in a day

Y108 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Other United States | Several times in a day

Y109 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day
Professor

Y110 | M | 45-54 | Graduate degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day

Y111 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Finance Taiwan Several times in a day
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Table 4.3 continued

Y112 | M | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Teacher / Taiwan Several times in a day
Professor
Y113 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Busme_ss Taiwan Several times in a day
analysist
Y114 | F | 35-44 High school Dressing clerk Taiwan Several times in a day
Y115 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree | Administration Taiwan Hourly
Y116 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y117 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Hourly
Y118 | F | 55-64 | Bachelor’s degree | Accounting | United States | Several times in a day
Y119 | F | 35-44 Some college Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y120 | M lﬂ%e High school Student United States Hourly
Y121 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration Taiwan Once daily
Y122 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y123 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Pilot Taiwan Several times in a day
Y124 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Nurse Taiwan Several times in a day
Y125 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree | Unemployment Taiwan Several times in a day
Y126 | F | 45-54 Some college Media United States | Several times in a day
Y127 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home United States Once daily
Y128 | F | 45-54 Some college Other United States | Several times in a day
Y129 | F | 45-54 Some college Stay-home N/A Several times in a day
Y130 | F | 55-64 | Graduate degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
Y131 | F | 45-54 High school Administration Taiwan Once daily
Y132 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Stay-home United States | Several times in a day
Y133 | M | 55-64 | Associate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y134 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y135 | M | 35-44 | Graduate degree Teacher/ Taiwan Hourly
Professor
Y136 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Other Taiwan Several times in a day
Y137 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home Taiwan Several times in a day
Y138 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
Y139 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day
Y140 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Other United States | Several times in a day
Y141 | F | 18-24 Some college Student United States Hourly
Y142 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y143 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Student Brazil Several times in a day
Y144 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y145 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
Y146 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Severzillvgérlles ina
Y147 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Finance Taiwan Once daily
Y148 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y149 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day
Y150 | F | 18-24 Some college Student United States | Several times in a day
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Table 4.3 continued

Y151 | F | 35-44 | Associate degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day
N1 | A | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student United States | Several times in a day
N2 | M | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Writer United States Never
N3 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree ’\é?pe%rt%?t United States | Several times in a day
N4 F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student India Once daily
N5 | M| 25-34 | Graduate degree Student N/A Once daily
N6 F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student South Korea Severa:/lvggﬂes ina
N7 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration | United States | Several times in a day
N8 | M | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree IT Taiwan Several times in a day

NS1 | M| 18-24 Some college Student United States Hourly

NS2 | ? lﬂ%e Some college Student United States | Several times in a day

NS3 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree | Administration Taiwan Several times in a day

NS4 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Mexico Several times in a day

NS5 | F | 35-44 | Graduate degree Student United States Others

NS6 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student India Several times in a day

NS7 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Busme_ss Taiwan Hourly

analysist

NS8 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Chef Taiwan Several times in a day

NS9 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree | Data Scientist Taiwan Several times in a day

MY1 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / United States | Several times in a day

Professor
MY2 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Teacher / Hong Kong | Several times in a day
Professor

MY3 | M | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day

MY4 | M | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree | Administration Taiwan Once daily

MY5 | M | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day

MY6 | F | 18-24 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Hourly

MY7 | F | 18-24 | Bachelor’s degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day

MY8 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree | Accounting Taiwan Several times in a day

MY9 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student Taiwan Several times in a day

MY10 | M | 45-54 | Associate degree Retailer Taiwan Several times in a day

MY1l | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Engineer Taiwan Several times in a day

MY12 | F | 25-34 | Graduate degree Student China Several times in a day

, . Taiwan & : :

MY13 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Admin United States Several times in a day

MY14 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day

MY15 | F | 25-34 | Bachelor’s degree Freelance Taiwan Several time in a day

MY16 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / Taiwan Once daily

Professor
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Table 4.3 continued

MY17 | M | 55-64 | Graduate degree Teacher / United States Once daily
Professor

MY18 | F | 45-54 | Bachelor’s degree Admin United States | Several times in a day

MY19 | F | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Stay-home United States | Several times in a day

MN1 | M | 35-44 | Bachelor’s degree Engineer United States | Several times in a day

MN2 | F | 45-54 | Graduate degree Teacher / United States | Several times in a day
Professor

45 Performance Expectancy on Information Seeking Purposes

Nowadays it is a no-brainer for people utilizing social network sites as a place to seek
information. Most of the respondents (170 of 189 people, 89.95%, Y and MY) claimed that they
regard social network sites as places to learn or seek information. Survey respondents’
information seeking motives could be categorized into multiple types in consistent with the
literature such as information seeking, problem solving, self-discovery, memory documentation,
resource discovery, and personal integration. The detailed answers for Questions 2 are found in

Appendix I.

45.1 Information seeking

There were abundant responses in the survey stating that getting the real-time news
updates is the main reason why respondents regard social network sites as places to learn or seek
information. A college student (Y2) said in his response, “Social network sites give real time
news updates and help gauge public opinion.” Another female art designer (Y11) and female
businessperson (Y39) also highlighted the importance of latest news or reports “about things
happening across the country and in the world”. People seek and learn not only the national or
world news but also community or neighborhood events from social media (Y68, Y75, Y83,
Y96, Y105, Y106, Y114). Moreover, the diverse perspectives of the information were

appreciated by the respondents (Y10, Y12, Y16, Y32, Y34, Y63, Y77, Y78, Y86, Y87, Y93,
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Y103, Y118, Y123). A Taiwanese teacher / professor (Y103) noted that the information on
social media contains multiple contents from various countries or interests that individual usually
doesn’t notice. As a relatively older person, an American accountant (Y118) highlighted that the
information on social network sites could help break the boundary of the ages because she could
know younger generation’s thoughts from the sites. She also claimed that “a thing with multiple
opinions or comments could help me judge the truth of the thing and avoid absorbing fake
news”. This viewpoint was shared by another Taiwanese engineer (Y16) who mentioned “social
media usually have different angles and discussions from all perspectives of the issues”. Another
respondent from Taiwan also stated that “the information on social network sites is diverse
because we can know both positive and negative opinions”. A graduate student (Y27) even
mentioned the phenomenon of “decentralization” due to the open space for information
contribution by everyone instead of the limited channels controlled by some organizations. From
the above answers, people who regard social network sites as a place to seek or learn information

appeared to care about the diversity of the information and the fake news issue.

Besides absorbing information generally, several respondents claimed that they learned
or sought information from specific people or pages. An engineer (Y7) believed that his
“trustworthy friends or person” he is “following can help broadening news” he will come across.
Another scientist (Y8) pointed out that “a lot of blogger or instagramer share useful information
om social networks such as product information or restaurant recommendations”. She also
highlighted YouTube as a main location for information seeking because “YouTube has all kind
of information that you need”. Specific news channels and communities such as BBC,
Economist, National Geographic were pointed out by the survey respondents (Y13, Y58). For the

information seeking purposes, people often go to the specific sites, groups, or pages where share
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the information that they are interested in (Y30, Y33, Y38, Y56, Y57, Y58, Y61, Y72, Y85,
Y87, Y97, Y99, Y101, Y106). For example, food lovers may look for recipes or restaurant
recommendations often in the interest group (Y37, Y84, Y129, Y131). A Chinese student (Y62)
said, “I can find some discussions on social network from the learners in the same domain. These
discussions help a lot for my learning.” People seemed to believe those with the similar interests,
and social network sites provided the space (such as interest groups) to put them together. The
clustering of the same interests helped social media users find or learn information much more

easily and efficiently.

4.5.2 Problem solving

Many respondents claimed that they use social network sites to solve problems or find
answers because of the crowdsourced wisdom of knowledge (Y4, Y5, Y17, Y43, Y44, Y51,
Y53, Y85, Y94, Y97, Y100, Y127). A few respondents posted questions directly on social
network sites to request answers (Y4, Y44). There were many specific social network sites
designed for questions and answers on the Internet. For example, Yelp, TripAdvisor, and Google
Map own the platform of review systems and discussion forums to let users share their opinions,
comments, or tips on different merchants. Respondents (Y43, Y100) stated that they could use
the valuable comments on the platforms to make decisions and avoid mistakes. A student from
China (Y51) also highlighted that the “Q&A” communities such as Quora and Zhihu in her
country provide various perspectives of knowledge. Another Taiwanese student (Y53) described

his decision-making concern with the assistance of social network site in details:

“For example, when purchasing electronics, different people care different things. If you
just read the information on the official websites, unboxing articles in texts, and tests in texts,

you may not be able to know what you want to see. However, we can directly watch the whole
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process of usage by others via YouTube video. It helps me clarify which characteristics are what
| care the most and which drawbacks are what | cannot tolerate so that I can choose the best one

from the candidates.”

From the above comments, it seems clear that social media users find the most
appropriate sites to fulfill their own concerns. Respondents may be satisfied by answers only in
text, in text and pictures, or in video specifically. And luckily, there are thousands of various
types of social network sites supplying the scene to help people find the best answers on the
Internet. “See how the other people handle or solve the same problem like me.” The American

stay-home mom’s (Y 127) response did reflect most people’s thoughts.

4.5.3 Self-discovery

Self-discovery was one of the information seeking motives discussed in Chapter 2.
People often explored their feelings, the meanings of emotions, symptoms, or “true-self”
(Cheung et al., 2011) on social network sites. The Taiwanese student’s (Y53) comment on his
purchasing concern that was mentioned in the last section was a type of self-discovery as well
because he learned which characteristics of electronics were important to him and which one
were intolerable by watching unboxing video on YouTube. Social media users were able to find
their true needs by interacting with the crowd of review systems or just learning from what they
read or watch. Likewise, a Taiwanese nurse (Y99) said, “There are some websites on the Internet
that I have never reached out. Through some contents of articles on social network sites that
evokes my interests, | will go to the relative external links of websites to read and learn in deep.”
Therefore, it is possible to trigger users’ new interests on an item, because the social network

sites provide an abundant resource of knowledge and new information for users.
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4.5.4 Resource discovery

Resource discovery was mentioned in multiple responses in the survey. A female college
student (Y1) expressed that there are sources of information that she could not have access. A
Taiwanese financial expert (Y83) also described the same comments that she wouldn’t be aware
of some sources of information if they didn’t pop up on her news feed every day. Various
sources of information and news were found on the posts of social network sites so that people
could review and verify the external information efficiently. Due to the prevalence of fake news,
people are concerned with the credibility of the source of the information. Several respondents
(Y3, Y60, Y65, Y106, Y108, Y122) proactively mentioned that they were concerned with the
credibility of the sources when they learn or seek information on social network sites. “I can also
Google the subject of the article if the article doesn’t seem to be from a credible source,” an
American college students (Y3) stated. The source credibility concern was also the main reason
why people seldom regard social network sites as a location to learn or seek information (N1,

N2, N3, N8). For example, the American college student (N1) said,

“News can be easily faked for attention, or people could unknowingly spread false
information. Additionally, the information is likely heavily biased, and I would like to read a

more impartial account of events.”

Respondents who stated they did not seek or learn information on social network sites do
have other information seeking motives such as resource discovery, problem solving, and
information seeking. They just thought social media is ““an ocean of garbage” (from N2) and is

“full of non-experts” (N3, N8). These response are discussed in Chapter 5.

68



45,5 Memory documentation & Personal integration

There were no respondents mentioning memory documentation and personal integration
in the survey. However, multiple social network sites users posted pictures or articles (memory
function) and created an online profile to seek better jobs. Due to the “memory” function of the
top social network sites such as Facebook and Instagram, people can see what happened in the
previous years in the same day easily. The integration of LinkedIn and other career-oriented
social network sites also abstracted most people share their profile on the sites. The reason why
zero respondents described those situations may be because people did not view memory

documentation and personal integration as an information seeking motives.

4.6 The Most Visited Social Network Sites in The United States versus Taiwan

“Which social network sites do you visit most often? (Please check all that apply)” was
asked in Question 3 to know the most popular social network sites among the respondents.
Although there was a lack of data from the generation under 18, the statistics from this question
could be useful to know the most iconic social media nowadays among the ages over 18. The

frequency distribution of the most visited social network sites is displayed in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites

No. Sites Frequency Percent
1 Facebook 165 18.01
2 YouTube 147 16.05
3 Instagram 101 11.03
4 LINE 91 9.93
5 Wikipedia 79 8.62
6 LinkedIn 56 6.11
7 Twitter 44 4.80
8 Yelp 43 4.69
9 WeChat 36 3.93

10 Reddit 35 3.82

11 Pinterest 23 2.51

12 TripAdvisor 22 2.40

13 Snapchat 17 1.86

14 Nextdoor 14 1.53

15 Plurk 12 1.31

16 Tik Tok 9 0.98

17 Weibo 7 0.76

18 PTT 4 0.44

Others 9 0.98

Since people from different countries and ages may have different usage of social
network sites, the frequency distribution of the most visited social network sites by nationality
and ages could be found in the following tables (Table 4.5 & Table 4.6). Because only the
number of respondents from Taiwan and the United States exceeds 50 were represented, the
results of frequency distribution of the most visited social network sites from Taiwan and the

United States are displayed.
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Table 4.5 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites
(Top 15 of Taiwan & United States)

Nationality
Taiwan United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 105 95.5 1 Facebook 43 74.1
2 YouTube 91 82.7 2 YouTube 40 69.0
3 LINE 72 65.5 3 Instagram 27 46.6
4 Instagram 63 57.3 4 Reddit 21 36.2
5 Wikipedia 52 47.3 5 LinkedIn 19 32.8
6 LinkedIn 30 27.3 6 Wikipedia 17 29.3
7 Yelp 28 25.5 6 LINE 17 29.3
8 Twitter 24 21.0 8 Twitter 15 25.0
9 WecChat 23 20.9 9 Snapchat 14 24.1
10 TripAdvisor 12 10.9 10 Pinterest 13 22.4
11 Reddit 11 10.0 11 Yelp 11 19.0
11 Plurk 11 10.0 12 Nextdoor 7 12.1
13 Pinterest 9 8.2 12 WeChat 7 12.1
14 Nextdoor 6 5.5 14 TripAdvisor 6 10.3
15 Tik Tok 5 4.5 15 Tik Tok 4 6.9
15 Weibo 5 4.5

Without the consideration of ages, both respondents from Taiwan and the United States

chose Facebook and YouTube as the top two social network sites where they visited most often.

Instagram was also one of the most popular social network sites in the two countries (57.3% in

Taiwan and 46.6% in the United States). LINE stood out in the third place (65.5%) in Taiwan,

while Reddit was popular among American respondents (36.2%). The difference between people

from Taiwan and the United States on their interests in LINE and Reddit could be the reason

why the comparison of nationality was needed. Instagram, LinkedIn, Wikipedia, and Twitter

shared similar percentages in both countries. Snapchat is a popular social network site in the

United States (24.1%) but relatively unknown in Taiwan (less than 4.5%). Moreover, WeChat (a

popular social network mobile app in China) appears to be more popular in Taiwan (20.9%) than

in the United States (12.1%).
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To ascertain if people in different age groups use social media differently, the above

results of the most visited social network sites in Taiwan and in the United States were filtered

by ages as follows (Table 4.6). The age groups of people under 18 and over 65 were taken out

because there were too few respondents in the survey. Top 5 in each age group were displayed.

Table 4.6 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites (Top 10 of Taiwan
& United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 18-24 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality
18-24 Taiwan 18-24 United States
No. Sites Frequency | Percent | No. Sites Frequency | Percent

1 Facebook 7 100.0 1 Snapchat 11 78.6
1 YouTube 7 100.0 2 YouTube 10 71.4
3 Instagram 5 71.4 2 Instagram 10 71.4
3 LINE 5 71.4 4 Reddit 9 64.3
5 Wikipedia 3 42.9 5 Facebook 7 50.0

5 Twitter 7 50.0

The group of 18-to-24-years-old contains college students, graduate students in their first
years, or freshman in the companies. These young people were born just before or after the
millennium when the Internet and social media experienced a super-fast growth. Therefore, they
preferred to try new things and felt very comfortable in navigating using social network sites. All
the respondents in the age of 18-24 from Taiwan chose Facebook and YouTube as their most
visited social network sites. The percentages over 50 could tell us that these two popular sites
with Instagram and LINE are Taiwanese young generation’s favorite. While YouTube and
Instagram topped American chart of favorite social network sites in the age of 18-24 as well,
Facebook had lost interests in this group. Instead, Snapchat and Reddit stood out. Young people
in the United States use Snapchat often because they regard Snapchat as a part of their culture

and a way to maintain their interpersonal relationships (Vaterlaus et al., 2016). The interactive
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comments on Reddit provide a perceived objective and enjoyable environment to get abundant

information to the Gen Z (Y30, Y61).

Table 4.7 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan &
United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 25-34 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality
25-34 Taiwan 25-34 United States
No. Sites Frequency | Percent | No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 53 94.6 1 Facebook 8 80.0
2 YouTube 49 87.5 2 LinkedIn 6 60.0
3 Instagram 40 71.4 2 YouTube 6 60.0
4 LINE 32 57.1 4 Instagram 5 50.0
5 Wikipedia 31 55.4 4 Reddit 5 50.0

The group of 25-to-34-years-old contains graduate students in their final years, and the
middle level in the companies. These people were born when the computer and the Internet
started to spread across the world and were grown with the explosion of the social network sites.
From the responses, Facebook, YouTube, and Instagram were three main social network sites in
both countries. LINE and Wikipedia were also chosen by the respondents in Taiwan as the most
visited sites when they seek or learn information. In the United States, LinkedIn and Reddit were

identified as the most visited social network sites as well.
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Table 4.8 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan &
United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 35-44 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

35-44 Taiwan 35-44 United States

No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 22 100.0 1 Facebook 7 70.0
2 YouTube 15 68.2 2 YouTube 4 40.0
3 LINE 13 59.1 2 Reddit 4 40.0
4 Wikipedia 9 40.9 4 Instagram 3 30.0
5 Instagram 8 36.4 4 Twitter 3 30.0
5 Yelp 8 36.4

The group of 35-to-44-years-old includes people in the middle-to-high level in the

organizations. Most people in this age group are married, may have children, own their own

home, and may have pets at home. These people grew up with the spread of current technology

that we use daily for now. Facebook is the most popular social network site for these people both

in Taiwan and in the United States. Especially in Taiwan, all the people from this age group

regarded Facebook as one of the most visited social network sites. In consistence with all other

age groups in Taiwan, YouTube and LINE also top the chart of visit on social network sites. It

could be interesting to point out that Instagram has lost the general acceptance in comparison

with the younger two generations.

Table 4.9 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan &
United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 45-54 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

45-54 Taiwan 45-54 United States

No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 17 89.5 1 Facebook 14 100.0
1 LINE 17 89.5 2 YouTube 12 85.7
3 YouTube 15 78.9 3 LINE 10 71.4
4 Instagram 8 42.1 4 Yelp 7 50.0
5 WeChat 6 31.6 5 Wikipedia 6 42.9
5 Wikipedia 6 31.6
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Facebook continues topping the chart of “the most visited social network sites” both in

Taiwan and in the United States for the age between 45 and 64. LINE has become slightly more

or equally attractive than or with YouTube. The Korean messenger app also appears in the chart

of the United States because many survey respondents hold American citizenship but still highly

connective with people in their home country (Taiwan).

Table 4.10 Frequency Distribution of The Most Visited Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan
& United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 55-64 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

55-64 Taiwan 55-64 United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent

1 Facebook 6 100.0 1 Facebook 4 66.7
2 LINE 5 83.3 1 YouTube 4 66.7
2 YouTube 5 83.3 3 Wikipedia 3 50.0
4 Wikipedia 3 50.0 4 Instagram 2 33.3
5 Instagram 2 33.3 4 LINE 2 33.3
5 WeChat 2 33.3 4 LinkedIn 2 33.3

4 Others 2 33.3

4 Pinterest 2 33.3

4 TripAdvisor 2 33.3

4.7 The Most Trusted Social Network Sites in The United States versus Taiwan

In Question 4a and 4b, two questions were asked: “Which social network sites do you

visit to learn information or use to seek information mostly often? (Please check all that apply)”

and “Among all the above social networks sites you checked, which one is the most valuable that

you use for information seeking. And why?”

The provided options of social network sites are the same as in Question 3. Because

people preferred to learn information from trusted sources, the difference between “most visited”

and “most trusted” social network sites were found in the results. The frequency distribution of
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the most trusted social network sites in general and by nationality and ages could be found in the

following tables (Table 4.11 to Table 4.17).

No. Sites Frequency Percent
1 Facebook 121 24.40
2 YouTube 103 20.77
3 Wikipedia 63 12.70
4 Instagram 36 7.26
5 LINE 32 6.45
6 Twitter 29 5.85
7 Reddit 22 4.44
8 LinkedIn 17 3.43
9 WeChat 15 3.02
10 Yelp 14 2.82

Table 4.11 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites (Top 10)

Without considering the difference of nationalities and ages, Facebook and YouTube

were displayed as the top 2 most valuable social network sites for information seeking purpose.

In consistent with the previous section, the frequency distribution of the most trusted social

network sites filtered by nationality in Taiwan and in United States could be found below.

Table 4.12 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites

(Top 10 of Taiwan & United States)

Nationality
Taiwan United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 91 82.7 1 YouTube 26 44.8
2 YouTube 65 59.1 2 Facebook 22 37.9
3 Wikipedia 44 40.0 3 Reddit 15 25.9
4 Instagram 28 25.5 4 Twitter 14 24.1
5 LINE 24 21.8 5 Wikipedia 13 22.4
6 Twitter 13 11.8 6 Pinterest 8 13.8
7 Yelp 9 8.2 7 LinkedIn 7 12.1
8 WeChat 8 7.3 8 LINE 6 10.3
9 LinkedIn 6 5.5 9 Instagram 5 8.6
9 Plurk 6 55 10 WeChat 4 6.9
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little differently. Although Facebook and YouTube maintained at the top two positions,

Separated and filtered by nationality of Taiwan and United States, the results showed a

Instagram, LINE, and Reddit got different places in these two countries. With the same reasons

in the previous section, more results which were filtered and grouped by different ages could be

found as follows.

Table 4.13 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites
(Top 5 of Taiwan & United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 18-24 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

18-24 Taiwan 18-24 United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent

1 Facebook 7 100.0 1 Reddit 6 42.9
2 YouTube 6 85.7 1 YouTube 6 42.9
3 Instagram 2 28.6 1 Twitter 6 42.9
3 Twitter 2 28.6 4 Instagram 2 14.3
3 Wikipedia 2 28.6 4 Pinterest 2 14.3

4 Wikipedia 2 14.3

4 Facebook 2 14.3

From the results, the Gen Z in the United States tended to learn information mostly from

Reddit, YouTube, and Twitter. Snapchat, the top visited social network site for the age between

18 and 24 in the US (please refer to Table 4.6), surprisingly was abandoned by Gen Z. Similarly,

LINE won the third place of the most visited social network sites in this group in Taiwan but lost

its place in the chart of the most trusted ones. Both social network sites possess similar

characteristics: simple and chat based. Our survey respondent (Y58) said, “Snapchat, a way to

share fun things with my family throughout the day. A way to procrastinate and take a break.

Send funny things.” Therefore, this particular social network site is regarded as a place to

entertain and interact with other people instead of seeking information.

American young people to learn information. Respondents chose them as one of the most

Reddit, YouTube, and Twitter were the main trusted social network sites for these
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valuable social network sites to learn information because it provides a wide variety of news
sources (Y3, Y30, Y39, Y60, Y64). Reddit seems to have a good categorized news page which is
embraced by the users: “When | scroll through reddit they gave pages called ‘News’ and ‘World
News’ so while I'm scrolling, if I find something interesting, I just click and go from there.” (Y3)
A similar categorized page “to get quick summaries of news stories from multiple sources” (Y64,
Y 140) exists on Twitter: “There is a page specifically with what is going on in the world
(Entertainment, News, Politics, and ‘For You’ tab) so it is convenient to see all the headlines in
one place and see what others are saying about it.” (Y60) YouTube attracts people’s eyes from
both places even because its visual and audio form to help viewers retain and learn easier (Y37,
Y77). The excellent search engine on YouTube also provides users to look up many videos on

the same topic and cross-reference them to make sure the correctness (Y1, Y70).

Facebook and YouTube captured Taiwanese young people’s minds not only because the
platforms were part of people’s daily lives but also because these sites provided real-time
information with ample and varied topics (Y34, Y45, Y57, Y70, Y75). The video-on-demand

mechanism on YouTube was also valued in their responses (Y57).

Table 4.14 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan
& United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 25-34 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality
25-34 Taiwan 25-34 United States
No. Sites Frequency | Percent | No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 42 75.0 1 Facebook 3 30.0
2 YouTube 38 67.9 1 LinkedIn 3 30.0
3 Wikipedia 27 48.2 1 Reddit 3 30.0
4 Instagram 21 375 1 Twitter 3 30.0
5 LINE 8 14.3 5 Wikipedia 2 20.0
5 Twitter 8 14.3 5 YouTube 2 20.0
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People with the age between 25 and 34 in Taiwan chose Facebook as their favorite
trusted social network sites to learn information, in consistent with their usage (Table 4.7).
American people in this age group have the similar inclination: they tend to believe and learn
information from where they visit often. It is generally intuitive. “In the situation of my high
frequency of browsing and the abundant amount of active information on the social network
sites, the information I obtained from the sites are always the lion’s share and the fastest.” (Y42)
People care the timeliness and the availability of various aspect of information when they want
to learn information (Y46, Y47, Y71, Y72, Y91, Y142). By following Facebook Pages in which
individual may be interested, he or she “will be able to learn and absorb the new information or
knowledge comprehensively, including the information people want to know, the one people
should know, and the one people don’t know.” (Y 145) Therefore, Facebook naturally caught

people’s eye.

However, YouTube slightly lost American people’s trust in the quality and credibility of
information. Same situation happened in Taiwan for Instagram and LINE. It may be because
people generally regarded these platforms as the place to get entertainment or interact with others
rather than learning information (Y28, Y125). YouTube stood out in Taiwan because “a lot of
people shared their experiences on various things on YouTube” and “a lot of teaching video”
have made the social network site “very resourceful” (Y8, Y21, Y27, Y41, Y91, Y125, Y147,
NS8). Videos are believed to understand information more easily (Y108, Y117, NS7). The value
of video tutorials and news telecasts on YouTube was also appreciated by one of the survey
respondents from Switzerland, one from South Korea, one from Mexico, and one from India in

the same age (Y61, N6, NS4, NS6).
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The most trusted social network sites were somewhat dispersed in the results for the 25-
34 age group of the United States. Reddit may be their choice for most trusted site because
“usually the best answer is at the top of the page” (Y6) and with “candid answers and news
links” (Y6). People also believed that “there’s a social aspect to the validation and quality of

information” (Y38). The search function on the site was also mentioned (Y43).

American respondents in this age group chose Twitter as the most valuable social
network site for information seeking, in part because of their ability to promote professional
networking which can help them solve problems with work (Y4). Similarly, LinkedIn was
believed to be a credible and relevant platform with ease of access, so people stated they could
safely learn and trust information there (Y66, N7) and get career-based information (Y28). Like
one of the survey respondents mentioned, “its most relevant to global economy, business trend,
and career advice. It also has a daily digest with the summary of important things to know. It

doesn’t seem to have useless information.” (Y111)

In Taiwan, the network effect on learning information happens on Facebook (Y12, Y26,
Y27,Y42,Y47,Y50, Y71, Y91, Y92, Y142, NS3). Because many people use Facebook in
Taiwan, the platform has become the most valuable. The post or article recommendation
mechanism on Facebook has let people obtain abundant interested information unconsciously
(Y49, Y52, Y83). The community groups on Facebook also help provide professional

information which can stick users on the platform (Y108, Y125).
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Table 4.15 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites (Top 5 of Taiwan
& United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 35-44 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

35-44 Taiwan 35-44 United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent
1 Facebook 22 100.0 1 Facebook 3 30.0
2 Wikipedia 8 36.4 1 Reddit 3 30.0
3 YouTube 7 31.8 1 Twitter 3 30.0
4 LINE 5 22.7 4 YouTube 2 20.0
5 Yelp 4 18.2 4 Wikipedia 2 20.0

Again, Facebook maintained the position of the champion for people between 35 and 44
years old in Taiwan. All (100%) the Taiwanese respondents in this age group expressed that they
not only visit Facebook often (Y86, Y114, Y135) but also see the platform as the most valuable
place to learn information. “It provides prompt and updated information of my interest. The
algorithm may predict my pattern of certain information, so | benefit from it.” (Y79) People can
learn speedy and new information from discussions with other unknown users following the
same pages or community groups (Y84, Y88, Y105, Y112, Y116, Y134, Y135). The function of
information filter was utilized as well to help people read more easily (Y86). Using their own
approach to digest diverse information at this age level could “better understand the insights,
pros & cons of a social event, with less vague description as well as perceptive simple answer

for political brain wash.” (Y'16)

Unlike Taiwanese people in this age group, American respondents seemed to have no
preference as to their most trusted social network sites. Twitter may have been their choice for
professional information because of their professional networks or the experts in respective fields
on Twitter (Y40, Y56, MY1); Facebook may have been the place to “spend the majority of time

on social media” get personal information from individual’s families and friends (Y48, MY1);
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Reddit may have been picked because of the sense of belonging and the trust on the community

(Y35, MN1); and Wikipedia may be mentioned because “it can be edited by anyone, it is peer-

reviewed, cites sources, and its purpose is to be an information-sharing site.” (N1)

Table 4.16 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites

(Top 5 of Taiwan & United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 45-54 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

45-54 Taiwan 45-54 United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent

1 Facebook 15 78.9 1 Facebook 10 714
2 YouTube 12 63.2 2 YouTube 9 64.3
3 LINE 8 42.1 3 LINE 4 28.6
4 Wikipedia 4 21.1 3 Wikipedia 4 28.6
5 Instagram 3 15.8 5 Pinterest 3 21.4

5 Yelp 3 21.4

Facebook and YouTube obtained the trust of people in the ages of 45-54 both in Taiwan

and in the United States. Users chose them as the most valuable social network sites for several

different reasons: frequent visits (Y13, Y96), plentiful contents of new information (Y18, Y32,

Y121, Y122, Y129, Y137), proactivity on learning information (Y110, Y122), discussions in the

community groups (Y87, Y137), benefits of visual learning from video tutorials (Y93, Y97,

Y107, NS7), recommendation systems (Y93, Y99), experts in different fields (Y95, Y109,

Y131), user-friendly and organized platforms (Y113), various comments in different

perspectives (Y128), and the links to external websites for further reference (Y99, Y126). It is

also noted that LINE significantly lost Taiwanese people’s trust (42.1%) with its relatively high

frequency of visits (89.5%). Users’ tendency to view LINE as a platform of social interaction

contrary to information seeking may explain the phenomenon, in consistent with the one happens

in the age group of 25-34.
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Table 4.17 Frequency Distribution of The Most Trusted Social Network Sites
(Top 5 of Taiwan & United States, Filtered and Grouped by Ages: 55-64 Years Old)

Ages & Nationality

55-64 Taiwan 55-64 United States
No. Sites Frequency Percent No. Sites Frequency | Percent

1 Facebook 5 83.3 1 Wikipedia 3 50.0
2 Wikipedia 3 50.0 1 YouTube 3 50.0
3 LINE 2 33.3 3 Facebook 2 33.3
3 YouTube 2 33.3 3 LinkedIn 2 33.3
5 Instagram 1 16.7 3 Others 2 33.3
5 Twitter 1 16.7

5 WeChat 1 16.7

In the age group of 55-64, people did not have a preference to learn information on any
social network sites in the United States. Apart from Facebook, people in Taiwan in this age
group also showed no preference. Respondents selected Facebook as the most valuable social
network site to seek or learn information generally because of its diversity as well as its ample
amount of information (Y10, Y90). Due to numerous local communities such as local police and
town office which have built Facebook pages or community groups there, people may have
tended to rely on local events notification on the platform (Y106). The reason why people chose
other sites was because they visited other sites more often, or because they only visited specific
social network sites for an explicit purpose. Y33 expressed that he only used “Reddit for general
entertainment, YouTube for music and DIY type things, and Wiki for general info” to deal with
his specific interests. Y67 stated that she would choose YouTube if she wanted to learn how to
do something, LinkedIn if she needed information about careers and professional development,
TripAdvisor if she wished to travel, and Pinterest if she just wanted to have fun. When
considering news information, people preferred news from traditional media even when they are

involving in social network sites (Y59). For example, NPR was proposed as a specific source for
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news information (Y59). Furthermore, some respondents in the age group between 55 and 64
pointed out that they have their own way to identify the true news and avoid possible biases

(Y118).

4.8 Source Credibility

To know people’s thoughts on source credibility directly, an open-ended question of
“Why do you believe that the source of the information on social networks is credible?”” was
asked in Question 5. Consistent with the coding scheme proposed in Chapter 3, ability, integrity,
and benevolence were the three main keys to construct the source credibility (Bhattacherjee,
2002). In other words, the professionality of the source (Y4, Y13, Y22, Y36, Y40, Y41, Y56,
Y57, Y59, Y66, Y72, Y79, Y105, N6, NS4, MY15), the neutrality to any aspects (Y16, Y37,
Y49, Y145), or the diligence to address most user concerns (Y16, Y64, Y83, Y125, Y135) were
carefully examined. The more angle of views and more quantitative analysis presented in the
content, the more the source was believed to be credible (Y16, Y135). Users may also have
looked at the logic of the articles to see if the source was credible (Y83, Y147). People perceived
the source as trustworthy and credible because they perceived or assumed the source provider
was professional. For example, the source may have been a trustable friend or community (Y13,
Y41, Y55, Y59, Y64, Y66, Y80, Y117, Y119, Y134, N6), an expert in a professional field (Y4,
Y40, Y56, Y57), a traditionally authorized news channel (Y13, Y41, Y49, Y64, Y72, Y89, Y96,
Y105, Y126, Y140, MY15), or a trustable recommendation system (Y41). Source credibility was
dependent on whether or not the information could be verified through other social media sites
(Y1,Y3,Y4,Y8,Y9, Y11, Y15, Y17, Y20, Y21, Y26, Y29, Y33, Y34, Y36, Y42, Y43, Y44,

Y53, Y57, Y62, Y63, Y68, Y69, Y70, Y71, Y85, Y86, Y87, YI1, Y97, Y99, Y101, Y104,
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Y114, Y115, Y116, Y122, Y123, Y130, Y131, Y132, Y138, Y139, Y142, Y144, Y149, MY7,
MY10, NS9). The originality of the information from the source also played an important role

with regard to source credibility (Y49, Y85, Y113, Y145, Y146).

To further study the role of the originality of the source, the question of “When you are
seeking information, do you trust an information with a secondary (not official) source provided
on social networks? Why?”” was asked in Question 8. Most respondents claimed that they
sometimes trust an information from a secondary source depending on what the source is and
who spreads the source. These people tend to verify the authenticity of information from a
secondary source because the possibility of manipulation or reproduction on the secondary
information (Y12, Y17, Y32, Y44, Y50, Y51, Y62, Y71, Y72, Y79, NS3). A few respondents,
however, chose to skip the process to verify the originality of the information because they only
trust the secondary information provided by their expected credible people or organization (Y42,
Y52, Y66, Y70, Y75, Y80, Y103, Y105, Y107, Y115, MY7, MY10). “I will choose to trust the
secondary sources provided by those credible accounts on relative topics, because | believe with
their credibility that | expect from them they should own good ability to verify the sources.”
(Y42) In the fast-changing world of information explosion, directly trust the secondary source
from a trustworthy provider who can help people do the fact check on sources of information
will save time and energy on information seeking purpose (MY7). Therefore, people generally
do not perceive high source credibility without fact check on getting the original source by either
their trusted following individuals, organizations, or themselves. In other words, people preferred
to believe in the primary sources rather than the secondary ones. The more originality of the
source achieves the more source credibility. Based on the above discussion, the originality of the

information from the source can be seen as a moderate element of source credibility.
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Although most respondents claimed that they did a fast check carefully and did not
believe a single source, numerous respondents still only used their own judgement and
experience to see if the source is credible (Y10, Y12, Y20, Y27, Y31, Y45, Y52, Y54, Y67,
Y83, Y87, Y90, Y93, Y94, Y108, Y110, Y133, Y134, Y144, MY®6). Idyllically, people may be
able to understand that “every information we got from social networks is not 100% correct”
(Y65) and “is from someone else’s perspective” (Y67) or just “an opinion” (Y84). However,
people cannot ensure the authenticity of the information on social network sites in most cases
and directly take the uncertain information as references (Y12, Y14, Y18, Y32, Y52, Y74, Y78,
Y81, Y84, Y95, Y100, Y103, Y125, Y127, Y129, Y137, MY 13). Furthermore, the methods of
people’s judgement as to source credibility were sometimes questionable. For instance, the
number of subscribers or fans who can spread information whether the content is real or fake
because of the network effect, were pointed out as one means to justify the source credibility
(Y50, Y61, Y107, Y111). Many survey respondents also mentioned that they check other
people’s comments on the shared articles, which could be easily manipulated by people with

specific intentions, to see if the source and the article is credible (Y8, Y75, Y86, Y121, Y123).

Consequently, most people appeared to be aware of the problem of source credibility and
were diligent to do fact checking on the information they received. After the cross-references
were done, people generally judged the credibility based on their own experiences. With more
professionality, neutrality, and diligence to address concerns, more source credibility was
perceived. The originality of the information moderated the above constructs. Though it seemed
to be an irrational element, the reputation of the source (assessed by the number of subscribers
and the positive comments in the shared articles without the consideration the above three

traditional constructs) also played a key moderate role on source credibility.
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4.9 Information Quality

The question of “Why do you believe the quality of information on social networks is
high?” was asked in Question 6 to understand respondents’ perspectives on information quality
directly. Based on the literature review and the proposed coding scheme in the previous chapters,
the answers have been categorized as contextual and intrinsic dimensions of information quality

as below.

Contextual dimensions of information quality that people stated in the survey contained
value-added (Y1, Y4, Y37, Y65), relevancy (Y40, Y66, NS3), timeliness (Y62, Y146),
completeness (Y62, Y66, Y138, Y145), and the amount of information (Y66, Y69, Y144). Users
may see the information as value-added if they are interested in the information and are willing
to refer to more details (Y65). Update, relevant, and more complete contents are also attractive to
the majority of the research respondents. The importance of completeness, timeliness, and
relevance of an information has been discovered by asking “When you are seeking information,
what type of information do you trust mostly? (Please rank, 1: trust mostly)” in Question 9a and

9b separately. The results can be referred in Table 4.18 and Table 4.19.

Table 4.18 The Numbers of Ranks on People’s Concern of Completeness

Rank 1 2 3 4 5

Content with full complete information 142 13 5 0 0

Content with nearly full complete information 9 128 19 3 1

Content with medium complete information 4 9 128 17 2
Content with just a few words 3 5 7 132 13
Content with no description or explanation 2 5 1 8 144
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From the results, content with more complete, up-to-date, and relevant information was
ranked higher. There was a dilemma between timeliness and relevance across most survey

respondents. Statistically, it showed that people cared more about relevance than timeliness.

Table 4.19 The Numbers of Ranks on People’s Concern of Timeliness and Relevance

Rank 1 2 3 4

Up-to-date relevant content 121 12 5 5
Up to date but irrelevant content 4 44 84 11

Outdated but relevant content 14 81 43 5
Outdated and irrelevant content 4 6 11 122

Intrinsic dimensions of information quality such as the accuracy of information (Y1, Y2,
Y3, Y4, Y70, Y132, Y143), the reputation of the information provider or social network site
itself (Y5, Y7, Y13, Y14, Y16, Y20, Y22, Y27,Y31, Y33, Y40, Y41, Y42, Y43, Y49, Y61,
Y73,Y74,Y75,Y79, Y82, Y86, Y87, Y99, Y100, Y113, Y119, Y124, Y126, Y134, Y135,
Y137, Y140, Y147, Y151, N6, MY2, MY10, MY 13, MY15), and the believability with logical
contents (Y27, Y34, Y41, Y51, Y53, Y78, Y83, Y91, Y122, Y123, NS3) were the most
frequently mentioned elements in the survey answers. Many people asked for additional credible
sources of the information to evaluate the quality of the information (Y3, Y14, Y30, Y31, Y46,
YA47,Y64, Y70, Y75, Y79, Y86, Y87, Y106, Y124, Y148, Y150, Y151). In addition, the
neutrality (or objectivity) of the tone through the information itself and its title was also a key to

decide whether the information has high quality (Y57, Y87, Y91, Y118, Y139, MY7).

To further understand people’s perspectives on the existence of credible source of the
information on social network sites, the question of “When you are seeking information, do you
trust an information with no source provided on social networks? Why? (e.g. Your friends’ post

with no source)” was asked in Question 7. More than half of respondents (98 of 176, 55.68%)
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answered no, 38.64% (68 of 176) said it depends, and only 5.68% (10 of 176) said yes. The
“yes” people explained that they fully believe in what their friends said even if there is no source
provided (Y55, MY13). If the information was based on personal experience, it was more
acceptable among all respondents (Y42, Y80, Y91, Y93, Y108, Y113, Y114, Y123, Y131,
Y135, Y140, Y151). However, the majority of respondents claimed they remained skeptical on
information from most social network sites because “we cannot verify every information by
ourselves” (Y17), “it’s easy to make a mistake” (Y1, N2), and “there are too many fake news”
(Y5,Y12, Y34, Y96, Y106, Y110, Y118, Y139, Y143, Y148, MY15). Accordingly, people
generally cited the need for source credibility to justify the quality of information on social

network sites.

4.10 Trust of Information

The last two questions (Question 10a and 10b) in the survey were asked to know how
people perceived trust of information on social network sites. Specifically, the question of “When
you say you trust information on social network sites, what extent do you trust? Please specify
the percentage (%) of your trust,” and “Why do you choose the number in the previous
question?” were asked. The analysis of the simple statistical results and the open-ended reasons

are shown below.

Table 4.20 The Percentage of People’s Perceived Trust of Information

Minimum Maximum Average Standard Deviation
0.00 95.00 60.02 20.57
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The percentage of responses related to perceived trust of information is highly subjective.
The same percentage scored by two different people may have significantly distinctive
meanings. Nonetheless, it is still interesting to note that the percentage of respondents’ perceived
trust of information on social network sites is above 60. That means people generally trusted
more than half of the information on social network sites. However, seven (7) respondents
indicated a perceived low trust of information that was equal to or below 10 (Y37, N2, N3, N4,
N5, NS1, MN1). It is understandable that people who do not view social network sites as places
to learn and seek information were produce a low score. But a female American student (Y37)
who does learn information on social network sites also chose a low percentage of her perceived
trust. “Because some information has a credible source attached to it (news stations, scientific
journals) but most are not credible,” she explained. Relatively, a total of 15 people provided a
percentage more than 85 (Y11, Y25, Y36, Y40, Y42, Y62, Y69, Y77, Y93, Y107, Y116, Y131,
Y148, NS9, MY18) because they believed the verified credible sources or information providers
they follow on the social network sites. “I reserve 10% because | am not 100% confident of the
source as well. For example, when | read about some new research result on social network,
even if I know the publisher is credible, I am not sure their way of conducting their research is
really a scientific way,” a female Chinese student (Y62) clarified. Another female American
student (Y40) also agreed, “I follow verified people and new organizations and do not blindly
accept everything they say.” Therefore, respondents who reported a high level of perceived trust
of information generally had high confidence on the information they seek or learn on social

network sites but still remain skeptical and need to see sources to verify trustworthiness.
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Next, | wished to see if there were differences as to perceived trust of information due to
nationality and age, the results of the percentage of people’s perceived trust of information

filtered and grouped by various ages for Taiwanese and American people is shown in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21 The Percentage of People’s Perceived Trust of Information
(Filtered and Grouped by Nationality and Age)

Nationality Age Total Count Average Median Star_lda}rd
eviation
18-24 7 62.0 60.0 12.1
25-34 54 67.3 70.0 14.4
Taiwan 35-44 20 67.4 70.0 11.4
45-54 18 66.4 70.0 17.2
55-64 5 52.8 50.0 17.5
Overall 104 66.1 70.0 14.5
18-24 14 54.6 65.0 27.5
25-34 9 49.1 55.0 26.5
. 35-44 8 49.9 55.0 324
United States |2 54 14 60.1 58.5 19.1
55-64 6 43.2 425 19.7
Overall 55 53.5 60.0 24.7
Overall (Taiwan & US) 159 61.7 66.0 19.5

American people seemed to be more suspicious than Taiwanese people, across all the
ages groups and in general, on what they learned from social network sites. Many American
respondents pointed out that “every information source has its own bias regardless of whether it
presents itself or not” on social media (Y2, Y3, Y30, Y48, N7). This opinion of bias was also
shared with a male German student (Y55), “No opinion is free of bias, not even news. Telling
half of the truth is a common tactic.” A female Chinese student (Y51) was highly pessimistic
about the information on social network sites, “Most news are just tools of perspectives for the
media’s choice. There’s no real news, and no real objectivity.” Though not as aggressive as the

prior opinion, several Taiwanese survey respondents highlighted the issue of fake news spread as
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well (Y14, Y21, Y27, Y31, Y32, Y49, Y57, Y121, Y139, Y149, Y151, MY®6). A female
Brazilian student (Y 143) also “comprehended fake news and useless information” when thinking
about the perceived trust of information on social network sites. In consequence, the issue of

fake news and misinformation was widely recognized among respondents.

To solve the problem of inevitable biases, American people reported that they usually try
to look for information from multiple sources (Y3, Y30). The solution to kick off possible bias
from single source is also acknowledged by many Taiwanese respondents (Y14, Y27, Y32, Y42,
Y49, Y57, Y97, Y123, MY6): “I think we need to be always skeptical on all the sources of
information, and we need to be always ready to accept that the information will be substituted by
another conflicting new information.” “Skepticism forces us to seek the truth,” quoted by a male

Taiwanese student (Y17).

4,11 Summary

This chapter presented the results of data collection, including the demographics of the
study respondents, frequency of social network sites usage, and detailed descriptions of the open-
ended questions in the online questionnaire. Detailed comparisons and text analyses were
displayed based on the coding scheme developed in the research methodology. The original
responses from the online questionnaire were integrated by questions and may be found in the

appendices.
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CHAPTERSS. FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSION

The final chapter presents the findings, discussion, and conclusion of this study. Each
research question is addressed. Possible future directions of further research ideas are

recommended as well.

5.1 Findings

Based on the findings of the data as presented in the previous chapter, the research

questions will be discussed below.

5.1.1 Research Question 1

What factors influence consumer trust in seeking information on social network sites?

Consistent with literature review and the presentation of data, source credibility and
information quality are the two main factors as the answer to this question. Numerous
respondents highlighted the importance of the credible sources and the possibility to do the
cross-check when they are seeking or learning information from the social network sites (See
Section 4.8). The professionality, the neutrality, and the diligence of the source to address most
user concerns constructs source credibility. The originality and the reputation of the source
moderated source credibility as well. With high source credibility and information quality,
people had a high performance expectancy on information seeking which influenced the level of

their trust of information on social network sites.

5.1.2 Research Question 2

Why do people find some sources more credible than others?
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Again, the professionalism, the neutrality, and the diligence of the source to address most
user concerns are the major considerations (See Section 4.8). People tended to believe in what
the experts say in a professional field. “If that person/friend is speaking about THEIR field, I
tend to trust that a little more and ask more info,” a female American student (Y40) said. Logical
contents with various perspectives are also essential concern when evaluating source credibility.
The reputation of the source in the forms of the number of subscribers and the positive comments
in the shared articles plays a moderate role on source credibility. Good reputation of the source
helps the public perceive more professionality, neutrality, and diligence. Furthermore, the
originality of the source is another moderate factor of source credibility. Respondents cared more
about primary sources than secondary ones. Even with secondary sources, most respondents
tended to either do the fact checking or directly accept the source due to its reputation. Hence,

the reputation of the source had direct impact on the originality of the source as well.

5.1.3 Research Question 3

How does the quality of information on the social media sites influence the level of trust?

Information quality, which can be categorized as four dimensions - contextual (e.g.,
value-added, relevancy, timeless, completeness, and amount of information) and intrinsic (e.g.
believability, accuracy, objectivity, and reputation), was found to be consistent with findings
from the literature review. It serves as one of the environmental stimuli to influence performance
expectancy on information seeking purposes which impacts trust of information on social
network sites. Respondents showed that they cared about information quality in contextual and
intrinsic dimensions by confirming repeatedly their serious concern about fake news. Content
with up-to-date, relevant, and full complete information gets the most acceptance. A neutral tone

in the information also helped users perceive good quality. Both reputable information spreader
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and credible sources of the information played a key role on evaluating information quality.

Thus, source credibility was regarded as another impact factor on information quality.

5.1.4 Research Question 4

What are the most trusted social media sites for information seeking purposes?

The responses were presented in the previous chapter. Among all the research
respondents, Facebook, YouTube, and Wikipedia were the three most trusted social network
sites for information seeking purposes. The results were further filtered and grouped by different
countries and age groups. The number of respondents from Taiwan and the United States
exceeded 50 and thus could be construed as representative, so the comparison between these two
countries in various age groups was analyzed. The most valuable social network sites among
Gen Z (the age between 18 and 24) were Reddit, YouTube, and Twitter in the United States. In
Taiwan, the top three social network sites for this generation were Facebook, YouTube, and
Wikipedia. Although Snapchat and LINE were two popular social network platforms in the
United States and in Taiwan separately, these two apps were lower on the list of respondents’
preferences when seeking information, since most users engaged in these sites for entertainment

and social interaction.

Among all other age groups in both countries, Facebook maintained its the top position as
most trusted social network site. Taiwanese respondents received a lot of information from
Facebook because of the benefit from community groups, from fans pages in professional fields,
and from reputable media companies. They were generally aware of the fake news issue on
Facebook and believed they could identify the authenticity of an information by doing source

cross-references. In contrast, American people had less confidence in all the social network sites.
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Twitter, YouTube, LinkedIn, and Reddit shared the top position with Facebook in most cases.
Many respondents claimed that they used each social network site for different reasons but

usually not directly for information seeking.

5.2 Discussion

The following section provides a deeper discussion on the reconstruction of the research
framework based on the literature review and findings. A total number of 14 Propositions are
listed to support the new comprehensive framework. Next, the discussion on the problem of fake
news expects to provide insights on the current phenomenon and the potential solutions. And

finally, recommendations and future research are presented.

5.2.1 A refined conceptual model

The research findings presented in the previous section generally support the proposed
conceptual framework in Chapter Three. According to the literature review and the survey
response analysis, source credibility and information quality are two major environmental stimuli
that directly impact affective and cognitive reactions of users (i.e., measured as performance
expectancy on information seeking in this research) and in turn, influence the level of trust of
information. However, the real phenomenon grounded from the survey data disclosed a more
complicated relationship among the proposed stimuli, organism, and responses. A refined

conceptual model was therefore developed as the following Figure 5.1.
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- Neutrality
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Information Quality

- Contextual
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Performance
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Information
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Trust

in information

in information provider
in source

in author

in platform provider

Figure 5.1 Refined Research Framework

According to the findings, the professionality, the neutrality, and the diligence of the
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source to address user concerns impacts source credibility. Source reputation and source
originality play moderate roles in influencing source credibility (Please refer to 5.1.2).

Respondents cared about information quality in contextual and intrinsic dimensions. Given high
source credibility and information quality, people were able to satisfy their expectancy and need
to seek information. Information that lacked source credibility or was deemed insufficient in
nature, lessened respondents’ interests. This had a negative effect on their affective or cognitive

responses to information they were seeking and lowered the level of trust as to that particular




information and site. The phrase “trust of information”, which is presented as “trust” in the
refined conceptual framework, contains a more multifaceted construct. Once they proceed
through the process of stimuli acceptance and affective reactions, people may trust the
information, the information provider, the source, the original author of the article, and/or the
social media platform. For example, many survey respondents stated that they only chose to trust
information from specific news media such as CNN, BBC, and NHK on the social network sites
(Y13, Y27,Y41, Y49, Y58, Y64, Y126) which they deemed to be reliable. People may also
believe in their knowledgeable friends or the opinion leaders in certain professional fields, see
the source as an important reference because of its author’s reputation, and regard certain social
network sites (e.g. Wikipedia, Zhihu, Reddit) as places to get information without further
validation. In other words, the level of trust of information may not only mean believing in
information itself, but also displaying confidence in the stakeholders of that information.
Therefore, “trust” has replaced the original “trust of information” in the refined framework to

avoid potential confusion and to clarify its multifaceted characteristic.

Finally, two reverse arrows were added from trust to both source credibility and
information quality. When trust changes, perceived source credibility and information quality
will be influenced as well. Greater trust results in higher source credibility and information
quality, according to the process of Stimuli-Organism-Response. That is, people will more easily
identify the professionality, neutrality, and diligence of the source along with the intrinsic and
contextual quality of information when they are looking for information in the later incident.
Users’ trust or loyalty may positively encourage information providers to improve the quality

and reliability (i.e., trustworthiness) of information they present to the public and thus raise
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source credibility, information quality, and user trust in the process. Hence, both real and

perceived source credibility and information quality will be enhanced.

5.2.2 An ocean of garbage?

There were 10 respondents (8 people with N and 2 people with MN) in the survey who
indicated they did not regard social network sites as places to seek or learn information. These
respondents viewed social media sites as “an ocean of garbage” (from N2) and “full of non-
experts” (N3, N8). As a result, they viewed information on these sites as exhibiting a serious loss
of source credibility and information quality. Most respondents stated that they obtain
information from social media sites (refer to Sections 4.5 and 4.8). Those who viewed social
media sites with skepticism, based their contempt on the growing issue of fake news, biased

information, inadequate algorithms, and false or misleading advertisements on social media:

e “News can be easily faked for attention, or people could unknowingly spread false
information. Additionally, the information is likely heavily biased, and | would
like to read a more impartial account of events.” “A lot of information is over-
dramatized.” (N1)

e “It’s an ocean of garbage.” (N2)

o  “You don’t learn from peers, shills, or paid promotions. You learn from
experience.” (N3)

e “|find it irrelevant most of the time.” I feel more it’s advertising.” (N4)

e “Itis curated by algorithm based on what they think I want to see.” (N5)

e “Is full of advertisement.” (N6)
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e “A lot of the information on there I just don’t care about.” “Most of the info is
crap or has half the story or is written from a biased point of view.” (N7)
e “Most of the comments are personal opinions. There are hardly any facts to

support it.” (N8)

However, despite their lack of trust in the information posted on social media sites, the
skeptics are still frequent users of social media and social network sites. By frequently accessing
such online sites, these respondents inevitably absorb thousands of pieces of information from

various social platforms every day.

To clarify, information contains any meaningful structured data (Floridi, 2010).
Authenticity of information can be categorized as true information, misinformation
(unintentional false information), incomplete (spotty) information, biased (slanted) information,
and disinformation (intentional false information). Therefore, news, personal opinions or
comments, advertisements, and messages on social media sites confront the user with the task of

discerning which piece of information to believe, to trust, to ignore, or to challenge.

This behavior can be explained by the refined research framework as well — in a negative
way (Figure 5.1). When people perceive environmental stimuli in the forms of low source
credibility and low information quality, they are unable to satisfy their expectancy of finding
useful information. This further lessens their trust of both the source and information quality.
Because of the low trust factor, the next perceived source credibility and information quality
would also be lower. The confidence level on social medial sites can spiral down into a

bottomless pit for frustrated users who lost trust in the source or information presented.
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5.2.3 Problem of judgment on credibility

“It is a bit sad that not every highly educated person shares credible content.” (Y135)

The above statement is true in this fast-changing world. Because there is so much
information on social media sites, people may not be able to correctly identify which content is
credible. Although most people claim they only trust information from verified and credible
sources, it is unclear as to the criteria users rely on in making those judgments. For example, a
source’s reputation, viewed in terms of the number of subscribers and positive comments in the
shared articles, appears to play an important role when assessing the professionality, the
neutrality, and the diligence of the source. But even a reputable person or organization makes
mistake. Blind trust can lead to the spreading of fake news or biased reporting. Users need to
approach social media information with a healthy degree of skepticism and fact-finding (adapted

from Y3, Y17, Y27, Y42, and Y65).

Although most of the survey respondents mentioned the importance of credible sources,
they were still willing to view information from a variety of sources. This phenomenon creates a
space to develop or spread fake news. People may believe information is true if it is presented as

a personal experience or opinion. And this is now a global phenomenon:

“In my country (South Korea) there were a lot of cases that an information with no
source caused social chaos, and some political parties are still taking advantage of people’s

trust on information that are wide on web no matter who distributed.” (N6 from South Korea)

“I will give trust on simple posts from friends such as daily life sharing because nothing

could be doubtful. Even if it is fake, nothing to lose.” (Y91 from Taiwan)
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“Generally, yes if I know them and it “sounds” like them — phrases and how they usually

communicate.” (Y59 from United States)

“Not really. Unless the guess is a very sound conspiracy theory with is based on the past

what a political party, celebrity, or group is likely to do.” (Y19 from United Kingdom)

As a result, people may reference the information as long as it is camouflaged under the
guise of personal experienceor opinion. It seems to be a frequently used tactic in political
campaigns and in commercial advertising. People may not believe the personal experience or
opinion at the beginning, but over time, and with repetition, perception can become reality. And

one person’s fiction can become another person’s truth.

One approach to the information camouflage problem is to be skeptical of what one reads
on social media and to cross-check information. Put another way, “don’t just believe what you
want to believe” (adapted from Y51, Y99), or you may be easily trapped in believing something
untrue or grossly exaggerated. The following two comments are two typical dramatic conflicts

due to the inadequate behavior on trust of information on social network sites:

(Y51, a female Chinese student. She described a common situation on the conflict
between Chinese and Taiwanese young people. Because of the well-known Great Firewall of
China, the availability of certain ‘sensitive’ news information is limited in Mainland China. The
different educational systems in China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong also made people only deeply
believe in what they want to believe. Therefore, people thought that the information on the

opposite side are basically fake news.)

“Just like a description I read on social network before: Young people in
Mainland China and in Hong Kong / Taiwan felt that the opposite side was
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impervious to any reasons when they were fighting with each other on the
Internet. A very scary fact is that they both think that their opponent did not watch
news. Even more scary thing is that they even did research seriously by getting
news information, and then they assured that their rival did not learn any news.”

(Y49, a Taiwanese stay-at-home-mom. She clearly described how certain people were

freaking out when they know that most Taiwanese people didn’t really support the same-sex

marriage. The result would authorize the Taiwanese government to create a special law for same-

sex marriage instead of editing the existing civil law which states that a marriage should be a

combination between a male person and a female person.)

“Numerous people use social media to lead the discussion of certain things to a
preferred direction, or even use it to publish fake information. Perhaps some
people without these kinds of intentional actions sometimes just talk about their
thoughts, but | think that kind of statement sometimes just consolidate their own
comfort zone. Furthermore, using a mocking tone on some issues only strengthen
the conflict between the opposing sides and thus make us become farther from the
truth. (For example, on the marriage issue for homosexual people in the
referendum of Taiwan in 2018, | saw that after the result of the referendum was
revealed, many of my friends all felt that the phenomenon of echo chamber was
too apparent too them so that the reality was farther from their imagination.)”

Similar situations have happened around the world: the Brexit referendum, the tweets of

President Trump, the epidemic of 2019 coronavirus (2019-nCoV), the gossip of a celebrity, and

many other issues which can create social conflict. If people only trust the information they want

to trust rather than broadly listening to various points of view, they can become misguided,

misinformed, and in some cases, totally blind to reality.

“When an individual is delivering a statement of truth, even if the statement is ‘the
truth that the individual knows’, it may be still different from ‘the truth seen by the
bystanders.” (Y53)
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The statement is “true because everyone says it” should raise red flags. It would be
terrible if the public believes in only one viewpoint on a certain issue. “Gossip can be a real
weapon.” (Y 10) Checking as many sources as possible with various points of view will offer a
shied-like protection against the sword-like fake news or misinformation. Keep thinking
critically as well as independently on every information received from social media will help the

public continue fighting with this never-ending war.

5.3 Recommendations

In thinking about source credibility, information quality, what people expect to find on
social media sites, and trust factors, | have identified a number of recommendations, including a
more comprehensive framework and possible future directions. These are presented in the

sections that follow.

5.3.1 An extensive comprehensive framework

When the conceptual research framework was developed in Chapter Three, I chose to
focus on performance expectance on information seeking purposes because of the importance of
this main construct. However, | would like to pursue additional components of this conceptual
framework in future research. | believe performance expectancy on entertainment and social
interaction are also important to understand. New constructs and moderating variables such as
the reputation and the originality of the source have been found during this analysis.
Accordingly, based on the literature review and the presentation of the findings, a new
comprehensive framework may be developed in the following figure for future extensions of this

research (Figure 5.2).
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The new comprehensive framework will need to be developed and tested based on the
general framework of the SOR model, including the three main categories as environmental
stimuli, hedonic organism, and final response. Performance expectancy on entertainment, social
interaction, and information seeking are three elements to address on people’s cognitive and
affective motivations, inconsistent with the findings in the previous chapter and the literature
review. Effort expectancy, facilitating conditions, and social influence are another three
constructs generated from literature review and the findings to make this new model more

complete and solid. Therefore, propositions of the framework could be listed as follows:
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Figure 5.2 An Extensive Comprehensive Framework

P1: Information quality is positively associated with users’ performance expectancy on social
network sites in the forms of entertainment motives (P1a), social interaction motives (P1b), and

information seeking motives (P1c).
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P2: Information quality is positively associated with users’ effort expectancy on social network

sites.

P3: Information quality is positively associated with users’ facilitating conditions on social

network sites.

P4: Source credibility is positively associated with users’ performance expectancy on social
network sites in the forms of entertainment motives (P4a), social interaction motives (P4b), and

information seeking motives (P4c).

P5: Source credibility is positively associated with users’ effort expectancy on social network

sites.

P6: Source credibility is positively associated with users’ facilitating conditions on social

network sites.

P7: Source credibility is positively associated with Information Quality.

P8: Source reputation and source originality moderates source credibility.

P9: Source reputation moderates source originality.

P10&P11: Performance expectancy in the forms of entertainment motives (P10a), social
interaction motives (107b), and information seeking motives (P10c) is positively associated with
users’ trust on information on social network sites. All the three hedonic motives are positively

associated with the response of social influence as well (P11a, P11b, P11c).
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5.3.1.1 Effort expectancy

Although effort expectancy has been widely accepted as a construct to influence user’s
behavioral intention to use a new system, its impact on the intention change for adopting an
information is still unclear. Based on the discussion in the literature review, the origins of effort
expectancy have been changed from the amount of effort and time to learn how to operate a new
system to the difficulty of the information topic or the effort to unlock the accessibility to the
secured information. It will be impossible to judge the value of information perceived if the
individual fails to interpret (Nonaka, 1994). The incapability to have entry to the secured
information or to understand the tough information will thus lead to rejection or low acceptance

of information. For this reason, the following proposition would be induced:

P12: Effort expectancy is positively associated with users’ trust on information on social

network sites.

5.3.1.2 Facilitating conditions

Scholars in the field of IT adoption viewed the effect of facilitating conditions could be
fully mediated by effort expectancy (Venkatesh, 2000) so facilitating conditions were
hypothesized and tested to be not achieve a significant influence on behavioral intention
(Venkatesh, 2003). However, the mediation would not exist in the model of information
acceptance because the definition of both effort expectancy and facilitating conditions have
changed. The effect of perceived ease to obtain and understand the information would not be
intervened by the effect of perceived behavioral control and compatibility on the information
platform or information itself. Moreover, not only one respondent mentioned the importance of

convenience, which is part of facilitating conditions, in the response (Y60, Y62, Y65, Y98,
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Y102, Y111, Y115, Y130). Therefore, the proposition for the relationship between facilitating

conditions and information integration acceptance could be developed as follows:

P13: Facilitating conditions are positively associated with people’s perceived trust on

information integration on social network sites.

5.3.1.3 Social influence

To highlight the characteristic of social influence as a behavior response to affective and
cognitive process in the organism section, social influence has been pulled away from original
UTAUT design and relocated in the section of response. Social influence could be intuitively
seen as a factor to change information acceptance according to the network effect or network
externality. The acceptance of information will increase when the number of people accept and
share the information grow (Shapiro et al., 1998). Consequently, social influence (or in form of
online word-of-mouth) has been proven to be a useful method to affect customer’s value

(Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Gruen et al., 2005). The proposition could then be made as:

P14: Social influence is positively associated with people’s perceived trust on information

integration on social network sites.

In summary, the above 14 propositions in the new comprehensive framework could be
developed and tested in future research. Further backward validation may be also possible in

future research plans.
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5.3.2 Other recommendations for future research

This research has developed a comprehensive framework through a thorough review
from past literature and an open-ended survey from people who frequently use social media sites.

Potential areas for future research are recommended below.

First, the comprehensive framework depicted in 5.3.1 may be validated by conducting a
hypothesis test. This research utilized survey respondents, various theoretical frameworks and a
rich review of the literature to better understand factors related to the level of trust of information
on social media sites and then to construct a tentative final conceptual framework. A backward
validation of the model will help the framework become more solid. Also, a more robust data
collection method may help provide better insights. Semi-structured interviews may be one of
the choices. If possible, data obtained directly from social media sites such as Facebook and
YouTube will not only benefit future research, but also social media efficacy as well. In that
case, an econometric method may be feasible to analyze the possible huge amount of data from

the various platforms.

Next, a deeper case study in different countries/cultures and in different ages may find
interesting stories. This research only compared responses between Taiwan and the United States
due to the lack of respondent diversity. It will be meaningful if further researcher can focus on
cases in one country/culture or conduct the comparison with different combinations. The trust
behavior of the Gen Z (age between 18 and 24) can also be further discovered because of their
different preferences between visit and trust on the information from social network sites.
Information can be further categorized into news, opinions, recipes/tutorials, personal stories,
etc., to explore how perceptions and levels of trust in each type of information. Case study may

be useful to help solve problems in future similar circumstances as well. For example, study on
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the trust of information on social media sites in the face of the 2019 coronavirus (COVID-2019)
will enable future officials and medical staff around the world to address public fear and concern,
share information as to source, cause, and treatment, and to deal more effectively with pandemic

outbreaks in the future.

Another recommendation is the possible discussion or collaboration on other professional
fields of study such as communication and political science. The current research framework
introduced the theories of information systems (UGT, ELM, UTAUT), psychology (SOR) and
marketing (CVT). However, trust of information and the information seeking behavior are
interdisciplinary topics. In the field of computer-mediated communication (CMC), for example,

Ramirez Jr et al. (2002) proposed a conceptual model of social information seeking.

There are four types of online information seeking strategies which may moderate the
performance expectancy on information seeking in the framework of this research: passive,
active, interactive, and extractive. The difficulty of finding the true source of information on
social network sites may be also explained by the warranting theory in field of communication
(DeAndrea, 2014). According to this theory, people will have greater warranting value on the
information about a person or an organization when the information was created by fellow
customers on user-generated sites. It could further strengthen one of the findings from this
research that people tend to be more trusting toward personal experiences without sources.
DeAndrea (2014) found that people tend to mask the true source of user-generated content on
social media to influence people’s impressions. The disguised personal experience thus becomes
more trustworthy in consistent with the findings and discussion in the previous sections.
Furthermore, the issues which can create conflict on social network sites may be also discussed

and solved in the research stream of flaming, online act of posting insults on social network sites,
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in both communication and political science. The discussion on fake news issue in the field of

Internet governance may also add numerous insights into the future studies.

5.4 Conclusion

To face the growing phenomenon of information explosion, people need to develop the
capability of independent, critical thinking on information they receive from the Internet. When
an individual trusts information on social media sites, he or she needs to be a discerning user
who cross-references and verifies information before accepting or relying on it. Cross-check
information from social media and check the credibility of the source. This study explored issues
of why and how people trust (or distrust) information on social media sites. It suggested that
people care about the quality and reliability of the information presented on social media sites
and well as the credibility and reputation of the source for that information. The study suggested
a growing concern about the amount of misinformation, disinformation, biased information, and

fake news on social media today.

A comprehensive model was carefully constructed based on a review of the literature and
the data analyses. Moreover, the study identified the most trusted social media sites as reported
by respondents and compared results between the two largest groups of respondents, United
States and Taiwanese citizens. It is expected that this research will contribute to the
interdisciplinary research stream of fake news/misinformation. People, organizations, and social
media sites may be encouraged to work together to improve the quality of information presented
across social media sites and platforms. If we work together to ensure the accuracy and quality of
information available online, we can raise the level of trust and discourse, and improve the

quality of life for all.
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APPENDIX A. SAMPLE SURVEY QUESTIONS

The following sample survey questions are designed and adapted from the section of research
methodology. The definition of social networks will be given before respondents start the survey.
Please note that the researcher may revise the questions and translate into other languages to

better obtain the answers from the proposed respondents.

No Questions

D1 What is your gender?
[1 Female [ Male [ Others ( )

What is your age?

D2 | 5 Under 18 0] 18-24 0] 25-34 [ 35-44 [ 45-54 [ 55-64 [] 65+

What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have
received?

(1 Less than high school degree

[J High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)

[1 Some college but no degree

[] Associate degree

[1 Bachelor degree

[] Graduate degree

D3

What is your profession?
D4 | U Student [] Engineer [ Art Designer L1 Professor / Teacher [ Administration [
Other ( )

Your nationality
D5 | [ United States [1 Canada [1 Mexico [ Taiwan [ China [ Japan [ South Korea [
Singapore [J Guatemala [ Malaysia L1 Other ( )

How often do you visit social network sites?
1 | O Hourly [ Several times in a day [1 Once daily [1 Several times in a week [l
Weekly [J Other ( )

Do you learn or seek any information (including news, activity, knowledge, problem-
2a | solving, etc.) on social networks?
[JYes [JNo [ Notsure

If yes, why do you regard social network sites as places to learn or seek information?
2b | If no, why do you think you don’t learn or seek information there?
(Open-ended answer box)

Which social network sites do you visit mostly often? (Please check all that apply)
[] Twitter L] Facebook [ Instagram [J Snapchat [] Reddit [ LinkedIn [J YouTube [

3 WeChat [ Tik Tok [ Pinterest [1 Yelp LI TripAdvisor [1 Wikipedia [ Line [ Plurk
[1 VKontakte [1 Weibo [ Youku [ Others ( )
43 Which social network sites do you visit to learn information or use to seek information

mostly often? (Please check all that apply)
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[ Twitter L1 Facebook [1 Instagram [ Snapchat [ Reddit [ LinkedIn 1 YouTube [
WeChat [ Tik Tok U Pinterest L1 Yelp U TripAdvisor L] Wikipedia L1 Line U Plurk
[1 VKontakte [1 Weibo [ Youku [1 Others ( )

Among all the above social networks sites you checked, which one is the most valuable

4b | that you use for information seeking. And why?
(Open-ended answer box)
5 Why do you believe that the source of the information on social networks is credible?
(Open-ended answer box)
6 Why do you believe the quality of information on social networks is high?
(Open-ended answer box)
When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with no source provided
7 | on social networks? Why? (e.g. Your friends’ post with no source)
(Open-ended answer box)
When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with a secondary (not
8 | official) source provided on social networks? Why?
(Open-ended answer box)
When you are seeking information, what type of information do you trust mostly?
(Please rank 1-5, 1: trust mostly)
[1 Content with full complete information
9a | [ Content with nearly full complete information
[1 Content with medium complete information
[ Content with just a few words
L] Content with no description or explanation
When you are seeking information, which type of information do you trust mostly?
(Please rank 1-4, 1: trust mostly)
9b [1 Up-to-date relevant content
[ Up-to-date but irrelevant content
[] Outdated but relevant content
[] Outdated and irrelevant content
When you say you trust information on social network sites, what extent do you trust?
10a | Please specify the percentage (%) of your trust.
( ) %
10b Why do you choose the number in the previous question?

(Open-ended answer box)

127




APPENDIX B. INFORMATION SHEET

This study examines the trust of information on social media. Specifically, researcher
proposes to investigate the factors on performance expectancy with information seeking motives
that appear to influence the level of trust of information on social networks. In the following

survey questions, you will be asked to provide multiple comments about your experience on

social networks. We will ask 15 guestions on your usage of social networks and the reasons

why you trust the information on these social network sites when you are seeking information

specifically. Detailed description in your answers will be highly appreciated.

The research carefully complies with the institutional review board (IRB) guideline of
Purdue University to ensure the study is conducted ethically. Although multiple personal
information such as gender, sex, race, ethnicity, and education level may be recorded, all the
respondents will be assured anonymity as part of this study and all the identifiable information

will be removed from the final data. The whole questionnaire will take at least 10 minutes. You

are free to exit the survey anytime if you feel uncomfortable during your participation. All the
answers will be only used in academic research. Thank you so much for your participation and |
appreciate your valuable contribution on this survey. If you have any questions or suggestions,

please contact me via email anytime when you’re available.
Sincerely,

Chih-Yuan (Ben) Chou (chou33@purdue.edu)
PhD Candidate in Technology, Purdue Polytechnic Institute, Purdue University
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Site Permission: If your research is conducted at locations outside of Purdue University (such as
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Purdue campus departments, research sites, or outside agencies. The Principal Investigator and all
researchers are required to affirm that the research meets all applicable local, state, and federal laws
that may apply.

If you have questions about this determination or your responsibilities when conducting human
subjects research on this project or any other, please do not hesitate to contact Purdue’s HRPP at
irb@purdue.edu or 765-494-5942. We are here to help!

Sincerely,

Purdue University Human Research Protection Program/ Institutional Review Board

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/search/id/AAQKADAYMzIJmM2JILWUYYjYINDJmZC04MDg5SLWIOOWE 3N VhMTgxMQAQAFzGrVjoghFMgiPHx3e7L.....
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APPENDIX D. FLYER FOR SURVEY DISTRIBUTION

Participant Needed

* Study about trust of information on social networks
* You would be asked to complete a 10-15 minutes survey
* 15 questions on your social network experience
* Detailed description will be highly appreciated

Link: https://purdue.cal.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV 9BOWKOP3kBXBMzP
Questions? Please contact Chih-Yuan (Ben) Chou: chou33@purdue.edu
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APPENDIX E. SAMPLE EMAIL FOR SURVEY DISTRIBUTION

Hello everyone,

Our research team is seeking participants for a research study about trust of information on
social network sites. Specifically, we'd like to investigate the factors on performance expectancy
with information seeking motives that appear to influence the level of trust of information on
social networks. If you take part in this study, you would be asked to complete a 10-15 minutes
survey. We will ask 15 questions on your usage of social networks and the reasons why you
trust the information on these social network sites when you are seeking information specifically.
Detailed description in your answers will be highly appreciated. Here is the link to the survey:
https://purdue.cai.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9BOWKOP3kBXBMzP .

You are free to exit the survey anytime if you feel uncomfortable during your participation. All
the answers will be only used in academic research. Thank you so much for your participation
and | appreciate your valuable contribution on this survey. If you have any questions or
suggestions, please contact me via email anytime when you're available.

Sincerely,

Chih-Yuan (Ben) Chou (chou33@purdue.edu)

PhD Candidate in Technology, Purdue Polytechnic Institute, Purdue University
Research advisor: Dr. Linda Naimi (Inaimi@purdue.edu)
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APPENDIX F. SAMPLE SURVEY IN QUALTRICS (ENGLISH)

2712020 Qualtrics Survey Software

English v
Block 6

Thank you for taking this survey.

This study examines the trust of information on social media. Specifically, researcher
proposes to investigate the factors on performance expectancy with information
seeking motives that appear to influence the level of trust of information on social
networks. In the following survey questions, you will be asked to provide multiple
comments about your experience on social networks. We will ask 15 questions on
your usage of social networks and the reasons why you trust the information on these
social network sites when you are seeking information specifically. Detailed description

in your answers will be highly appreciated.

The research carefully complies with the institutional review board (IRB) guideline of
Purdue University to ensure the study is conducted ethically. Although multiple
personal information such as gender, sex, race, ethnicity, and education level may be
recorded, all the participants will be assured anonymity as part of this study and all the
identifiable information will be removed from the final data. The whole questionnaire
will take at least 10 minutes. You are free to exit the survey anytime if you feel
uncomfortable during your participation. All the answers will be only used in academic
research. Thank you so much for your participation and | appreciate your valuable
contribution on this survey. If you have any questions or suggestions, please contact
us via email anytime when you're available.

Sincerely,
Chih-Yuan (Ben) Chou (chou33@purdue.edu)

PhD Candidate in Technology, Purdue Polytechnic Institute, Purdue University
Research advisor: Dr. Linda Naimi (Inaimi@purdue.edu)

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview 1/8
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Default Question Block

What is your gender?

Male

Female

Others

What is your age?
Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+

What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have
received?

Less than high school degree

High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)

Some college but no degree

Associate degree

Bachelor degree

Graduate degree

What is your profession?

Student

Engineer

Art Designer
Teacher / Professor
Administration
Other

hitps://purdue.cai.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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What is your nationality?

United States South Korea

Canada Singapore

Mexico Guatemala

Taiwan Malaysia

China Poland

Japan Other
Block 1

How often do you visit social network sites?

Hourly

Several times in a day
Once daily

Several times in a week

Weekly

Others

Do you learn or seek any information (including news, activity, knowledge, problem-
solving, etc.) on social networks?

Yes
No

Not sure

If If yes, why do you regard social network sites as places to learn or seek information?

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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If no, why do you think you don’t learn or seek information there?

Which social network sites do you visit most often? (Please check all that apply)

Twitter Yelp
Facebook TripAdvisor
Instagram Wikipedia
Snapchat LINE
Reddit Plurk
LinkedIn VKontakte
YouTube Weibo
WeChat Youku

Tik Tok Nextdoor
Pinterest Others

Which social network sites do you visit to learn information or use to seek information
most often? (Please check all that apply)

» Twitter » Yelp

» Facebook » TripAdvisor

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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» Instagram » Wikipedia
» Snapchat » LINE

» Reddit » Plurk

» LinkedIn » VKontakte
» YouTube » Weibo

» WeChat » Youku

» Tik Tok » Nextdoor

» Pinterest » Others

Among all the above social networks sites you checked, which one is the most
valuable that you use for information seeking. And why?

Block 2

Why do you believe that the source of the information on social networks is credible?

Why do you believe the quality of information on social networks is high?

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Block 3

When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with no source provided
on social networks? Why? (e.g. Your friends’ post with no source)

When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with a secondary (not
official) source provided on social networks? Why?

Block 4

When you are seeking information, what type of information do you trust mostly?
(Please rank 1-5, 1: trust mostly)

Content with full complete information
Content with nearly full complete information

Content with medium complete information

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview 6/8
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Content with just a few words

Content with no description or explanation

When you are seeking information, which type of information do you trust mostly?
(Please rank 1-4, 1: trust mostly)

Up-to-date relevant content
Up-to-date but irrelevant content
Outdated but relevant content

Qutdated and irrelevant content

Block 5

When you say you trust information on social network sites, what extent do you trust?
Please specify the percentage (%) of your trust.

Lower trust Higher trust

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percentage of your
trust of information

on social network
sites

Why do you choose the number in the previous question?

Block 7

Thank you for your participation. We may hold a following interview or focus group in

the future. Are you willing to participate the possible future study? If yes, please
https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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provide your name and email. Your personal information will be ONLY used to contact
you and will be deleted before we finish the study.

Yes (Please leave your name and email for further contact)

Maybe
No

Powered by Qualtrics

hitps:/ipurdue.cal.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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APPENDIX G. SAMPLE SURVEY IN QUALTRICS (TRADITIONAL
CHINESE)

2/7/2020 Qualtrics Survey Software

R v
Block 6

G2 HIn FEHE.
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JAE (Ben) (chou33@purdue.edu)
EBEERBPE R ERAR 2 A LIEFEEN
fREHM: BZ- 6 KL (Dr. Linda Naimi) (Inaimi@purdue.edu)

Default Question Block

BRI
B
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https://purdue.ca?.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview 117
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18 - 24 3%
25-34 %
35- 44 %
45 - 54 3%
55 - 64 B
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https://purdue.cai.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Block 1

TG R AL T ARG I SRR R ?
BN R DR IR
—RWNERIE K
BREDET K
—ENER K
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hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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T HUREAL R A S IR AE AT ? (FB A IE T W A

Twitter (HE%F) Yelp

Facebook (fi&#) TripAdvisor (4328
Instagram (IG) Wikipedia (45 5 £t
Snapchat (f&4277) LINE

Reddit (#$249) Plurk (B¢7R)

LinkedIn (43%) VKontakte (VK)
YouTube Weibo (1#%1%)
WeChat (1) Youku (HEEE)

Tik Tok (%) Nextdoor

Pinterest (%) HAh

R LA A AR s S A AR SO RN B SR AN (R IR BT A R R AR )

» Twitter (HE4F) » Yelp

» Facebook (i) » TripAdvisor (5 8)
» Instagram (IG) » Wikipedia (45 &5 F})
» Snapchat (f5Hi4f) » LINE

» Reddit (F4748) » Plurk (B&R)

» LinkedIn (453%) » VKontakte (VK)

» YouTube » Weibo (7 1#)

» WeChat (#1%) » Youku (%)

» Tik Tok (£3%) » Nextdoor

» Pinterest (4%it#) » HAth

T BRI AR R B, 8 (SRR AL ) 4 SRR Ry AR R 5 1 B 145 S 4R S AR B
OB &N? RAHEE?

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Block 2

AT AR S AL AR b i AR R TR 192

T dn i g #L A G BB AR R R ERR?

Block 3

EETEA AR, LR RO i, S RIS S AR R AL R AR IR i RS 2
FATE? (Bl AR A AL KIpoC, B IR IR)

hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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AT AR AR R, R RER R P RRRIR(EA R T
BT AEMIS? R E?

Block 4
HEEA R A R R AR O A, AR BB R E? (FHER1-5, 1%
mAME)

e BN NE

AHEEEBRANAAE

AP SRR AR

RA M0 7 U AR i A

AR BRI NE

EEAEAL R A R AR O Ay, AR GRS RO (E? (HER 14, 15
BAME)

ot H SRR 1
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Fi it e L SRLAE AN AR B8 9 P 2

Block 5

EEMEMAEHRAY LRER, BHEREERD DIR? SRR 2 (%)
T AR S B AR SRR

HBR T H B fAT
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ST RERE |
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Block 7
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BRABE
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https://purdue.cai.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview T
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APPENDIX H. SAMPLE SURVEY IN QUALTRICS (SPANISH)

2712020 Qualtrics Survey Software

Espafiol ¥

Block 6

Muchas gracias por responder esta encuesta.

Este estudio examina la confianza de la informacion en las redes sociales.
Especificamente, el investigador propone investigar los factores sobre la expectativa
de rendimiento con motivos de blasqueda de informacién que parecen influir en el nivel
de confianza de la informacion en las redes sociales. En las siguientes preguntas de la
encuesta, se le pedira que proporcione multiples comentarios sobre su experiencia
en las redes sociales. Le haremos 15 preguntas sobre su uso de las redes sociales
y las razones por las que confia en la informacién de estos sitios de redes sociales
cuando busca informacidn especificamente. La descripcion detallada en sus
respuestas sera muy apreciada.

La investigacion cumple cuidadosamente con las pautas de la junta de revision
institucional (IRB) de la Universidad de Purdue para garantizar que el estudio se
realice de manera ética. Aunque se puede registrar informacion personal mdltiple, a
todos los participantes se les garantizara el anonimato como parte de este estudio y
toda la informacion identificable se eliminara de los datos finales. Todo el cuestionario
tomara al menos 10 minutos. Puede salir de la encuesta en cualquier momento si se
siente incbmodo durante su participacion. Todas las respuestas solo se utilizaran en la
investigacion académica. Muchas gracias por su participacién y agradezco su valiosa
contribucién en esta encuesta. Si tiene alguna pregunta o sugerencia, comuniquese
conmigo por correo electrénico en cualquier momento cuando esté disponible.

Saludos,

Chih-Yuan (Ben) Chou (chou33@purdue.edu)

Candidato a Doctorado en Tecnologia, Instituto Politécnico de Purdue, Universidad de
Purdue

https://purdue.ca1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Asesor de investigacion: Dra. Linda Naimi (Inaimi@purdue.edu)

Default Question Block

¢ Cual es su género?

Hembra / Mujeres

Masculino / Hombres

Otros

¢ Cuantos afios tiene?

Menores de 18 afios
18-24
25-34
35-44
45 -54
55 - 64

65 afios y mayores

¢ Cudl es el nivel mas alto de la escuela que has completado o el grado mas alto que
has recibido?

Menos que el titulo de secundaria

Titulo de escuela secundaria o equivalente

Algo de la universidad pero sin titulo

Grado asociado

Grado de bachiller (Universidad)

Diploma de graduacion

¢A qué se dedica?
Estudiante
Ingeniero
Disefiador de arte
Maestro o profesor

Administracion

https://purdue.cai.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview

149

2/8



2/712020 Qualtrics Survey Software

Otro

¢ Cual es su nacionalidad?

Estados Unidos Corea del Sur
Canada Singapur
México Guatemala
Taiwan Malasio
China Poland
Japén Otro

Block 1

¢ Con qué frecuencia visita sitios de redes sociales?
Cada hora
Varias veces en un dia
Al menos una vez al dia
Varias veces en una semana

Semanal

Otros

Aprende o busca informacién (incluidas noticias, actividades, conocimientos,
resolucion de problemas, etc.) en las redes sociales?

Si
No

No es seguro

En caso afirmativo, por qué considera los sitios de redes sociales como lugares para
aprender o buscar informacién?

hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Si no, ¢ por qué cree que no aprende o busca informacion alli?

¢ Qué sitios de redes sociales visita con mas frecuencia? (Por favor marque todos los

que apliquen)

Twitter
Facebook
Instagram
Snapchat
Reddit
LinkedIn
YouTube
WeChat
Tik Tok

Pinterest

Yelp
TripAdvisor
Wikipedia
LINE

Plurk
VKontakte
Weibo
Youku
Nextdoor
Otros

¢ Qué sitios de redes sociales visita para obtener informacién o utiliza para buscar
informacion con mas frecuencia? (Por favor marque todos los que apliquen)

» Twitter

» Yelp

hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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» Facebook

Qualtrics Survey Software

» TripAdvisor

» Instagram » Wikipedia
» Snapchat » LINE

» Reddit » Plurk

» LinkedIn » VKontakte
» YouTube » Weibo

» WeChat » Youku

» Tik Tok » Nextdoor

» Pinterest » Otros

Entre todos los sitios de redes sociales anteriores, cual es el mas valioso que utiliza
para buscar informacion. ;Y por quée?

Block 2

¢ Por qué crees que la fuente de informacién en las redes sociales es creible?

¢ Por que crees que la calidad de la informacion en las redes sociales es alta?

hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Block 3

Cuando busca informacién, ¢ confia en una informacién sin fuente proporcionada en
las redes sociales? ¢ Por qué? (por ejemplo, la publicacién de sus amigos sin fuente)

Cuando busca informacidn, ¢ confia en una informacion con una fuente secundaria (no
oficial) proporcionada en las redes sociales? ; Por qué?

Block 4

Cuando busca informacién, ¢en qué tipo de informacién confia principalmente? (Por
favor, clasifique 1-5, 1: confie principalmente)

Contenido con informacién completa
Contenido con informacién casi completa

Contenido con informacién media completa

hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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Contenido con solo unas pocas palabras

Contenido sin descripcion ni explicacion.

Cuando busca informacion, ;en qué tipo de informacién confia principalmente? (Por
favor, clasifique 1-4, 1: confie principalmente)

Contenido actualizado y relevante
Contenido actualizado pero irrelevante
Contenido desactualizado pero relevante

Contenido desactualizado e irrelevante

Block 5

Cuando dice que confia en la informacion de los sitios de redes sociales, ;en qué
medida confia? Por favor, especifique el porcentaje (%) de su confianza.
Baja confianza Mayor confianza
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Porcentaje de su
confianza de
informacién en sitios
de redes sociales

¢Por qué eliges el nimero en la pregunta anterior?

Block 7

Muchas gracias por su participacion. Es posible que tengamos una siguiente

entrevista o grupo focal en el futuro. ¢Esta dispuesto a participar en el posible estudio
hitps://purdue.ca.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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futuro? En caso afirmativo, proporcione su nombre y correo electrénico. Su
informacion personal SOLO se utilizara para contactarlo y se eliminara antes de que
terminemos el estudio.

Si (por favor escriba su nombre y correo electrénico)

Tal vez

No

Powered by Qualtrics

hitps:/ipurdue.cal.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview
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APPENDIX I. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 2

Do you learn or seek any information (including news, activity, knowledge, problem-solving,
etc.) on social networks? If yes, why do you regard social network sites as places to learn or seek

information? If no, why do you think you don’t learn or seek information there?

No. Answers

They have sources of info that I otherwise couldn’t access- for example, | taught
Y1 | myself embroidery just from watching YouTube videos, because | had no other (free)
way to learn.

Y2 | Social network sites give real time news updates and help gauge public opinion.

It links to news articles, so if I'm interested in a headline | come across | can click the
Y3 | link and read the article. I can also Google the subject of the article if the article
doesn't seem to be from a credible source.

v4 It's helpful to crowdsource answers to a question/solutions to a problem from like-
minded peers, and to use my network to my advantage

Y5 | sometimes that's where the best answers are

Y6 | Ease of access

Trustworthy friends or person I’m following can help broadening news | will come

M across
People in Taiwan posted the updated news on FB all the time, so | can always see
yg | SOme news on it. And a lot of blogger or instagramer share useful information on

social network, such as product informations or restaurant recommendations...etc.
And Youtube has all kind of information you need!!

Y9 FlaiFreté -2 (A RDFR > GE®

AT ) RE %
Y10 | ¥ EREREE P Y FE SR T RPN ] AR
Poig B F TR A2 BT AR

Y11 | Having the latest news

AFEREES TR S A o B FAAVER R R EHRE S G Tk
Y12 | c RO jRE BREER AR OREREL > TRAL S B AT kiR

o

Y13 | followed some news channels (BBC, Economist. Etc) and different communities that
I’m interested. These communities keep updating the news from their fields.

Y14 [ PP m % &2 G hphe B8 0 2 R B EHFH I ELP L TR

Y15 | P BT

Media in my home country (Taiwan) is less likely trust worthy and in lack of
Y16 | comparison across different angles of view to a single social event. Social media
usually have different angles and discussions from all perspective of the issues.

Social network sites work as the platforms for many people share the stuffs around

Y17 them. The wisdom from crowd could somehow gives an insight to something.
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Moreover, there could sometimes be some professional opinions provided by the
people with domain-knowledge on some events or issues happened.

Y18 | i thIm B T §
These sites are updated regularly because it is easy to post right from your phone

Y19 | rather than websites which are often not kept up to date because of difficulty in
posting
WASESHR o Y AL Sk KEFBIIRE LGSR HMAE P D

Y20 .
LfZE o

Y21 | #F % F JF] DIFTFM A F p L WRIEFR LS

Y22 | | follow news organizations on social media.

Y23 | ArEn

v24 Some news media will update some information on FB so it is easier for me to
subscribe and read

Y25 | News and social life

Y26 | * *pakpgd o A PO o
ST FATETROTARR
¥ AR 2E e sb L }’ F ¢ ui m#fﬁ ; ﬂwur»}; S\ ﬁ IR Y gr/* ?\; L S A R

Y27 B FREABRRS L o 4 ifd (B A RBEAL }gﬂé,j\_eja £ 7 £Len% B
B

v28 Because | value viewing the perspective of my friends and family when they share
information

Y29 | %
| get a lot of my information from reddit because I find that it's generally more

Y30 | objective than media sources. It's also good to read about what other people think in
the comments to get a better understanding of the news.

V31 lLAEAERELI ¥ AT 22 E F EA3TT A P L AR Y AR
whm& fe A BT L ehE R ARR -

Y32 | F i x4 Fadmdi ik
| use different sites for specific info - i.e. I'll use facebook only for the market place
(in addition to craigslist) I do not use my real name and do not have account that is in
my actual name. Otherwise | have no interest. Other sites I use are usually forum
based and designed around a specific topic of interest - cars, computers, makers &
DIY, building, music, photography, design, news and politics, history etc... | use these
sites because | find others with the same interests and willingness to share their
knowledge - some good, some genius, and some BS. On a couple of general interest

Y33 | forums | am exposed to and links to new topics | might not ever come across on my
own. I'm almost 60 years old and have been on the internet since dial up days and
BB's and there is a lot of worthless crap (see most of your list below) but if you are
savvy and discerning and not easily sucked into the flow of popular culture that
doesn't effect you, there is a wonderful world of very intelligent, interesting, and
helpful people out there 0 some I've known for 20 years and some I've chatted with
once, but they are not on most of the sites you have listed. BTW - found this survey
on Redit/Indiana while getting my morning fix. Gotta go

Y34 |2 R RAAB O MEFRET LA HEPTAIRAT &
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Y35 | Local news source post there, friends share posts they are interested in.
Y36 | P uFEd s A end AR A AT RREMY FEE - EATSATH T
Often I look for recipes or fitness routines, specifically yoga. I enjoy learning from
Y37 othz_ars who' are interested in si_milgr areas, even | do not know Fh'em. I do not think _
social media is good for learning information in regards to politics, etc., but I do think
there are certain skills or bits of information you can learn from others.
Some platforms are purpose built for the amalgamation and dissemination of
Y38 | information (Reddit, Youtube, Wikipedia, Nextdoor). Others are made for
socializing. 1 try to make the distinction.
Breaking news or reports are where | find out about things happening across the
Y39 | country and in the world. Twitter is where | usually find out about most information
happening (i.e., school shootings, deaths, major accidents, etc.)
| follow news organizations and reporters on Twitter, | get all of my news from them.
So, when there is breaking news (of any type), | go to Twitter to find out what is
Y40 | going on.
My Facebook is used to stay connected to friends all around the world and for local
events- | ignore everything else about Facebook.
The posts from some of my friends are trustable and then once my user behavior is
Y41 | recorded, the recommendation system of SNS is doing right to select the trustable
news and information | would have an interest in.
B SR HARAN A EY FRAFLEFE RN EALAS
vap |EETIRET ] TAF e > APELEEI R ADERMEPERRD
IRPEITOTR
T RRAAER SRR I T ARG - 5 Hhp D AERRE
FOUA G - BECATAM R AR T i oD
- algorithms in social media tends to provide interesting contents for me automatically
v43 (e.g. youf[ube, facebook) _ _ _
- discussion forums and rating systems are useful for learning how other people thinks
about venues/restaurant/hotels and making decisions (e.g. yelp, google, facebook)
Y44 | FIZAFRIEE A dAl > 2855 BT i kE
Y45 |5 A g R F TR
Y46 | AF R LATHE A W Y v @R AT o
Y47 | T L AT R P
Y48 | Generally friends will post a link
v49 Flaid gk g1 EL A NEF AN LN E AT REE c FAHERL
ALEAB > AT R E BN AP D o
Y50 | * if Poig
v51 SFRATEPRF S FRTE ~ L5 RARTE L T L5 R P EEAY (0T &
% Quora) { &7 Mg ATEF FAoin gL
Y52 | € iR TIEEF L Efa BN G BAER K
PlArR F AREMF A BAFLO 0 e Hg 7 2 3§ 750
Y53 v ol s 2 a s .
P AERFIpE BHaopFE e
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FE_ YOUTUBE # % » ¥ 11 B & ehg W A & % ehilffz > 0 504 A Fomut 4 4
FAFEARG R BEE AT R Lo L AR o

Foebo VIUBHERFH S 2 AFEHRSAS > B AEHOR R ST fEDER
T A p e B ate £ AR AL PR TER, AR P
S AT B koo

Y54

People share personal experiences which are more helpful.

Y55

It's a good place to learn about events in my area.

Y56

Of the social networking sites | use, I only look for information on Twitter because on
that site | follow academics and professionals (e.g. lawyers, doctors) who can provide
insight or analysis to current events and also point me to primary sources that support
their positions. Put another way, | only seek information on that site because | trust the
people | follow - not the site itself.

Y57

i

P ARTREEEORAAERE-F W FT UE
ARk Pl s B A By 0 R eEu R
BEELEFR

Fo B4

y b =1 o
& B RV BT AT

PENN

fml

7l

Y58

Learn about other artistic projects contacts are doing. Learn about photography
group's work (national geographic).

A way to take a break while working very hard. | don't check social media when | am
not bored.

Y59

Only trusted news sources for information. Facebook, instagram, reddit are biased
and/or untruthful. On fb, only trust friend's or trusted sources for accurate info.
Not sure about Wikipedia for accuracy.

Y60

I mostly use them because they are convenient. | check them so often | end up seeing
the news and have come to rely on them for knowing what is happening in the world.
If something really intrigues me or | think it is biased I try to find actual news sources
to see multiple viewpoints. | don't do that as much as | should though. It also helps to
have some humor to accommodate the news because so much of what is happening in
the world is depressing and it can feel good to read some jokes along with the sad
stuff.

Y61

Only information about what my friends are doing. I also look at Reddit for interesting
news events/discussions.

Y62

1. Different from textbook, I can find some discussions on social network from the
learners in the same domain. These discussions help a lot for my learning.

2. | have friends concerning similar topics with me and they would share relative
information, such as news or their learning, through social network.

3. Through social network, it is easy to find what is the current top topics and what is
the first concern of people. This is important for learners of management science like
me.

Y63

It contains useful information put together by experts in various fileds

Y64

Twitter

Y65

Besides from the correctness of the information, social network sites do really let you
gather lots of information timely and conveniently. However, to judge whether the
information is correct or not really depends on individuals' critical thinking.
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The only social media site | go to for information is LinkedIn. It's easily accessible

Y66 and | get relevant intel and articles to read from what | believe, more credible sources.

Y67 TO obtain _i n_formation and/or perspectives from others in my network about news,
events, activiteis.

Y68 Take facebook_as example, there are news, articles, or videos on the facebook. I can
learn and seek information from that.

Y69 | We can have most recently news and information.

Y70 | 7 0k 8 pFanE e { AT

Y71 | P~ L

Y72 | If you join some groups, they post what info you are interested in.

Y73 | B~ 2
ﬁnﬁ'ﬁ‘ﬁ"_uf’fmir PR R A g ABRDE 0 N - g BARGIE P oot

Y74

g (&7t

Y75 7&_*'1 pavtk.L’}; FHaowAlae 0 MR ATEFE

Y76 | new technology

Y77 Thgre Is a vast network and c_ollection of knowledge from millions of people that can
be instantly accessible by a simple search.

Y78 | B A REER o ST 4 e |

Y79 It can provide more updated information that | can't obtain on my own in an efficient
manner.

Y80 | I follow good people

Y8L |2 * R pedAPFA

Y82 | AT £ 5|

v83 Therc? are articles, news, brands (promo) that I otherwise wouldn’t be aware of
popping up on my news feed everyday.
Learn about close friend’s activities. Read discussion threads posted from people who

Y84 | share the same interests (ex. Shopping, cooking, DIY, etc) or cultural background.
Learn about people’s opinions / reviews on restaurants and shops.

Y85 | %t P\»’"ﬁﬁ*%\mﬂ FRW o FIIEVHRE-
MFEREETAR L RREEE AT %‘i‘ﬁv Rl B A ,Th/&—@i@m;é

Y86
%Enr » 3 %7# 3t oo

a7 MESR AL RE EBAER 7 UEAR ARy A w B Y RBETTI R
R

veg | FEATFREFET L4 AL 0 & LB L F PR
[ e

Y89 | AT LV E /P LE

YO0 | F {% % A4 adffmirit i 3

YOL |Abw sk i % F 4 3/ ATF R

Y92 | Browse different source of the news

Y93 | kRA > & kT

Y94 | T iE K BB~ AAF RN G 3F 5 opinion leader fr & ¥ 4 L

Y5 | Fa5* RRNEFE ST
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Y96 | F1& 2t ¢ like 3f M {-i7H# - Facebook.
Vo7 BB T ATEORE SR o 2 ERTR o E AL ATMT 22 43
Y98 | More easy to find resources and compare data
Y99 Foooierh s AR GEAAF R R TP F i AANEE, A
AR Sl R BHZ TR
Y100 | Mostly just to learn DIY and product reviews.
Y101 | sl B T ALBALG 385 A S ApMP F 02 €5 A A FN%RE B o
Y102 | Easy and fast
FlaF 322 FOFA~KRE A BRI FOA~URT B A DRAER Y ¥ ]
Y103 B
€73 ML R EOF I
Y104 | FB, YouTube,Yelp, Line
Y105 B F - ERATE A PHEAT S T R R KR
| get community/neighborhood events from social media to be informed on what's
Y106 | happening in the town where | live. | do, however, verify other information that | got
from social network as there's a lot of "urban legends" circulating online.
Y107 | 3% 5 T 5 € B iBAL P kg 5 R0 ATH
Y108 | Fls A #Find £ % - BT i g3 B -
FB
Y109 | Line
YouTube
Y110 Lid 2 7R w A
It's convenient. | look at what my friends share and if it's interesting | will click on the
Y111 | .. .
link to read it.
Y112 There are many different groups that Faceb_ook has _and I join them based on my
interest and everyday regular people share information.
Y113 | Good place to learn other people experience. Even getting news update.
Y114 | #7F ~ - £ 25 - R4 G ~ Fop A
Y115 | It's convenient.
Y116 | Yes
Y117 | Faster, diversity
o RiR 3o St o Lip Y gAY B AL LT Mg 55
FEADRE > FBAEI PG 7 EN 0 A AR R A L) e
RE o
Y118 | ARFF b ™ MR F 2 B A g BAEOA > e T L S g >
AT J‘l—JF% Il o x KPae F 8 ‘\;J’—Fé‘q s A MRV LY L JE A e ok o
- EEHFT u%;qgag AR B RN iR ag[pz,:\ L BT R %o il M W E e
Fi
Y119 | ¥ 2 FrinE 8
Y120 | F15 F %% 2 i DR
Y121 | § xS WL @
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V122 A %,&« WO TR R Bl LR R F } PR FERE A R AL
FH i&g ’ %ﬁﬂ frandi B oo (¥ B AT mrr-;fgk

Y123 | € 7 ,ﬂ AL RB o AN AR FARE hF A

Y124 | (%5 ATHE AR € § B ATATH AL E R

Y125 | Bt 3 AP S B AT 0 B B A e A A F 2

Y126 | i ~ B

Y127 | 5 ffr#*§ - H K 34 E4eiw handle 2 solve 7
T Y eE e |

Y128 | jek 12 4R A
g AT R

Y129 | B1E - RAATH

Y130 | Because it is fast and easy to reach.
AFRR T AR BB WERIRI RS

Y131 | ¥ e P Avig FRAR G b 0 $FIRh e 43§ 0 PRAZ 5 3740 0 F 2 google b
1A T e 2 g

Y132 | B A /g sk st E R Fhe £ F u,)é b AT R P

Y133 | B X wg g & A ¢ po !

Y134 | B 5 > JF % & F chaTaepin mg‘_ o dp B

Y135 My peers s_hare content an_d e>_<change views on SNS. R_eading their posts and joi_ning
the discussion help me gain different perspectives and information of different fields.

Y136 | Convenience

Y137 | 37 a3 2 F B AR SR “rp U& A AR Y

V133 i;ﬁﬁgﬁ%ﬁﬂ@m. ﬂ%wx*’aéﬁﬁﬁ@$¢f%?

Y139 | FiEALFRET U P SRR N E T - FIGATR 8 AT

Y140 | Information is popping up as events happen

Y141 | They are updated constantly with information.

Y142 | § AL 87 b enikphe § ¢ EATR R 2.5 %
- A lot of information available, many times W|th videos teaching how to do

Y143 ) . .
something - Good place to seek for job opportunities.

v144 There are many worth reading articles or it can link to other websites full of
mformatlon

WEILFHEEFIIFOFTNR G H DT MAF 2~ R AR ST NS

LL“’PEE?m@%; Tk ,3‘:,@ it ofes df;rs;; A-fAFN od AmBRPR TR G D

yigs | FEE  BER LAY X - R ek SELDT %R CTIF S 0 B ARG W
FF o MR A AAFRET UE A SR ETADT R o ARE BRI E B
FTEBSEE e § e Tt e & ?gm FE MG )RR Jige
AEN AR R o

Y146 | F >34 ¥ AALF G A

Y147 | ¥ e i pF ~ p oo g B o

Y148 | Because | am able to get the latest news.
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Y149 |t L P A %
Social network sites house various genres of information collectively, so it’s easy to
Y150 | hear about important news. It provides a baseline of information, and from there I go
to legitimized news sites for anything further.
Y151 | At & FEHRG R FAclp b o g 2T i HASE
News can be easily faked for attention, or people could unknowingly spread false
N1 | information. Additionally, the information is likely heavily biased and | would like to
read a more impartial account of events.
N2 It's an ocean of garbage. | do not consider Reddit social networking (it's a message
board) and Wikipedia is definitely not.
N3 You c_an’t. You don’t learn from peers, shills, or paid promotions. You learn from
experience
N4 | I find it irrelevant most of the time
N5 | Because it is curated by algorithm based on what they think | want to see.
My news feed in Facebook is full of advertisement. Sometimes my friends who are
N6 | working on machine learning post their work but I don't take it very seriously because
it is far from my research area.
N7 because i use it for my company and am trying to provide info. A lot of the
information on there i just dont care about
NS To me, what ever topic or subject that brought up at social media website most of the

comments are personal opinions there are hardly any facts to support it.
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APPENDIX J. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 4B

Among all the above social networks sites you checked, which one is the most valuable that you
use for information seeking. And why?

No. Answers

Y1 YouTube- i can look up many videos on the same topic, and cross-reference them
with each other to make sure that it’s correct and makes sense.

v? Wil_(ipedia. It is the most reliable and complete site for seeking information about a
topic.
When | scroll through reddit they gave pages called 'News' and 'World News' so while

Y3 , R, 7 ) ! :
I'm scrolling, if | find something interesting, | just click and go from there.
| think that Twitter is most helpful for seeking information from my professional

v4 network (colleagues in the field -- solving a problem for work), while Wikipedia is
most helpful for general information (e.g., asking about the history of something, why
something is the way it is, etc.)

Y5 | reddit because usually the best answer is at the top of the page

Y6 | Reddit, it provides candid answers and news links
Youtube. A lot of people shared their experiences on various things on YouTube.

Y8 D
Also a lot of teaching video too. Very resourceful.

YO |FTEHEE > Fli- T LR AdtRE 2
FB

Y10 | MFE& 5 EER
AT R~ (b
| would say | visit Facebook most frequently but | won't consider it is the most

Y11 | valuable. People shouldn't have the information from just one perspective. However,
Facebook includes various news ad from the television pages.

yip | FAER Ll R EABRTTA > FIS LENP AR IR T T ST
PLL o TE O RFRT AR T AENEE

Y13 | Facebook. Visit most even though a lot of fake news.

Y14 | Youtube } BAEKE F 5 B4 & BALS 9 youtuber A 3 F7arik

Y15 | 7R v
The diversity of speech and analytics (with more quantitative content) then

Y16 !nf(_)rmation from traditional _media. To me this is an approagh to better understand the
insight, pros & cons of a social event, with less vague description as well as
perceptive simple answer for political brain wash.

Y17 Wikipedia. The content is reviewed and revised by crowds so that it should be more
accurate.

Y18 |72 2 H B~ F L ¥ U FE P ATHE

Y19 | Nextdoor as it is about my community and what’s going on there

Y20 | AT A AHA L o
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V21 B L o g AR TR WAeRTH P ETS A H v > & youtubers ¥t
Wiregmy » LA jF =

Y22 | Twitter is useful for breaking news.

Y23 IV’S‘\‘ 2

y24 U_se qugle for information seeking most of the time and social media for connecting
with friends

Y25 | LinkedIn

Y26 |FB > A & %) AP
FF 1@ * Facebook JEP~ATH S T I 0 & IRA F B TR - i T 2 SR b
JeXARFTE R BBCEE Vb FiEN L PRk £ 0 1 FBE T 5
oz T WAXPETHTER A 4o r MY HC BANZHApF id
B2 & b dedE B:]Ié?l s Sk B R o

v27 Wikipedia i & E4x30 % R A Gtk T > FIZ B mEFFAR -
Youtube*,lrt? TSP AL F ALY G IEEF - L RESDIY hxE - T i
BTV R ER{ AR DT
Google Maps i & » EFG=H % >« LA RS * ¥ m-g‘}gk IR < ¥
EHR RS 2R E o
It depends on what type of information I am looking to find. Linkedin—Career based

yog |Info . . o
Wikipedia— i use to quickly learn more details about a person, topic or idea.
Facebook and YouTube more for entertainment and news

Y29 ik
FUEAERG O F (R ) ERER

Y30 Reddit beca_luse of the wide variety of news sources. It's a good place to form a more
moderate viewpoint.

v31 Youtube & 1G » F] 5 % TV R DG FAB G Y H A AL > i ¥ e BALF
7 @b R Ap -

Y32 | P E Ak o xé,g,z\' E@%}%‘J‘r”f&lﬁ'—lﬁ};—
Well the three list in your survey are all | use - Reddit for general entertainment,
YouTube for music and DIY type things and Wiki for general info (confirm dates or

Y33 | learn of historical events and biographical info, but If controversial | use it as a
jumping off point to search for additional information. The sites | use most are
smaller forums dealing with my specific interests as listed previously.

v34 Facebook, YouTube ’
Fo b g Mmena i) 3 mEy bk

Y35 | trust rec_idit the most, because | trust that community the most. Wikipedia is a close
2nd, but it's hard to fact check.

V36 Pinterest(1 £ 3 &, 5 & A% 617 2§ 49)

Twitter (# %2 5 57¢ Z 8~ 5 X302 THFREF)
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Pinterest or YouTube. Pinterest has a lot of resources in one place and the information

Y37 | is easily saved, but not all the information is of quality. YouTube generally has
tutorials or visual aids, which is best for cooking or yoga routines.
Y38 | Reddit. There's a social aspect to the validation and quality of information.
Y39 | Twitter. There are more articles and factual information on areas
Twitter as it pertains to news of all varieties because people are live
tweeting/videoing first hand accounts but also because experts in respective fields are
Y40 . . ) . B )
sharing their thoughts which I trust more than “experts"” paraded on major news
networks.
Facebook and YouTube.
va1 There’s a V_ariety _of information I could get_from these two sites. _
Yes and TripAdvisor is only useful for finding the restaurant and exploring a new
place.
A i B B AW T A AT AT ek B 9% E 003
;l_ﬁ}%!_rﬂ%’i‘“i%?é'z:i prbadf S RE > ME NG R R T ABRDTR
Y42 ﬁ
A 5 Eﬁ?mﬁp AV ”"‘IL R IR o RNF RS BResbrrE mg‘;% eyl
{ﬁn 5 B
| go on reddit and Youtube for news and discussion on tending topics. They allows
ya3 | Me to search for topics of intergst whenevgr | want. _ N _
| go on Yelp for restaurants ratings. Yelp is a large community so it is able to provide
large amount of discussion and comments for me to gather information.
g e R i Jles A
Y44
mag £~
V45 Faceticzok § e e
mﬁarﬁé’mqln%g& B B RTE
vap | Niki: FREA
Twitter&FB : 3 3t & &7
Y47 | Facebook i * A #cB ~ { Frp-iE ~ Bt
v48 "tl)"htlts is where I spend the majority of my time on social media. It’s not necessarily
etter.
Youtube 4= Facebook - = ?1‘ i ERBFTe R EL M DTR
Facebook € ® #:is 48 B 3 746 bk~ ¢ & > Youtube enE 4% T x|
Y49 FeT A ep R T R E o
B pe G ERE MK vy €95 22 EFg AT -
Y50 | % F ot o Fla R ahh i
Twitter ~ 264" ~ fic s ~ fictd 11 2 Ao
T4 A pE A SR * G ol > XL S 4 F ok F P ”ﬁ %% %‘r
Yol BPXE LR SR A R E AR o el BE g 4 R \;%——kﬁ 7
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Facebook.

S T R L
FBc IGif & § *=r 5 ZAF cha7o0 » YOUTUBE R E4p18 - L5 T 3 4 5 -
IG &R Bt B THPAAR - B & HAp R > T AR R B
FEALEGER BRELE- L RER Flﬁéﬁﬁ%‘ﬁ-‘aw%ﬁﬂ%,—é‘%&w

Y53 | YouTube & &3 RIZEPPN B %5 » FFA 3 o WRFIFERCETF € 7 A
AARNA A EEF R RRICPEAME B UERY DS X BERE
FOoF AR R BEOTI c APFEIT T FIRIE R 0 pd R
& 2 AFRPIRE PG o

Y54 | Reversing chronic diseases

Y55 Facebook. The event feature is helpful to learn about events hold by organizations in
my area.
Per my previous answer, | follow academics and professionals who support their

Y56 - ; . D
positions with primary source documents, and often provide links to those documents
YouTube

Y57 | F A draeasiarYouTuber o F ¥ 4 58— & 3rae
FRWE KSR RS VMR
snapchat, a way to share fun things with my family throughout the day. A way to

Y58 : :
procrastinate and take a break. Send funny things

Y59 | Instagram - for entertainment, photos.
For information seeking, I look to Twitter the most. There is a page specifically with
what is going on in the world (Entertainment, News, Politics, and "For You" tab) so

Y60 | .. : S .
it is convenient to see all the headlines in one place and see what others are saying
about it.

Y61 YouTube, it has many video tutorials on how to do things: how to cook, excel
functions, tableau etc.
Wikipedia:

Y62 . . : .
1. The information | seek here is more reliable.
2. | can ind reference here and find more useful information through them.

Y64 Twitter. The variety of _information available and the ability to get quick summaries of
news stories from multiple sources.

Y65 | For me personally, I think all of them are valuable to me.

Y66 | Credibility, ease of access, relevancy.
IT really depends on the situation - if | want to learn how to do something -

Y67 | YouTUDbe. Information about careers and professional development - LinkedIn,
traveling is TripAdvisor. Fun stuff is Pinterest

Y68 | Youtube

Y70 | Youtube > #= FlA i@ ¥ 305 74 i vt Gt 2

Y71 | Facebook o 15 %~ ~ % & 5 FTaTpEEr gL o
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Facebook.

Y72 | I can read lots of info very quick. Depends on the title of post, | can quickly decide
whether | want to learn more.

Y73 | Youtube

Y74 | YouTube 3t 4 Trpsx oo g Ja b g 2

Y75 | facebook. * & § 3 5 ATRARFE L E 2 F

Y77 YouFube be_cause you can fir_1d the informatipn in a visual and audio form versus just
reading which helps me retain and learn easier

V78 Plrltfrfst

i
Facebook, it provides prompt and updated information of my interest. The algorithm

Y79 ; g . : .
may predict my pattern of certain information, so | benefit from it.
Twitter

Y80
People are concise

Y81 | Youtube

Y82 | Facebook
All of them help. Just from different angles and provide different info. For Facebook

Y83 and IG, it’s more like you get what they want to “feed” you; for Youtube, Yelp, and
WIKI, it’s more like you already know what you’re looking for and you go search
proactively.

v84 From Face_book I Iear_ned from strangers discussions. From Line | stayed in close
contacts with close friends

Y85 | Facebook
FB -

Y86 | . e e e b s g s
A ARARER > TP TEHEE TR FAERS AR
FB

YO | o s oo @ﬁ Wb o FOURE R RABPM EATE TR

Y88 | Facebook: F 3t i ifP-:# Line:Bf /i o BxTH
wikipedia

Y89 4 P EE R 23 b

Y90 | Face book, = ¥_WeChat % % p # # ?; R¥ chf| g 3l
FB: 4% 'E‘Lﬁ:‘%;}'} T E = Fi"‘i\ g _6_ COEN N A 3% Fi:"‘i\#ﬁ il m?‘;ﬂ. ’
TR P REAELAAG ”TE&’ > 5 ‘*‘“k‘iiafr?;

Vol YouTube: ¥ % ? Fais TF‘*@ R o Bldo X AGREIED  LATHE SRR
ANEFPIg LT > BrHEifE ﬁlzdxfﬂiv:iuom—ﬂ O
LEEES 'Q‘T'g‘t‘ﬁ'%ﬁ-’}'ii' %\mﬁ‘ G < ﬁ‘fiﬁl %R u—‘;:”_% » be
l—ﬁ-%“L Q_;.i,,bgg/\v;,‘i{

Y92 Fgcebook and Reddit, si_nce they got various population. I could get different point of
view as well as world wide sources of news
Facebook.com YouTube # & & fr* che p o g 3 AT ALE T AH/AZFT 2 F

Y93 | &M o YouTube R A& P AT A S g g o Ry BV KE

i R e A
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33 Lo SRS SR E T § R LB CTRA T § B AR

Yo |l .
YO5 | ¥ Hrc s BFEALT EH
Facebook
YOO | s g
YouTube
Yor Flao @00 Reprg 0 {70 RE
Y98 | YouTube
Facebook and you tube. Facebook if # i % ¢ 7 i S eie b ™ B~ 5 B 4218~
Y99 | R cyoutube ¥ A FAAM I R IAPMP F LB R g - BY
PERARMMIARY  EAV U ERF B MP)F -
Y100 | YouTube. Can always find something about the subject I’'m interested in.
Wikipedia and Reddit.
Y101 wixwg"ﬁ%p AL RTE R
i AALERANIUPIERTL 12 AT AT RSB IHE
Y102 YouTube or google
Y103 | Facebook, yelp, nextdoor
Y104 | YouTube, Watching video is easier if | need to learn hands on activities.
Y105 | Facebook ] 5 5 ATHE 2t » B3 ABMT U g I3 R A G RRFAET AR
Y106 Faqebook, there are numbers of co_n_wmu_nlty FB pages such as local police, town
office where | get local events notification. | do not use FB to for news
Y107 | YouTube.5 ¥ 277 B ol i
%E ﬂé*ﬁr}&_ﬁ /5’7;1 AR aERR (S o
Y108 | vouTube ITE G S RE e YouTuber, =¥ E Y 3F 5 S G0
YouTube
Y109 S LEALLNT R
Facebook
Y110 ERS X e ™)
LinkedIn - it's most relevant to global economy, business trends, and career advice. It
Y111 | also has a daily digest with summary of important things to know. It doesn't seem to
have useless information.
Y112 Facgbook. For'the reason | mentioned earlier. Facebook has groups and pages that
I’m interested in.
Y113 Facebook. It is more organized and user friendly. Also, | can check it either on phone
or desktop.
Y114 | Facebook ~ We Chat , 7] 2 2\ & # } :5 2 BAL 2 e 2b
Y115 | Wikipedia, since it's convenient.
Facebook groups to learn info needed
Y116 | Yelp for stores/services reviews
Next door to find nearby service
Y117 | YouTube, video is more easy to understand
Y118 | "% Z §2 YouTube > F]5 % A 74 % ¥4F 7 > R AFLFFF 42205 0
Y119 | %3
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Y120 | Facebook * #cE
Line FB
Y121 LSARRAIEE RAE S HETERA E 2P
wikipedia-F 3 32 5B R E L H
Y122 | youtube-= @#4EE § A & eh2F o G FARE T EH
facebook-+ EL"F% ¥3 00p 7] ‘*‘rﬁgm 2V
Y123 | A E 0 B R ALE AT
Y124 | Facebook
Ul R T TR A G R R s VA 4
YouTube § % % thrhowto ¥ 12 8 s\ if girnat A 5 BABFUEE © P4 3 his ¥
Y125 | e By § ¥
Pinterest ¢ 235 & % 0= 2 (X % chgh3 7 1L 43
Instagram -5 [] ok A crad 4
Y126 | ik~ ApM A EE R
Y127 | you tube, face book and line
954 FTUEIARERRL
Y128 IG # .Izi&?,@ Fend &
V129 GOOGLE 'a " %;)E] S AE
Hﬁ%’ g po % % A
Y130 | YouTube
Facebook,youtube
Y1811y %APKR’%‘L'»QWM%Q
Y132 | Pinterest, + $8 4 38 & L], > G chiT R > 1t igd 7 8 007 - B & v §
Y133 | Facebook
wd oo rﬂwF\ FHAZ > TRFEHEFE VAR AR RS
YR pesms g s g
It would be Facebook and Twitter because of the peers | have on those SNSs,
Y135 . . .
particularly when you have a relatively diverse group of people on the SNS.
Y136 | They are about the same It depends on what kind of information I'm looking for
Y137 | %3 EsC A et | AR NG A2 e
Facebook 7 if B & ¢ % R L SR FLF TN 43 vPE B F IG{r
Y138 | youtube  — EHEELE KT TS G REF Y T 0 T ARL OGS B
3 o
Y139 zicfbo"k e F A ABERNET CREATER ST E 0 T ST
Twitters events and trending page shows the highlight of current events from multiple
Y140 ) '
angles with articles attached
v141 LinkedIn because it is the most professional and for the most part offers news,
information and articles that vary in opinions and diversity.
Y142 | Facebook, it 5 F| % % J} X 3R pEe? &
Y143 Wikipedia, because it provides quite rellable information about almost everything in

the world.
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Y144

it's easier to write specific columns on Facebook

= B ;MFL (g A= iRt s 5 Facebook ~ YouTube ~ Wikipedia)
Facebook i B F & H F 4ol (S BB AAF Rk B AR B0 B 2

VI fRend g g BB B AT ) B ARACEP R fRArE o AR OFIH
R EER RS i

Y146 | B 2 4R g i * Twitter k# F ATF

Y147 | YouTube » %] % 4va4] blogger 3 € 443 48 (bl4e @ 373 A 3 )4k B 3740 o

v148 Since the _information on that social network site is more reliable than the other social
network sites.

Y149 | Wikipedia--F]1 5 F3p 787 G > 2 o > {HF

Y150

Twitter - lots of the news | find here Is articles that are posted from verified news
sites, so it tends to be more reliable. 1 also follow a few people who report news and
findings from their work/job field, which is easily fact checkable.

Y151 | %3 F L 4Mb S R A E RSB 0 1 E LSRR SR
N1 Wikipedia, as while it can be edited by anyone, it is peer-reviewed, cites sources, and
its purpose is to be an information-sharing site.
N2 | It's not full of lies.
N3 | Reddit because it merely connects you to actual sources of information.
N4 | None is valuable for information
Wikipedia - relatively unbiased (and this can be verified by looking at edits and the
N5 | discussion page, as well as considering the citations, this is all very transparently
available), and also, not really a social networking site
NG | use YouTube to find some practical tips like cooking and fixing home appliances. It
is really useful because | can see the whole procedure.
N7 | LinkedIn itis a bit more serious
NS Nor]g, don't really believe that they said. Seen cases that people get pay for posting
positive comments.
NS1 | YouTube has tutorials and video essays
Facebook 4+ Twitter £ 2 # § @ * IM&?% st > B F L@+ gt
NS3 B b LR @ F A voengd o Facebook < 5 A gﬁ'f BP0 @
Twitter F epp s gz 2R b g 5 F 5 > e i I'F" Epr g BEMOF S ANk
ARHEF AT LTy o
NS4 YouTube. Because | see videos and recognised sources
NS6 | Youtube. It has news telecasts.
YouTube
NS7 | A lot of tutorials
Videos are easy to consume
NS8 | ¥ ¥ ¢ *
NS9 | Wikipedia, as it gathers knowledge from everywhere all around the world.
It depends on the information. | use Twitter for my professional network and thus it is
a very valuabe source of professional information. I use Facebook for personal
MY1 | . . . . . . .
information -- |1 would never get the kind of recreation and family information using
Twitter.
MY?2 | Wikipedia, Facebook
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MY7 | Twitter ¥ 12 5 3] % % B * § & 4%

Twitter
MY10 | { #Ti# & -
7

MY13 | yelp

MY14 | Wikipedia tells all | need/ like to know.

MY15 | Wikipedia, Youtube

MY19 | Youtube. %= % &5 ¥ %

MN1 | Reddit. That's what it is there for

MN2 | I use YouTube to search something like cooking, makeup, how to fix things....It
taught me a lot
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APPENDIX K. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 5

Why do you believe that the source of the information on social networks is credible?

No. Answers
Y1 | I can cross-check info from different sites and make sure it’s true.
Wikipedia is credible because the mission of the site is to get all the information on
Y2 | its pages complete and correct. Users are always adding the most up-to-date
information to its pages.
If there are links to articles from sites | seem credible, and | can find other sources
Y3 | saying the same thing as the article | found through social media, | believe it is
credible.
If I'm asking a question and getting experts in my field to answer it on Twitter, it's
Y4 | credible because | know who it's coming from. On Wikipedia, | usually mine the
references to see if I'm getting valid/legitimate information or not.
Y5 | that's a loaded question
Y6 | 1donot believe it is always credible
Y7 | Yes
First, most of the time you can find multiple video on the same topic, so you can
Y8 | watch multiple videos and decide what you trust more. Second, there are comments
below the video, people judge a lot of you post the wrong information...
YO |BE&FRpe SARFLIMUMTANT LR
Y10 | %7 g2 B BiE-h R EREFHFA
Y11 | do not believ_e aII_of them .but if they have the images or other evidence which can
prove the credible information
vip | P TEE TREE B T st o RS T e IER DA g EENL
& o
Y13 Actually, I cannot. But I’ll choose the creditable new channels or communities,
assumed they really are.
Y14 | ? R FHR - A7 50 Sdki 24
Y15 | 2% %3
Y16 I never believe one sir_1g|e source, and only believe the aggre_gated sources further if
there's more quantitative analysis as well as more angle of views.
Sometimes it provides a better perspective than the old media, but we still need to do
Y17 . . . . .
a fact-check after receive the information from social network sites.
Y | —*—&
| do not use the fancy site that have filters and things. The things | am interested in
Y19 S _
are what time is the block party, does anyone have a maid they can recommend.
Y20 | % > BREE 2 Sk 2|ET o
Y21 i\?%*ﬁ T o ¥ ¢ MFIFMFEE > 7 €% - I = 24p G AE RS
PR
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Y22 | The reputation of the sources would be important.

Y23 | 2R R

Y24 | Not really, | will only subscribe the media that publish credible source of information

Y25 | Yes

Y26 | 5 g SR AR R 1 4t .

PEE s TR ARRE R o TV ERBRANRH N A g R o

Y27 |H- - BATRF> 7 AL A B 2B E 78 HF - BATE SR
o pe L HE o W F T L REEF DI
I think it’s credible because usually people you trust that are sharing the information

yog | You vieyv on social netvyorks will only share ?nformation they themselves believe to
be credible. Also there is a feedback mechanism where others you trust can call out
any concerns if the information appears to have been incorrect

Y29 | F > A%

Y30 Generally, it isn't, but with Reddit's user-focused content, it is easier to find
information that is more reliable.

d ABA SR E D ES TEIE g pedpxHdi ?\ 21 j\,;._;»g_g\;mﬁ,*

Y31 x4 877

Y32 | FHARTE g2l Fag T8Y 4 KE
The question is somewhat slated. | don't necessarily believe that all the information is

v33 credible,_but as a thinking adult_ | can take info in and fu_rther investigatg. Anyone that
takes a single source as gospel is going to swallow bad info at some point. | even
cross check info from long time trusted sources.

VIEEED SR E R L

Y35 | I don't, but besides visiting local news websites, it's the only option.

FI Fa < A % p V}’K;Fg”/‘w‘—

Y36 | & E ¥ google 3= 5 = #F # v 4
?}%TJF'H"‘{L’W* gﬁ,,g,ig’ j\J
| don't know how credible a recipe or yoga routine would be from anywhere. | do not

Y37 think scientific information or political information is credible from social networks,
as it generally operates like a giant game of telephone and incorrect information is
spread. Experts are not the ones providing the information to the network.

v38 | don't. Any claims of extraordinary nature should be researched. This question is a
straw man.

Y39 | Not always
| only follow reputable accounts on Twitter (blue check) and take everything else
with a grain of salt. That is why | seek information there.

Y40 | I explicitly DO NOT seek information on Facebook unless it is about friends/family
or local events. Anybody can make a group about anything on Facebook and say
whatever they want and claim it as fact. | don't trust Facebook.

1. The post is from a trustable friend.
2. The source seems trustable. (From the new media which has a traditionally

Y41 | authorized channel, e.g. BBC, CNN)

3. The recommender system of the SNS s trustable. (e.g. FB, Youtube, and line v.s.
Weibo, TikTok, weChat, | will trust the former)
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AAb i Aot - BILE SRR RRBEERNLER O LG

Y42 5 3

v43 | don't always believe Whait I read/watch in social media, so | cross-match, fact-check
and then form my own opinion.

Y44 | $ g0 R p e s g3 T

Y45 | p 72|47

Y46 | BiEAFEREFCTNE 0 F TR EL L ABEAM TR -

Y47 | & @ AdHIesr® Rk

Y48 | It comes from other sources and just the link is posted.
ARG AFRLEPDFTARRIT 2 c I -AFTAPF > A ERFELTR
Koo vde SRS 4&%% SR m%frﬁ AREREVHBITERRARET Lo

V49 *“F"PF * bRl E - B RFGEEF S anTihRe § o %‘ﬁfugs‘gﬁ
ponotd L -
oo 23 F A XFEROAZHREE BT FEF Rrer fr 2 £ F
- "‘iﬁ;ﬂb F];L 52 u(% 5"&)""” iz BB o

Y50 | # sidc
BARBA Bl - [ AR REIAPFE > FRIA L L - SpEF
**m%ﬁJ—*WM%im i°ﬁﬂﬁﬁmiP“W%&mﬂﬁ#$”ﬂ
R A AR E R 0 2T - A T X ARTE h A kBl s iTH ehATE LA
L e ATE (AT R A KA T OIR R A ORTE B *Ké“ R
* ALY kR RATRF A ) hf TR o T S <H 4mﬁ% % 24 4

Vel Pz E :Fr; Flh L F - Efedn L4 A e F - RAATE U D)0 45
A A e F g REAF S FEmp 3o IE{IQ FrP 2k L |§;*\-L_§F]Z§,£~
0 X AT PP AL LA R P o d T A g Bl AT *rs{;ig}; 0 deo F B R R
Akt RAT AFFFRRAENG BE ?i;% A RAeT r & R A AR 0 e ATERC
g e+ B A F 2 H{P S i dlFTipE s Y o 4 T g P g
EAPPERTELONN - IR ERMR IV »Eimﬁ@ oo AadRTE R P
3R

Y52 %,ﬁfﬂﬁ%ﬁgg
P TR

Y53 [ HHEB RREHETAN G > M ERRBT ARG OBEL TR EEE .

Y54 | Personal experiences

Y55 | I believe an organization will not post false information regarding their events.
Generally, I don’t. For example, I refuse to use Facebook because I think it is a
cesspool of misinformation due to a combination of bots and a stunning level of

Y56 | Dunning-Kruger among the populace (and the CEO’s refusal to do anything to
counteract this makes me furious). Verified public persons on Twitter provide
independent credibility of the information provided.

Y57 ;?'”’fm PRECE .

F B § £reh Pé’ F. ﬁivlli%\é‘—?\ METE TR
Y58 | don't believe info is credible. On instagram, | use the info to procrastinate, or get

creative ideas.
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Y59 | Not always. Only trusted from friends or organizations | know and trust.
| don't always believe they are credible. However, | also don't think news channels are

Y60 credible either so it al_most doesn't even matter where | get my source pf ir)formation
from. The best place is scholarly articles but those tend to be very behind in terms of
publication of current events.

Y61 | Usually. I use the likes to dislikes ratio to assess how valid it is.

Y62 | If needed, I will check the reference and check from several other sources.

Y63 | it may not be credible. you need to do further research but at least, it
| tend to follow reputable news sites on social media. So | wouldn't trust any
particular person tweeting something, but if I see CNN, Washington Post, etc

Y64 | tweeting than | feel | can trust it. Also, sometimes tweets can be first-hand accounts. |
would trust a first-hand account that is from someone | know or can be backed up
with evidence.
Actually, I do not think every information we got from social networks is 100%

Y65 | correct, however, the information we got from them did really facilitate us to think
more diversely and critically.

Y66 I look at the author'_s credentials or the source. No other sopial_ media site gives me the
intel, trends, analytics | need better. | also share a lot on this site as well.

Y67 | review the infor_mation_ but.understand that it is from someone else's perspective and
may or may not fit my situation.

Y68 | Cross reference

Y69 | We can refer to multiple comments from other users, and it is easier to justify it.

Y70 | @2 585> h@ F ¥ 3 1L 4

Y71 | 53 4o
Diversity of groups
If you don't like it, you have many choices to join a better group. Moreover, people

Y72 .
also manage the group. And some of the groups from the reliable sources e.g.,
newspaper.

Y73 | gif L kiR

Y74 |5 xApie 0 4% > FREIEfEE L 2 Google

Y75 | d BREAT T

Y76 | No

Y77 If you get informati(_)n from an source that isn't credible, you can get false or
potentially harmful info

Y78 | T F s

Y79 | I may check the credibility of the author and the information source.

Y80 | I only follow people | trust

Y8l | pt gRiip- "

Y82 |y & v i |
Judgment based on whether it’s logical and whether it makes sense. Also see what

Y83 . S
kind of website it is from.

v84 It’s not necessary credible but it’s an opinion. It’s good to see many opinions and then

make informed decisions.
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PRMFE B ARREF P A ORLIRG T EFRE REFEF

Y85 PEFERR o

Y86 | FAAMED §7 kAU mEAR < B T L 5 wiki 2 google s

Y87 | L@ RINTE 0 & 5 R R p (7

Y88 | § diki P

Y89 | 5 BeriTH ‘flﬁ—’gﬁ“‘if” o 3

YO0 | & e and

vo1 o R H g - EJ%%@E’FE%@/?‘ FE-EBRY o FERF R IR RRDFE
FI8R

Y92 | I will search it by myself again before | totally dig into it.

Y93 | p & ehd|¥r4

Y94 | p 2 verify

YO5 | Aap—1F 2 N EFERTY

Y96 .rﬂ:%{ﬁrrf—'ﬁm ~ATHE S o

Y97 | 53 2R %E

Y98 | Sometimes yes, sometimes not
REJBATFOPNFL o AEHATIRAELE SR e P P\ 7 3F

Y99 %’aéb?-ﬁ—i@;z}ti@ﬁw\g‘r&gﬁo’ﬁﬁx gd g KL F v
TR

Y100 For l_)IY it?s always informational and helpful. For product reviews it’s a good
starting pomt and referral.

Y101 | =2 % 4o -

Y102 | Someone Wrote |t but not believe all the time

Y103 | X F - ZApG~F EF (T4 4

Y104 | | always read more than one source.

Y105 | § 4 % KRev B & 0 bldc X T R T
Depends on what type of information. As | mentioned earlier, for our

Y106 | town/neighborhood events/news, they are credible. | do not use social networks for
news outside of my town.

Y107 | ARHE:E 2 37 E‘Eﬁt

Y108 | 55 SR > &7 Mp e IR BAp AP T Yo

Y109 | # > 7R4p &5

Y110 | * p & ehd|%r
Not all information is credible, but it's just convenient, and the more people share
about certain information, human brains will more likely to believe something is true.

Y111 i : o . .
Also, with photos and videos made common nowadays, it's also easy to digest in
whatever information we are fed.

Y112 | It’s shared by people like me who are interested in the same topics.

Y113 | It has news links or groups. Especially seeking local advices.

Y114 |2 ¢ = 24p | € R p e 2 @ BT LT L |

Y115 It's not always credible, I will do some fact check after seeking the info from social

networks.
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It really depends what type of info; some are credible but some aren’t. So, needs to

Y116 study more detail info to find out if info is credible.

Y117 | I trust the some you tuber, but still can check with other information sources

vis | 57 1 R R BRFREDAEFE > T2 gRl Ak PaREf 0 3§ TR
IR 0

Y119 |45 p & G iEeht ¢ 3Tl

Y120 | & 5 F1A 1% 5 BATH
4% tlﬁ O RAEPIT S bldedRokdTE 0 A g AD p L BRDEY ’wsv?fé”"—

Y121 l% Pl Epesifd > g4 ST PRRZELT FAZRREIHETT

=4 R

Y122 i TERE | wAE A E AT

Y123 | B iz g2 PR fa o 8 8 5T AT Y3

Y124 YeS

Vips | ALK p L R ORI S PR - T S T B R
b

vi26 | ’ij;fir"s E G ATE RN LA
74 : CNN,BBC,FOXnews....

Y127 | i v e R R LS TR R L5

Y128 | % 227 ¥ i &b

Y129 | & % - TARE gt 3 & 5 5

Y130 | I believe that the source of the mformation on social networks is referenced.

Y131 | % search 7 F 3 xh b i

Y132 | 8 s kot

Y133 | gt o d p & H¥r o

Y134 | PR A % f% gk 2] EE
I'd first look at who shares the post. Some would share whatever information they
came across, while some are more selective. It is a bit sad that not every highly

Y135 edgcated person share cred_ible content. Se_zcond, I check the publisher of the content.
Third, I check the perspectives presented in the content. When a mixture of
perspectives are presented and critically reviewed, the content tends to be more
credible.

Y136 | don't believe iq that... 1 double-check from different sources. Don't trust everything
you read on the internet.

Y137 | - £ - &

Y138 ﬁ%’)ﬁﬁﬁamﬁx;ﬂgy”]‘ﬂﬁ?#Fi‘gi\,gﬂz, g—ﬁ’é’\-»—}::l‘;{_{)fjﬁ
MAEBMR LA T o AL TEF VRS TR KR AR T 0 T

Y139 e aem dm o

Y140 | I do not always believe it is, unless it is from a certified news outlet’s social media

Y142 | € p e 2 (63 A M O

Y143 Not all the information on social networks is credible, but usually, it is easy to check

the information reliability. Wikipedia, for example, is a good start point to search for
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information in a more generic way. And the information from Wikipedia is quite
credible since it is reviewed by a panel of editors.

Y144 | by referring to as many sources as possible, and then think independently
FELFARBATAELT S8 - SFH . Fhrus s ~HREREY > 72
V145 éﬁﬂﬁﬁ%%m RF PR o FAARECHRAMEIV AR W F
B A RAARTHRET AT G AR F o RBFRTERED G T
) IR A
Y146 | F P g ARREEAF G 9
Y147 | Fd b b FRaghiE S S (e D WP E T T G o
Y148 Because there are citations.
Y149 | ¥ %lbﬂﬁ Mtz £ 3m8 740F > i'ﬂ%?ﬁ
I wouldn t say that it is all credible; it depends on the person posting it and the source
Y150 | they found it from. However, it is becoming a common way of communication and
such so | think that as time goes on the credibility increases.
Y151 | #4:iF 2 iE chk ik
N1 |ldon't
N2 |ldon't.
N3 | Idon’t. No one smart seeks out information or news on social media.
N4 | No
| do not believe that it is credible. There is some element of truth in it, but it is
N5 . e ;
selectively revealed based on your identifiable demographics.
| usually use YouTube to pick some practical tips, and there are a lot of people who
know what they are doing in these area and want to share their knowledge. On the
N6 | other hand, | do not trust and take into account YouTube producers' political opinion
and some knowledge-based professional content because it is hard to to believe their
expertise.
N7 | | dont take anything i read on Social Media is fact
N8 | 1do not.
NS1 | Idon’t.
NS3 Yok R A NBIERE T Uk X I HBEFE R TE LSRN A
%’%Wg%mﬁfﬁgwﬁmﬁo
NS4 | It depends on who is publishing the information
NS6 | Because it is repeated by multiple shows. | go more for entertainment news.
I don’t.
NS7 | If I’'m really looking for information, I check on the websites not just relying on
social networks.
NS8 | ¢ i W ihiestg T3l
NS9 Not really. Fake info and news are made everywhere. We should verify those stuff
with at least a common sense before trusting and even spreading them out.
MY1 | The information I look at is credible.
MY?2 | Source supportive. Data triangulation.
MY6 | p e 247> ¥ 7 ¢ 2R
MY7 |a5 5727 86 kiR
MY10 | % = Jc & i
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MY13 [ - & - =

MY 14 | Not all the time

MY15 | Ttk o § 20 4 a2 7 > o iy @36 i o

MY17 | Yes

MY19 | 7=

MN1 | I do not

MN2 | I just follow the steps, and it’s work
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APPENDIX L. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 6

Why do you believe the quality of information on social networks is high?

No. Answers
It isn’t always, but often there is info that is true and helpful. Also, if there’s a

Y1 ; . : : .
comment section, people are quick to call out false information when they notice it.
| don't believe the quality of information on most social networks is high. I only use

v? the Wikipedia for quality information. Every other social media platform gives
information that may or may not be true, so | take in information from them with a
grain of salt.
A lot of the stuff found directly through social media is opinions and hearsay, so |
always need a couple credible sources to back up statements before I trust the stuff o

Y3 find on social media. I think opinions are important, so I wouldn't deem the quality of
information on social networks as low. However, it's easy to spread false information
through social media, so I think everyone should verify the information they take as
fact from social media with other sources.
| mean, | always assess where the information on social networks is coming from. |
tend not to put too much stock in stories that are circulated on Facebook unless I can

Y4 | validate where the information comes from and if the source is reputable. I trust the
folks who I ask to answer my questions on Twitter, so | believe that the quality of the
information is higher.

Y5 | also aloaded question

Y6 | | donot believe it is high and seek other sources of news as well

Y7 | Trustworthy sources where I’ve been following and fact checked for awhile

Y8 I don’t. Everyone can upload video to YouTube, but like I mentioned in previous
question, there are some tips help you to decide if it’s a good quality video.

Y9 ag

Y10 | 5d v 88T A P 2

Y12 | A ST Rid me A R RF P REFER L LS

Y13 | Based on who updates or shared the news.

Y14 | BER KR KIEGT R

Y15 | &%
As my answer to previous question, I never believe one single source, and only

Y16 believe the aggregated sources further if there's more quantitative analysis as well as
more angle of views. i.e. | only selectively believe things with better proof (which is
likely no or very few proof in traditional media in Taiwan nowadays).

Y17 I do not think the quality is high. However, if the content is used for elementary or
entry level of things, it's good enough.

Y18 | :B¥ 12

Y19 On the networks I use I believe it is high because it’s about things for sale, events etc
that can’t be faked. I use Facebook to communicate with relatives so it’s photos and
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updates from round the world. I once bought something from a Facebook advert and
it was no good so I haven’t done that again

Y20 | 53 4342 gerbhanmit
Y21 | G5l ¥ B2 dr
Y22 | It depends on the reputation/track record of the sources of the information.
WARESE SBAEE. L
v24 Do not believe the quality of information on the social media but the traditional news
media
Y25 | Shared by people and their experiences
Y26 | P e S R adF 0 4t
BRI J"m' TR - BABRPMFTF LTF (BREFS) K
Y27 | #7# > PRAE 'I?‘/!&{"E‘ﬁi@p J“’"’P\ AR S MG e
VO RER e FEFRY FFEAFRETEIATRE LR
Because multiple people are viewing the information to contextualize it with
Y28 . : S . . )
additional information if necessary ie their perspective
Y29 | > 4%
Y30 I don't, but I think that a variety of information sources leads to a well-informed
opinion and it makes it easier to spot what is "fake news"
B x;ﬁgm;}mﬂm\% Kg%#er’ﬁéﬂjﬁi T4 243 5 chpaper gl
Y31 | Kz FTASE -
AEZREARIA LRI ARE.LE o
Y32 BEERET D FAEALBT A \’:]L)"["'Lw P E A fEAE A
Well often it is but it all comes down to how you choose your source. Most of the
giant sources you have singled out in this survey (cough cough FaceBook cough) -
No | don't think the quality is that high, with the exceptions of some of the topic
v33 specific forums - NOT the news feed_ crap. The many smaller forums _I \_/isit a_fuII of
very knowledgeable people (and I think 1 am one of them) If you participate in a
forum and add your own knowledge you quickly learn if you try to fake it you will
quickly be called out. In these type of social networks that self police themselves the
knowledge Ievel is essential to the survival of the group.
Y34 CEFAFTANr FEBER L ERE ST HE A DY
Y35 Agaln, [ don t. But it's an optlon
Y36 | Mg ARt ARG DR Ed AR A 3 B HET RS
For some, like YouTube or Pinterest, even Instagram, their career is creating
Y37 ir]formation (like cooki_ng dem(_)nstrations), s0 they are dedicated to thei_r WOI’!(. The
difference between a high-quality YouTube video (one that more than likely is a
career YouTuber) is noticeable from one that is not.
Y38 | Itisn't necessarily. Reddit provides a decent filter from garbage information.
Y39 | Major, credible companies have made an effort to put things on social media
On Twitter, it's a matter of who you follow and what you do with that information. 1
Y40 don't blindly accept everything anyone says. When the law expert is commenting on

something science related, | see that as their opinion- it doesn't mean they are right,
they are not an expert in that field. But when they are talking about court cases, | very
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much trust what they are saying.
| do not believe the quality of information on Facebook is high.

1. Google the metadata or the partial contents again.
2. Read through all the comment.

val 3. See who’s the author, his/her writing style, and if it’s written in a logical, or even
technical writing format.
EFRELgr - Lot Rp
Y42 f;v.wrg A St MMl S E ¥ @5%{ , mﬁ* BTN AR T RE
RV RRAAFASTE RN lﬁﬁ BREF
I tend to trust information more from content providers that have established their
Y43 | brands (e.g. been in the business for longer or channels by traditional news media) or
information form multiple sources (e.g. Yelp's ratings and comments).
Y44 | ELZ - B &}
BT 2 YT
Y45 S
Va6 'Eﬂr’ (3 A Kl S’r%”f LM o %””ﬁ M TR TR L - T EAR
F F’ L mﬂ”?%?’ W IT7E % F’ #
Y47 FEFdhbmma s mE RIS o TR AR IE T NRTE KR o
Y48 Idon t
_rz’;ﬁ#ﬁ et B ﬁi*ﬂ:‘-%” g o F\ S L - 7; i -g—_ég A ke
Y49 | g HER( i E A E LR E AT IRTFERASFELORER
?@ﬁ%i’wﬁA% E?&ﬁ
Y50 | p e RS
AoEHPfese 0 P AL S FATE 0 F M- SR P52 o BTt
'lfﬁ"j‘” AR DB ER o FIA LR Y A e ATE R A 2R
e 375 K0 r%'ﬁ;z— HL oo PRI Tu i e 7H I ENRTIE 0 RS F AR 2
Y51 iﬁa‘hﬁm’ A L Ef e A BRApGp e BRLAG S ‘—"J;zﬁils ¢
J’i@éﬂm’ A }T{ggit;};:«’ fé_?ﬁ* P»’" T ATE LB S RTE RS o A
PEELEPFANG R RAAAG S LRENTAFT P L Dy PARRES 7
G OIR M e
Y52 | AF - FA R BAE DR LR
BAEP AL R FHT G R A AR LE S R B
Y93 YA SFRESD BATFEPLATREAL R Fo.)
Y54 | Lack of bureaucracy in delivering the information to the public.
| do not believe the quality of the information is high. The information travels fast.
Y55 | Social networks are often times the first point of contact for new information for me.
If | am interested, | seek more information through other sources.
Again, [ don’t believe the quality of information on social networks is high in general
Y56 | I only be_lieve there_are a few bright spots who shouldn’t be dismissed with the b_ots
and conspiracy theorists because the are independently verified and they show their
work.
Y57 | fRAES P FEFERY =
Y58 | Idon't
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Y59 | Idon't believe that
Y60 | Idonot.
Y61 | Depends who publishes it.
| am not quilt believe the quality of information on social network.
Y62 | The most important feature of it for me is that it is quick and broad.
But you have to be careful to figure what you need and what is credible.
| think that there is an element of news needing to be quality or else the backlash on
Y64 | social media could hurt the news source. It's almost like there is an immediate way to
get fact-checking from others and tie it to the original story with tweets.
| do not think every information we got from social networks is always high quality,
Y65 | however, even the quality is low, it still stimulates us to go seek for more accurate
answers if we really care about it.
Irrespective of quality, it allows me to hit high points of relevant topics I'm interested
Y66 | for me to form my own opinion. Statistics I find online will always be put through the
same lens. I'll make my own determination based on sample size, scope, etc.
| review the perspectives but that doesn't mean that | feel the quality of information is
Y67 | high. That said, i value the perspectives and feel that the "common snense" of peers
will prevail. Much like our jury system
Y68 | Depends on the visitor volume
Like my response above, the more people comment on the same information, the
Y69 . . ! X ;
more information | can refer to validate the information
vio | § R LARRF GRRART AR F o o LT 5wk SRPIERE
FASEREAHB -
Y71 | 53
There are some are of high quality but also lots of them are of low quality. But we
Y72 | always have choices. Since if more people follow them, they may get some benefits.
Therefore, some people may spend time to produce high-quality info.
Y73 | 5
Y74 | f R HBIILOF 2 5T AT
Y75 | 13458 & & enge st
Y76 | No
Info on social media is highly critiqued and viewed by millions on people, therefore
Y77 . : .
quickly filtered out as quality or not
Y78 | © F it iFR
Y79 | I may check the credibility of the author and the information source.
Y80 | Same above
Y8l | £ % g ELu[hkiRk
Y82 | kxpenir L R |
Judgment based on whether it’s logical and whether it makes sense. Also see what
Y83 . S
kind of website it is from.
Y84 | Not necessary. It’s just a sources.
Y85 | DA c AR FEAFEELR  FF RIS o
Y86 | e g2 dimee
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FOLR e FF 0 AR LR R RA LR A D ERA S § R R

Y87 -

Y88 | @ * &k

V89 Fa B wfr% pA RTS8
A & E 4 g e st

YO0 | p & eml A

YOl | FAZ FARF RS 72 fp F RHTGRR A MR

Y92 | I would compare it with various website.

YO3 | G- pRATE LS T R 0 7 wind

vo4 ff~ 1 bayesian learning e 2 - i [LENG A € 4 4 update p & $iput T
%z B & posterior -

YO5 | 55 SE et pe Pk

Y96 | & FE T

Y97 | * wrig

Y98 | Convenient and

YOO | LK MMk T RAE NGV RPEEN FOSTA
For DIY: for something I’'m not sure or know nothing about, other people’s

Y100 | experiences always help. For product review, | always go to more credible sites such
as consumer reports, CNET, popular mechanics, etc.

Y101 | iz pesg * &2 %

Y102 | I didn’t say I believe it for all

Y103 | @iz fEst~jh Ay TEA LRI~ F R A2 ER DB F RV LA

Y104 | Sometimes you read the reviews first.

Y105 | 4 p & 2 s 2T
No, I didn't say | believe the quality of info on social networks is high. Again, it

Y106 depends on what type of information. An){one can post on social ne_tw_orks, ur]less the
person reference the source, | do not take its face value without verifying the info
myself.

Y107 | A2 &

Y108 | %+t e

Y109 | ® %

Y110 | 5 % 7 geAriE o

Y111 I _don't be!ieve so0. | think we need to use our judgment. Not all the information has
high quality.

Y112 Not always. Sometimes we have to use our own judgment. If it’s something serious
I’ll google them.

Y113 | Well, it has to be coming from a legitimate group.

Y114 | # i

Y115 A_\ctually,_i'g isn't high, so I will search for different sources. Social networks are more
like an initial gate.

Y116 Because it has to attract people’s attention, so it has to provide quality info to boost

traffic.
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Y117 | Not really, some information needs to be ckeck

Y118 | f* FHP F > g 51 A Ha HErd ko (M€ 53 - gixi i )

Y119 ig] pefiEaikih

Y120 |2 4 &

Y121 | - %%

Y122 | st @ARE T T G 0 MHRF LFRE  SRED 0 57 AR EAR

Y123 | kit e F o £ F 5 RN ok 2]

Y124 R

V195 s Renw i < EE|ET- T G fogoogle - T H G & how to L ¥ A 43 en
iRy HER
U RBOEIERENLEA

Y126 | e :PCNN,Béc,FOXnewi...

Y127 | § £ &P & & 7 A3tk

Y128 | ¥ %

Y129 | it

Y130 | No

Y131 | g %

Y132 | 25 s bt i & 8 _Google - T F L FE A

Y133 | p & ¥|%7

Y134 | & R4 F it gk 29T

Y135

On SNSs such as Facebook and Twitter, the most important strategy is to have/follow
knowledgeable and resourceful friends. What they share on SNSs tends to be more
credible. If on SNSs such as YouTube, I do not read the discussion areas if | am not
sure who the potential viewers are.

Y136 | No, | don't believe in that.
Y137 |4 S LR G PEME G g

Y138

ﬁ;ga‘}'J%”O%zr%PF% Z B A B Z;gt‘*"ﬁ EEUTE Vi Ht
Jo - BTRUERILT 3 f B ARD e SRRSO R R
WHEFEEF] E*hl;%'

Y139

B PR E T AT Y o B L R FERR AR R Y g DT

# =%

Y140

It’s main brands using a new platform to reach out to Individuals. Someone probably
asked this same question when TV news started to combat newspapers

Y141 | People are constantly using the platforms
Y142 | *FE . g R E S A%
Y143 | Same as the previous question.
Y144 | how much new information u get after reading an article or post
EpEEEFAE BADERF oA P LA Mb Ao AREMAHEFIESD
yigs | B 0BG RAOEEE R R f LSS FREFHLF P LT

5 ﬁ‘ff"e‘\"f’}?ﬁmﬁ*&‘l e zh o u@’x;;if?llﬁ_%éﬁ"m%*)mﬁ FiER- T T
ST EARFEFREFE
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Y146 | # ERFAEF SR EATE R
Y147 | P SR ST h AR B X B k¥ o
Y148 | Because there are citations.
Y149 | o FA L P A
Y150 A majority is reposted from news cites so it can be trusted more than a non specific
post about an event.
Y151 | $E G EZenfE > TRk
N1 |ldon't
N2 | ldont.
N3 It’s not... was this survey written by someone from Indiana that buys into “fake news”
and republicanism?
N4 | No
| do not believe it is high. If you are talking about Wikipedia (which is not really a
N5 | social network), then the quality is relatively high due to the constant editing which
results in incremental improvements.
I don't think the quality of information is high: Some practical tips are useful, but the
N6 | quality of information on social networks is not very high. We don't know who create
and edit content and how high the level of expertise of them is.
N7 |idon’t
N8 | 1 do not believe it.
NS1 | Idon’t.Idon’t trust any media
NS3 FAGEFAA P RIAPAN AL AV BEFHAT EZ > 2 T 2T
STl Bk % (context) H_F & * o
NS4 | Itis not, because it is not regulated. Everyone can write whatever they want
NS6 | It's opinionated. But I try to take out the facts from the opinions
I don’t.
NS7 | If I’'m really looking for information, I check on the websites not just relying on
social networks.
NS8 | iz % Frig
NS9 | Not really.
MY1 | Yes, for the sources I follow on Twitter.
MY2 | Website Reputation, size of their editorial team
BRARED % - AR R
MYE | o ip e 2w F
MY7 |35 527 ¥R+
MY10 | yp s % K &8 # b O i 4
MY13 | 5 review 2 + Fsfrcomment
MY14 | It can be good, can be bad, can be trusted, or can’t!!
MY15 | %3 4 kiRehit X fiag @ o
MY17 | Target Audience, company quality management and general expectations.
MY19 | 5=}
MN1 | I do not
MN2 | Depends

187




APPENDIX M. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 7

When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with no source provided on
social networks? Why? (e.g. Your friends’ post with no source)

No. Answers
Y1 No- it might make me google the fact, to check the veracity of their statement, but |
usually don’t believe them outright because it’s easy to make a mistake.
Sometimes. Depends on who posted the information and credible the claim sounds. If
Y2 |: . . . . :
its questionable information, | search the internet for corroboration.
Y3 | No, I don't trust it. I go check it with an outside source.
I will trust the information if the friend is informed on the subject (e.g., if I know
v4 they've done their research or are an expert in the area). However, if it's just a relative
or a friend (not from work) who's posting information, | will question the validity of it
if they cannot back up their claims with evidence that | can trace back to its source.
ys | o because often it is wrong. only takes a few minutes to verify if it's actually true or
not.
Y6 | No, | am skeptical
Y7 | No
Y8 | No, because gossip can be a real weapon.
YO |2 ¢ A2 €24 - % 2§}
Y10 | < PEg i <A BE % ok BB T o554 €410
Y11 | Yes, but depends on my friend's personality
Y12 |2 €224 > Fla HF A BEFHEAL LS - TR p S mREE-
Y13 | No.
Y14 | g 27 Xx
Y15 | # ¢
Not really. Unless the guess is a very sound conspiracy theory with is based on the
Y16 o . .o
past what a political party, celebrity, or group is likely to do.
| rarely believe the information without source. Though some of my friends are trust
Y17 worthy, we cannot verify every information by ourselves. People today have to
receive tons of information in short time. It's hard for us to verify everything, so we
need some basic proof such as source attached with the information.
Y18 | H&H A4 % %4 R
Y19 | I do not trust that kind of thing!
Y20 | % (FATH i c BRAAG AR OET 0 REGRE -
Y21 | % ¢
Y22 | No.
Y23 | % ¢ &G 1
Y24 | No, | will double check the source of the information even it comes from my friend
Y25 | Yes I doubt them but relatability is high
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Y26 | 3 - %0 R o
v27 Qﬁéf‘%??ﬁif#—’ﬁﬁﬂé EAER A BULF A ER AP o
¥ 53 'i'gjﬁ? T R
Y28 | It depends on which friend posted the information and what the claim made was.
* 6
Y29 21 B
Y30 | No because it makes it harder to fact check what is being said.
Y31 | Poldt 4 ¥ povvﬁml TR RAT o
Y32 |2 22 REFTHIFTREY o pe vk § 2 RE
Y33 | NO
Y34 | A €0 FEMABR LS 5 L F R E YR
Y35 | Not always. I've learned to not trust anything on the internet.
V36 - A RIARFIREPFATL A E-HFAF - LR LT ES
A B 33
Y37 | Because the information that | seek, generally doesn't need a source.
Y38 | No.
Y39 | No. Not always accurate. | will use that information to look up the real story
No.
Y40 | If that person/friend is speaking about THEIR field, I tend to trust that a little more
and ask for more info.
Y41 | Partially, if | had an interest, | would Google for more.
g b ST N 2 it e d
Y42 |4k AP A EHuTRpo e o - kA g BRER LA - ke B3 DR ST
d
Depends on the person who posted it. If they have been in the field for a long time, |
Y43
tend to trust them more.
No
Y44 A BAKHK AT EIAHG
vas |
19 & BiR ez § 4p 13
Y46 | * & o L FHEAN §F FR A FHF o
Y47 | 5 A3 50 2§ FApG 0 BN - i+ P
Y48 | No
Y49 | 7§ 0 G FR KRR §LEFFREDOER
Y50 | #4pf 0 = B @
ysp | 2 £ L FAbias e Bk spo @ FHA D A- T ARRPERL I
—‘F!']z oA K ta—ﬁ IRk — & F
Y52 | i
A ’,}_Fﬁii r‘r’lﬂé?nf » ¥ ]’ﬁz‘]’m%ﬂ\"wﬁ\&"'%frﬁ’lﬁ 'ﬁ"’# d R 't"’f?-g'd—?f
Y53 | #T LR F R o TR G BB RAR 0 7R A AL e R 0T 4
%07 g -‘?i B o
Y54 | Sometimes
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Y55 | I usually believe my friends.
If it comes from a reputable source (e.g. Orin Kerr), I’1l find credible a statement

Y56 | without accompanying primary source material due to the source’s experience.
Anyone else - even a friend - gets some skepticism until I can verify the claim myself

v57 Wg’fa“ﬁji?};}?’i?%’??‘ T E A E AT ’Pm‘v’tﬁ"gﬁjm7r§?_‘
HER

Y58 | No

Y59 generally_ yes if I know them and it "sounds" like them - phrases and how they usually
communicate.
No, I don't trust them but I do read them. If something really interests me or |

Y60 - :
question it, | try to go to other sources to verify.

Y61 | Iusually try to validate what I’'m ready by going to multiple sources myself.
Not quite.

Y62 It depends on where | find it. If I have good experience about the source with the
information publisher, I will trust more.
But if | am interested in it, | will seek the support or ask for source.

Y63 | No
Not typically. I would only trust this if they are adding a comment to something

Y64 | already verified by other news sources. Anyone can just post something on the
internet, so | would need more than just one persons word.
At first, yes, | think I'll try to stand at his/her point to think about their situations,

Y65 | however, depends on how curious | am to that topic, I will further go search for more
information about it.

Y66 If_the intel doesn't have _substance, relevance, or trusted sources, the_n I move on. | use
LinkedIn to funnel that info to me so that | can choose. Its a convenience thing.
| use everything as a perspective. Depending on the purpose, i will do more research.

Y67 | luse it as a starting point. difference between buying a car or buying a pair of gloves -
car is more high stakes

Y68 | I won’t trust it completely. I’ll search for more to verify.

Y69 | No, but depends

Y70 | 2 € = 24P G AR ¢ L FR kRt ke

Y71 7‘%’?],7‘/Fz}‘j\/ﬁl
Not a hundred percent trust. They are much information on social media. People may

Y72 | distribute the wrong information on purpose. But if you don't trust, then google it to
get more info.

Y73 | % ¢

Y74 | 2 ¢ » RELG5 %412

Y75 | # & > Flax FFg ek

Y76 | No

Y77 No, | do not because my friend may only be posting an opinion and not a factual
statement.

Y78 | * ¢

Y79 | No, it runs risks of spreading fake news and incorrect information.

190




Depends on things

Y80
If it’s their personal experience, I’ll trust a bit more
Y81 | # ¢
Y82 | » - =7 |
Y83 | Nope. So many people trying to throw out fake info so that they can influence people.
v84 Not' re?ally. Thep that’s just an opinion. But then I can do more research about the
topic if I’m intrigued.
A FEAWR ) EART AR MR BFTACERR R O M EERT S
Y85 |, .
V86 —%- —‘Fi”\—\;qb_._ i > ,z\%i;}j; {,ﬁg B H B s - Fra&‘;gf’_ oo i gTie ~ &
FREREE P ARF LIRS - BT g#ﬁl ) “ﬁ:‘:&»‘ B FhlizE] g4 o
Y87 | € wst > epAp ¥ %4_‘56%&\ X AP SR [ EIRA T RS
Y88 | =% ¢
Y89 | # g4pf
Y90 |} hE A g a et iE
H@HpPipo2 G AAZpFAEmEAeln 2R AFIRR D r%'&
YOl | RenHE 2 @ if <7 o
FAS TR AL P F ol g 6 AR RS 28
Y92 | No
Y93 | & o b4 B E KB Ipo T o
Y94 | AT .
Y95 | # 4R 5
*g e
IS RV R SR SR Y TR
Y97 | * ¢
Y98 | Not 100% trust but have a idea to do more research it
voo | 1 B EENT 2 Fg FRATLIAN F o dok PG 5 B P F 5 50 A
¢V IMBHFESR E%ﬁ‘rﬁé‘ B g g bRk B ET
Y100 | No, I don’t blindly trust web contents.
Y101 | # ¢ = 2405 > % kAR RER
Y102 | Sometimes
Y103 | # ¢ Fla 7R 47 2 AR EEFET L 0% %
Y104 | Depending on how well you know your friends.
Y105 | % § $- @A 0 613 A%
Y106 | No. Too many fake news, fake "medical advice", etc.
Y107 | 7 € = 24p 30T 5 0 SBARd vRip T S &) R3¢ i
V108 Bis;#::ifs;fé R RS SR AR S L R S E RS
H¥rEE o
Y109 | # € = 240 15
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R

M T T
The source also serves as a credential of how trustworthy a piece of information

Y111 | might be. Lack of source or poor-quality website will lower the credential of the piece
of information.

Y112 | No. But I’'ll google it myself.

Y113 | If this is about a personal experience

Y114 | PP x&po = ~ FTH ..

Y115 | I will not trust it.
Probably not! Info posted on social media should contain supporting info to be

Y116 : ) :
reliable or it would cause risk.

Y117 | No
F R ¢ o

Y118 ﬂ,-dfb LT ST WREFRAL X5 A B G R P o S
XFRATIE o

Y119 | 5 Fin

Y120 | gFlp g a2 A

Y121 | =27 €

Y122 | g He T Hav 2 R

V123 i F;iz%{ cAek E P F A DAc S P RS E 0 AN AT ERE
g o FAFcA BB TR ER2PE -

Y124 | 7 ¢

V125 ?}é’ﬁ;"?"ﬁﬂgi;iii&z BF A FF MY B AFIE BF - BB b
T BRG PEERL - T -&*am@ i

SNERTT ¥R e TR (W) BRAT RRTLFATE
f‘t

yip7 | 2 MR RRES
ik AP % poihy €5 RE

Y128 | @ & BE| A LR

Y129 | § | #trig 5 ¥

Y130 | No trust but reference

Y131 | § & B A B X gkl o

Y132 | # 4B 3

Y133 | 7 ¢

Y134 | 7 = ¢
In that case, | tend to perceive that information as that person's perspectives, which is

Y135 | also important to understand, rather than a good source of knowledge/information that
| would read seriously.

Y136 | No, I don't

Y137 | 7 € € p © H¥7 < prag AR S etk

Y138 | & i% p’éi#ipfupé » PREEF T 7 A

Y139 | B0 % £ Sy A AP e
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No, not really. Every now and then yes when it’s a personal story and can’t credit

Y140 source but before factual information | try to find a source myself or don’t believe

v141 !\lo, beca_use a valid and credible source is important in determining the validity of
information.

Y142 | * ¢

Y143 | No. With the widespread expansion of fake news, we do have to check the sources.

Y144 | just keep it in doubt
AF G LA TR BARL FEBEMITEBNNE E I EH g
R SHH G 2a ¢ 0T IS 0 LI

vias | 7R ED ?*ﬁﬁ%%Fﬁ@h?°”*mm°ﬂ%¥lﬁﬂ%i‘ié
POATE g i) Rt A 0T R F RpRMEA T E T A% AR K
FRRB N BARG FRAFRENTAEESLY > ¥ Bp TR
o e

yigp | TN R EBpOT ARG RFF AR FRp G IOLG AL A
RE R KNREE RS A A

Y147 |7 & > £7 L B4ERT AP0 -

v148 Ger]erally, No! Because there are too many fake news and wrong information on
social networks.

Y149 | XLz - sa 2 > FEPOATEE4pG > L ¢ bFH w iR
No I don’t trust any post without a source. People can easily fabricate stories to push

Y150 | their own agenda/that of their political party, religion, etc. Sources are absolutely
necessary to consider anything credible.

Y151 | ¢ > Arig e r ¥ g ip iz e

N1 | No, as it could easily be inaccurate

N2 | Never: that is crazy.

N3 | Of course not

N4 | No people just post they don’t think before posting

N5 It depends on the friend, however, | would generally not trust it without some sort of
external validation.

No.

NG In my country (South Korea) there were a lot of cases that an information with no
source caused social chaos, and some political parties are still taking advantage of
people's trust on information that are wide on web no matter who distributed.

N7 |ifitisafriend i deemed intelligent than yes

N8 | No, I do not.

NS1 | No
Yot £ BABRGRRAT > A g 5 5 S BB AR IR - T g1 8
NS3 M- AT L R R e
No. Because there have been many cases where people just share panic information
NS4 | for fun. Without a source there is no reputation to take care of and hence no worries to
spread rubbish information
NS6 | Sometimes. | usually check for facts on other shows too.
NS7 Not necessary.

| cross reference different sources and decide what make sense to me.
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NS

NS8 | LG FRRRRA T TN LRFR

NSO Maybe or maybe not. It depends on how credible the posters are and what the info
tells.

MY1 | No. | do not trust information without a credible source.

MY?2 | Very unlikely because he can say anything he wants.

MY6 | % & RG> & paep i

MY7 | No

7
MY 10 i

#i2RE D RN 5

MY13 | F} = po < 4p 5

MY14 | Not really

MY15 | 2405 o I = S A BATH il > ¢ L F R3& o

MY17 | Depends on site and person posting.

MY19 | # — %
MN1 | No
MN2 | No
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APPENDIX N. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 8

When you are seeking information, do you trust an information with a secondary (not official)
source provided on social networks? Why?

No. Answers
Y1 | Infrequently- it depends on the secondary source
v? Not usually. Anyone can post anything on social media, so you shouldn't always trust
what is written.
I usually still check information with a secondary source because if |1 don't know the
y3 | source | can't trust it. A quick Google search with key words usually pulls up a few
articles covering the topic and it's easy to verify if the original content of the post and
secondary source are accurate.
Y4 | 1 willif I can trace the evidence back to a legitimate source or argument.
Y5 | sometimes. though it's best to "trust but verify"
Y6 | No, itis not credible
Y8 | Depends on the source if it’s trustworthy, other wise I’ll check the official source.
YO |55 Fnsf 4 EhiE
Y11 | It depends on the information. Sometimes I do but sometimes | dont.
Y12 | &g FRAHA > - F TRy P ke B
Y13 | Part of. It’s hard to tell who has the first news.
Y4 | L EFHETFGF 5- 2873 FH
Y15 |2 €. 6L 8%
Depends on the degree of the quantitative information it contains and the source of
Y16 L _
statistics it based on was solid enough.
It depends. If it comes from the trust-worthy media, yes. Most of the information we
Y17 | receive is reproduced or arranged today, we cannot avoid to accept the secondary
source.
Y18 | Fla A EEA R o %A A H - TR
Y19 | NoIwouldn’t
Y20 | & 0 AGHEF o
Y21 | € » 207 - ) RE
Y22 | No
Y23 | 2 AR c ERY R
v24 Not reall_y._ With tr_]e abundance of information, | would only believe the information
from official publisher
Y25 | Yes I do because it increases reliability.
Y26 | F - F_o AR VEEEY o
N R R TR R AR TR ED LI T RE - ST
Y27 | F e
FEREF TG P
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Y28 | I would but again it would depend on what the secondary source was.
*

Y29 21 B

Y30 | It depends on the secondary source, as some may be more reliable than others.

Y31 | 4p15 > F15 Ak Fac AN B+ 0 U E aRApR A R

Y32 | EFM e ferp e B AT AERE R p LR

Y33 | Yes, No, Maybe - question is too broad to answer

Y34 | 5 ¢ @ FARWEF T HMNRT -2

Y35 | No, I don't look for sources.

Y36 |- %2R AT AR AY - SRS E I F MR

Y37 !\lo, again, sqmal media operates I|I_<e a gla_nt game of telephone, where only some
information is relayed, and other bits are filled in around it to create a story.

Y38 | Not necessarily.

Y39 | No
No.

Y40 | They could have gotten that from anywhere where anyone can make up whatever they
want. | WILL try to corroborate with other sources.

Y41 | No, unless it provides a link without adding too many personal viewpoints
NpR o BRI PIFTEF BTANE P LIREF DA AL P 8 1
ELRU glﬁﬁ;}g] FRUEAINL HAPMGRAL Y § oG 4 R ELATI s £ TR

YA2 | kR FlE A €3G T PTRG A f?r_'rhz z J P Bi%e €7 AETE a‘rmﬁ
;;3 3

Y43 | No, but I might search for official source of the information.
LR &

Y44
Mg SREy e AARE A - T A R (B EERITE #)

vas | I
- & m’g‘ s {

vag | 2 - T RRE F%F'&ﬁ—iéifé: Y TR S T
R
:F’vars—gru}m;bﬁi v FoenZbE 2 E R Ak s g e d A RgA - B2 ka;e;rﬁi.};

Y47 | ¢ FRT Rz afel o A K "ma“m,rﬁ—r%gp ﬁ,rﬁ, VL F 0 fEN B0
& B oo

Y48 | Not usually
FRAAEREAL B0 - T T LFH Ay FASN F DA R
—\‘?};Jggai\‘. [ e Fﬁ:f,l »om F 3l @ﬁ;@;}%af%ﬁ AN m?;}i o d %«Fﬁ#i;g

Y49 | A @it i o a‘i o AP~ AR € e A IR S 2R o
AFEHROFAEY § o A H AFUSRHE S 0 ARG B E RN R
7 iz o ? BT AR Rk - Lo

Y50 %#Bx‘v,’%i,ﬁﬁwéﬁ
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3L TR S E - iﬁix;@{% f et ] % G T S 2 4
Y51 Xl g 4 L oew
PR P AT apE e
Y52 | ¥av g o MINWEP LR iE
FAE BT %&ﬁ&’%%{ﬁw~§iﬁpﬁiiﬁw@%gﬂﬁ
Yo% € B hreputation shp F 0 AN g R TEs 0 RS e o FEB o L LB
Y53 | ., & a1
APy L FRe
ek g Arerdh e R85 0 38 £ peer review I 3 % dRmv 0 RG § 4
A e 4 s Fpt e 2 0 - TR —'F%ﬂ/* Yoo
Y54 | Sometimes
| use social media merely for entertainment news about new movies, games, etc. |
Y55 | usually believe the sources. I look up other sources or the primary source if | am
interested in a topic.
Y56 | Only if multiple reputable outlets are reporting the same thing
L
Y57 -Qr% ,T};; - .—L@%,?uf\z{wﬁtp\%iﬂﬁ_{_m ‘T;u—‘;: = ,,\z:g;«\xﬁ@
2o E JéFFRDER 2R 2E5 - TnFAUFTEF 2 E b
Y58 | I would need to do my own research
Y59 | Only if | know the site.
No, I don't trust it completely but unfortunately, it does often affect my way of
Y60 L )
thinking about the topic.
Y61 | I will look at more than one source usually
Not quite.
After cutting and rewriting, you may get quite different things when you read
Y62 | secondary source. People always publish information with their own understanding
and preference on social network. but that is a good way to know that there are
something happening there and you can find it by yourself.
Y63 | Yes, but | will still go to the primary source for confirmation
Not typically. | would need a first-hand account to back it up, or an official source to
Y64 d . L .
back it up. Not all news sources are reliable/have ethical journalism.
To be honest, I will go search for a tons of information among all the social networks
Y65 : . . "
and summarize them by myself to see if the information is correct or not for me.
Y66 Same as above. It's not a matter of whether or not | trust something, it's more about
getting the information in a convenient fashion.
| am skeptical of most things and realized that there are always exceptions and
Y67 . . . .
differences of opions - several factors wiegh in to my level of trust.
Y68 | Basically I'll trust it
Y69 | 50-50
Y70 g ’ ﬂ ?-7r ii&-}—%g’ ﬁ’s‘&‘)‘ m/ﬂ /(—47 J/"l °
Y71 * g ’ -rﬂ.ﬂ Rt gﬂfﬁtﬁ/ﬁ' nﬁjjﬁ’\‘@" }?; °
As above, not a hundred percent trust. They are much information on social media.
Y72 | People may distribute the wrong information on purpose. But if you don't trust, then
google it to get more info.
Y73 | f # % o background, history
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Y74 | * - %> gﬁ—i Google Eﬁé‘_
Y75 | ®E ¢ Flafat i LRk ok EF GipgF oy L 55
Y76 | No
Y77 | Yes, sometimes because secondary can derive from primary
* 6
T8 g g s
Y79 | No, it runs risks of spreading fake news and incorrect information.
Y80 | Yes I do when it’s serious events
Y81 | # &g
Y82 | - & !
Y83 | I normally keep social media info as a reference instead of believing in everything.
Y84 | Not necessary. Always make my own judgement call.
Y85 | *- T FEFHERLY £ AR
Y86 |2 g4 > Fla - F T FEBITE
SEREEA GG A G GEHIT O FRRANE LA LR TR
Y87
)i
Y88 | 2 >7 ¢
* 8
V8l gheapic AN LaFa AR
YO0 | %Y
YOL [#gFeqf @2
Y92 | Depends, | will search it by myself to verify it.
Y93 | * - T
YO4 | wMEw i ApiE o wixik g p e follow FAL kiR 3 4mk o
Y95 | # 4R
*g e
Y96 kot -
YO7 | % € NELAHEF CAHATFR
Y98 Even off|C|aI_s s_ources cgnnot 100% be trust, so we always need to double check it
before use this information.
YOO |22 2Apf 0 FZ - FFHF TR TR Fenfage e
Y100 | No. Information could be manlpulated distorted or even deceived.
Y101 | % — %> RARERILRWH. A
Y102 | Sure
Y103 g rd]r-r B pﬂ‘/” »uiﬂ-'"ﬁ’z T_EL
Y104 | It’s always to have a second or third opinion
Y105 | ¢ > Pl £ ER L (Rd 3 v i) T
Y106 | No. Same as above
Y107 }i FE‘ ?]}E’ W F] F" &JL TEL‘:; '; = E’f‘l“PP:é’—-E\“Kﬁzg’;ﬁ i
Y108 | B~ Foplagal o
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ZF 2F
Y109 T
Y110 e
EHHD- THMAL
Y111 | The level of trust might be lower.
Y112 | No.
Y113 | Depends what kind of source. Use common sense to judge the source.
Y114 | g5 ¢ &#FT -7
Y115 | I will tend to trust it.
Y116 | If it states where the data is from, | would consider the info is valid and legit.
Y117 | Not really, depends on what kind of information
Ticgs T g FHES I
Y118 | F13 F G A A2 P &R % - LT 4ok £ B AL EHIA D
CEri i AR g AR o
Y119 | 7 ¢
Y120 | § Fav e g5 - T kR
Y121 | # ¢
Y122 | 5% = F TR kRE T F R
Y123 —fgm:i?ﬂ‘:»'gﬂﬂ"—i&*“ ?1‘ kR
Y124 | € > Fla 5 A 2 Avig € 5 B A
AR S d L PART RS RRF L 3 - LEE P RER T TR
V195 3% ﬁ'—%ﬂff"“"xmm-i:fq-;.#?p WL PR TR P B ’\%"’% ’ff'”‘ pRiE
BE L dreh- B Aan Bet PR4e S B RLOT M dofe ERF fE T § P e
b me S B2 gE R G
Y126 | * € o i LA F € BoR K B
Y127 | % € 4p f‘:j,_'ﬂ;f;\frlgf}&ﬁxﬁ k=il
Y128 | B X Fi2 3 -
Y129 |2 € | 3 FFig % - S T2 -
Y130 | Yes. | WI|| double check the credltably
FROZETH-LEHG > - RPN FRERF - FNLIAL
Y131 | | MR
pe mﬁé& F| R e
Y132 | 2 e 24p % 0 € el s ek S F fp e cnF AL IFIL R
Y133 | £ 1
Y134 | g e jJSA0F Hic B R 0 A F S HcE 6T
Y135 | I do, but it depends on where the second-hand information comes from.
Y136 | It depends.
Y137 | * § p & ¢ %7
Y138 | § %F 72 - T g 2 241G
Y139 | € > & - F L v gFgt > - S FEPE KR I AR
Y140 Kind of all depends on what the information is, it’s it’s a main current event [

wouldn’t believe it until I know the facts from a source
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Y141

Sometimes depending on the content provided.

Y142

FHRGLF LR f > OF Rl o 2 BT 4ot 4 R U LR
L

Y143

| usually check the sources.

Y144

keep it in doubt. if it rly matters, take time to find the source, but if it's not important
at all, never waste time on that, the information has exploded nowadays

Y145

RBFREF T AT NEL > T AR IATF ERRZ LS ETHR

FEOFTAT R AN LR - FFOME - BARIPFOLELIITARE CALE
Pl IR RITEBT LTI AT L OB ERIE S
ot > EFFT TN FAFLLIERINFES - TF AR BLET
RenFi o HF1 A% - 2F 00

Y146 | # g y e b

vigr | B BEE T FAAREAMPE S SR LR R RAT A AR A
Z o

Y148 | Depends. | will find other sources to compare.

Vigg | 6 B RS S ELEHTE L HEG RS R BRFTRLA G EF LR

ALBEFRErE- L LB

Y150

| tend to trust it hesitantly. There can typically be some merit to secondary sources,
but I wouldn’t be comfortable completely believing one without doing further
research.

Y151 | 4B h (7o kg i
N1 | Sometimes, if the source seems legitimate and provides good insight
N2 | I don't check those but that would depend on the secondary source.
N3 | Of course not
N4 | No
N5 Not without reading the source material (and trusting the source to be relatively
unbiased).
NG _If that official sources are accessible and | can check their reliability then I may trust
It.
N7 | depends on what is being reported
N8 | Not really, unless they can prove it.
NS1 | No
FEEAIAHET o FlA D T FME AL ~ F RN AL EE D
NS3 | o A P T § 15 p &gl X~ AT B 0 2 LF G L FEehd| ¥
i3 RE R TR ER o BERE S AT -
NS4 | It depends if previously that source has a 'record’ of being honest and credible
NS6 | Sometimes. Not always.
NS8 ALK A kAR
Befd B AR p o R HETEE
NS9 i\Al?ybe or maybe not. It depends on how credible the posters are and what the info
ells.
MY1 | Mostly, but I will try to figure out if that secondary source is credible.
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MY?2

Dependent on the reputation of the secondary sources. For example, if it is content
farm, obviously | am not going to believe it.

MY6

-

MY7

FREEE Fa AER

MY 10

g

YR E S b 4

MY13

L

MY14

It depends, sometimes yes, sometimes no

MY 15

FI L RRIAT 5% g T G R - F R BALE R R

MY17

Generally not.

MY19

X o % fz‘r{g’

MN1

No

MN2

Sometimes! If | felt something unsure | will try other resources
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APPENDIX O. ANSWERS FOR QUESTION 10

When you say you trust information on social network sites, what extent do you trust? Please
specify the percentage (%) of your trust. Why do you choose the number in the previous

question?
No 70 0l Answers
' Trust

| tend to trust what I read, but I will google or look stuff up if it seems

Y1 77
untrustworthy
Maybe more than 25% of information on social media is correct, but |
don't put much trust in anything I read on social networks. There is too

Y2 25 : . . . )
much bias and opinion when it comes to information put out by people
on social media to really trust most of the things said.
Even when sources come from 'big news companies' | know that those
sources can be biased, so | never just read one article on a subject. |
normally go look for multiple sources on a subject and then solidify the

Y3 44 facts from what I've read of the multiple sources. The information |
originally found isn't necessarily wrong, but it could be skewed, and |
want as much unbiased information as possible so that | can form my
own opinion from the facts.
I'm about 2/3 trusting because | curate my feed to make sure that folks

Y4 67 . .
who | know are reliable and informed show up the most
this whole line of questioning is confusing. some social network sites
are 100% garbage, some have nothing but ads, and some have real

Y5 people who tell the truth. the Youtube comment section is not the same
as the Stackexchange comment section. to put them in the same category
is folly

Y6 32

Y7 80

Y8 65 | feel | trust it a little bit higher than half and half, so...

Y9 30 BEEAG v PRELTA ST A

Y10 70 ER

Y11 85

L 50 AFEEDGRIZEN L e ERFAPET YA L RE @
fo o L g e

Y13 80 Because | choose to believe.

V14 50 AR TRE G e o2 £F 7 o AR WUBERFT R A
BEZE IS AEA] R E AR

Y15 70 Fe T
There's always some perspective or some voice are missed during

Y16 70 . : : . I
discussion of social event, especially when the beginning days after the
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event happened. Only after a few period (e.g. couple days up to one to
two weeks) then a better overall investigation, explanation, analysis, etc.
will be formed.

Y17 75 Skepticism forces us to seek the truth.
Y18 - XA
Y19 50 Because | have to weigh up each thing as to whether it is worthy or not
Y20 70 FRiEes R
Y21 75 FERFAIRTFENFIER
I trust information on social media to a certain extent, but not a great
Y22 o5 deal.
Y23 60 WOE P LR RS
y24 65 Not really believe everything on the social media is true and authentic. |
would believe if it comes with trustworthy resources
Y25 85 Experience and citations and security control.
Y26 60 ARG E T RTRE D E GG FFRA
Y27 50 WP ask » FTERE G - L LS Hh Lo
| think that some sources are more credible than others and this
Y28 76 percentage | selected was done so to account for the variation between
unreliable and reliable sources
Y29 70 BEE 3
I think every information source has its own bias regardless of whether it
Y30 60 presents itself or not. I try to find information from many sources to
more easily filter out what is bias and what is genuine fact.
60 & & % oA dic o 1 RIE S G fde 104 0 £ 1002 L3030 5 B
Y31 70 o = s
FEMAEF e KFRFF i
= £-N T 5, BoA L BT, EE S A = = 2p 2
Y32 55 7;{ -M{iiﬁ;&ﬁff* RTREI R T
Y33 50 Not sure how you put an actual number on this - so 50/50 it is!
Y34 50 - XX AT E- B FAAcRESM  H ek g R
Y35 60 | usually only trust informatl_on from chql news sources (J&COnline and
WLFI). | take most other articles as opinions.
Y36 85 57 15%F &7 A FrnE 4p
Because some information has a credible source attached to it (news
Y37 10 . P .
stations, scientific journals) but most are not credible.
Y38 42 It is the answer to life, the universe, and everything.
Y39 70 Not always accurate
This is based on Twitter and this is because | follow verified people and
Y40 93 N . .
new organizations and do not blindly accept everything they say.
Y41 63
- R EFL 87T A iE B
Y42 87 S OREFEAREAEMLE G TARRG - LEADEF L

BooX Y RGEFFSET G T AR it
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fm;¢§pw i?—T’%%{#$&ﬁ§¢ A AR R
FA-TEgRIO o AR AMFRB2 GO RV (M

Y43

50

| always have doubts for information from a single source. The
percentage will increase when | see the same information coming from
different sources later.

Y44

71

Flo b3 %2R ARG ek S A - L 1

Y45

69

69 L ip iy + e

Y46

20

SEFAAT 4 -

Y47

65

% B R 74 5 9650 % p 0 A Ap 5 e BAR K R - F1 T hE 6 35%
’:’]fg}{r{——llh /\ingrmjr:ci’”"m_ R F’(’F}{{ i L

B o

Y48

50

I don’t trust it because it’s on social media, I trust it because I follow the
link and it it on a legitimate, unbiased source.

Y49

50

Fl 5 A FALFE }bﬁ)‘gxﬁﬁﬁi\miﬁd—mﬁl V‘i\-g Moo AN enpp xoov
\'E’I‘JP\?'m_/%] ip ke 3T ’i\'p.\.xrvri"]‘?imﬁp 1A E R
o~ w) b ,T/'“—’f““ IR - e B F o
F*”Fi\-ﬂ??ﬁ# %if—* ’SNSL*T#W?-E?‘F“ L@ ’3’?7—?—!
FAGER o FFHE S 5 gﬂ'f?*ﬁi_%ﬂa—%*"i HEEEFyEh
v -"i‘?ﬁfﬁﬁﬂiﬂ'i oM ESFRFE NN L BEMA 2 hfg
AL IR R gy iR R F’%fr] pemERg o omr A
T ;%E,’r’;@f’};nﬁ?gécﬁgﬁ B iR o AP
o (Bh Rk o S 018&‘-’rJ ;f)»’ b PR RAL L o K
'?7 5P

IR L@
k15 > FB + LI B R Lo P e

J a

Y50

80

F

Y51

20

| | = ‘-\?‘:\

/W%%F?&¢ﬁf&ﬁ7’iVmﬁﬁil—ﬁW“?”Vlijﬁﬁﬁ
b denRTiE o R B TR R sk D B A
ﬁ\}\’y}’l"ﬁfi'%;é_‘ﬂmf?]ﬁ’a AP AR R R
ek b g Plen- gomit ¢ B R REed B LB
K%@*?%%?f“ﬁ’— Sk }mmiF%i
MiTA B H

lf;iz
LE R iR
g
Fﬁﬁ%
A
L
‘Lo
$H 4%
5

fAt

% ‘:\\gﬁn\y {
e
)cm
?

frml. .3
«M
1“
P

Y52

79

RN

Y53

65

604 2 ki A BERFMNFE TR T I F T
g ATl b g foa #eh 70 A o

S

X 3 5]

Y54

50

Most of the time information on social media is incomplete and lack of
ownership.

Y55

25

Social media allows everyone to spread their opinion. No opinion is free
of bias, not even news. Telling half the truth is a common tactic.
Considering all the above, think 25% trust is a good estimate.
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Y56

60

Because I use different platforms for different purposes, it’s impossible
to assign a blanket rating to all sites. For example, | use Pinterest mostly
for recipes and fashion ideas, so trust there would be high because | can
try everything I pin. On yelp, I look for a consensus on a business -
worth a try or not? - and sometimes there isn’t enough information to get
a clear picture, so trust is lower. | use Instagram to see nice pictures -
trust isn’t a factor for me. Twitter has a lot of garbage, but I trust the
people | follow until they show me they no longer provide trustworthy
information - then I can unfollow them.

Y57

45

PR FE B LI A TR AEA PR R DT
2
F

Y58

| just use social media for pictures and art.

Also, the previous slide would not allow me to click any answers. You
should check "force response” in qualtrics options, and also fix the
responses.

Y59

30

Social sites are generally for selling a product or spreading
disinformation

Y60

50

| chose because | believe some sources really are trying to spread
accurate information while the other half are just trying to spread their
own agenda.

Y61

50

Depends who posts it

Y62

90

| only trust information after find evidence and source, so | pick up 90%
here. But | reserve 10% because | am not 100% confident of the source
as well. For example, when | read about some new research result on
social network, even if | know the publisher is creditable, I not sure their
way of conducting their research is real a scientific way.

Y63

60

i have 60% trust in information on social network because i would need
to further clarify with authentic source

Y64

75

| put a lot of trust in news from social media, but | am still open-minded.
If someone asked me to challenge my view or provided information that
went against the news | found online, I would be willing to reconsider
the accuracy of the information.

Y65

60

For me personally, although I think there is no social network sites is
100% trustable, I think if there is any injustice or unrighteousness, any
social network sites is a very powerful tool to provoke your ideas to the
world. Hence, everyone should be aware of it (do not need to trust it
100% but still think about it).

Y66

80

This is subjective. | need more context.

Y67

35

My perception is that social media is mainly people's opinions on various
topics. As such, they are only as trustworthy as the person themselves or
the circumstances and context to which they refer. One size does not fit
all.

Y68

80

Y69

85
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€0 - M% 2 fehlcd LB G R Y A E R T AL QL
Y70 60 3R H e . 1}
Y71 70 ?"Lbﬁ.g’ R I S ol -
I know some info is inaccurate or super wrong info on social media. But
Y72 75 | can tell that they are inaccurate. | usually only follow the thing I trust
(of course they could be also wrong or partially wrong.)
Y73 80 g iR Krr\ﬁ‘?% FiE- 0 R
Y74 50 gﬁ#‘;’fom%» SR AT RS H s R KR AT
V75 g0 | F A Aumshama . & 100%4 6 0 & RBAT A 0 A
80%
Y76 30
Y77 88 | have a high level of trust due to many credible sources but I know
people can twist information easily
Y78 50 Wit~ s
Y79 70 Some information is incorrect or spread by others for some purposes.
Y80 68 People
Y81 70 FRETRARL TN - AR DE
Y82 69
B TP B ﬁ
V83 50 But to be fair, some info or news aren’t really that important at the end of
the day, whether or not it’s real doesn’t matter that much and doesn’t
affect my life at all.
Social media with well design algorithms are supposed to be able to
v84 60 provide “opinions” from many pe_ople’s point of view. It’s an
encompassing database that provide me a good base to do some further
research on the subject I’m interested in.
Y85 80 5 R PRAE iy o
Y86 80 B A€ &3 wiki 2 google T3 iz > T E AR A €4 % 3] 95% o
Y87 60 - B4 g% _60’;1%%]9ml‘\{ﬁxém*%ﬁlm’%ﬁ“
Y88 70 FITen30%LE Fpe ¥ A%
FEd ARE e b drig BATH A
V8 | 50 Tk m o e, v 2
Y90 50 R LN
Y91 70 LABEFTN B
I belleve that everyone will have their different point of view, so | tend to
Y92 69 e ; " .
be careful on believing anything writing by others as news or topics.
Y93 95 7O AR
Y94 70 - B T
Y95 50 LR AW T fd
Y96 70 AN EU;*, i > 2% 100%4p 15 o
Y97 60 FlE G L RMEARI  —p A 2 H
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Information always will be updated it, so double check it the rest of 20%

Y98 80 are necessary.
V99 80 %/ﬂiji;}gfgigm;}ﬁv?gm;%étp\75_«’;%%5%&33} BN T T A
SRR IFEAFPMP) FEE
| trust most of the information | seek and yet knowing that some could be
Y100 75 ;
manipulated.
RipBAEE TRTHH S 57
Y101 75 ]leﬁﬁﬁl,fiﬁi“#
Y102 73 That | believe some informations
V103 50 ?%?aiﬁﬁgzﬁ%mﬂﬁgﬁjg{@@ﬁé@ﬁﬁ¢ﬁm
~OrrlNE - L
Y104 You can never trust it 100%
Y105 59 gHaALEY gLEIALEEHE
Y106 29 V\_/ith techpology, peqple can easily Photoshop a picture, edit a
video/audio to fit their agenda.
Y107 90 EFRER
Y108 65 Fla T g N i H
Y109 70 FERLIEN AP EE  REV R
L m?\;% p i X
Y110 40 (7T E LT
Y111 66 Not all information is trustworthy. It's a conservative number.
Y112 70
Y113 80 Some information is not trustworthy
Y114 50 - -
I think the credibility it's only half/half since there is some info that
Y115 50 .
might be a fraud or propaganda.
Y116 85 Sometimes life is too busy to find out the truth and original info.
Y117 60 Not really trust, | will check
Fla il F — FF a5y 100%48 5 > 25% ¢ 45 AR 0L E K B AR
Y118 75 Ao (B Adp AR e E )
+%zwxnv WA RAAE
Y119 70 ERGL KR
Y120 70 Ny A Arig
Y121 50 BEAERZIBLAFO R I N 0 2T 204
Y122 65 3 BJBNhEL R
L P W AE t‘r‘n,ﬂ K< 2R AL TR Z,B?BFJE‘;JJ—T‘),P\*
Y123 75 B E 3904 ’“T'lw?agiﬁﬁfﬂ 23] ,s&fi:i FomiEd
754 E F| o ¥p e pAFEREED ﬁm&ﬁﬁw’? - fi;év’ﬂ%'\‘»‘ °
Y124 70 FREERAE G P IR E
Y125 79 BELEEr ELF AT
Y126 80 SIMASNEREBOMBELMEFEAR G AMTEFEDRE FAR

el o T R RRG
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30 AL 2k

Y127 30 30 A fopf =
40 p & enX|¥rfef }gxﬂfx%#vméﬁ%ﬁ

Y128 35 FLEFEAREED AP A

Y129 Mp AL

Y130 45 Because any information I got from social networks is questionable.

Y131 86 BTG DFE R i“}% PIEFE o St g TR

Y132 63 R R Al % T

Y133 70 p e X¥r

Y134 81 g e e

Y135 80 I tepd to trust my friends on thg SNSs | use a lot (i.e_., Facebook and
Twitter) because | know them in person before moving on to SNSs.

Y136 | don't just trust everything | read on the internet

Y137 65 FUEFA LRI A E R

Y138 75 73 \gxml‘,,»;g%jfwg B F G 50 T RRAR AT AETS

V139 20 TMAR AL Sp (7EHEEFE > TIEANRE ﬁ:ﬁ" = 'rhi)i’ KRS
/’5’ s LR ﬁﬁ%m%fﬁ"’? 2R AL 0 TR R AT F R

Y140 65 | feel like | do trust it, but am always a tad suspicious

Y141 65

V142 20 f?é‘é%i#ﬁf’é,fi’ﬁ AREM R eDFRT AL I 0 e E
[E
If I am looking for info on a site like Wikipedia, the percentage of my
trust will be much higher. Same thing for specific channels from

Y143 30 Youtube. However, since the question asks about % of trust on social
network sites in general, | may say that most of the info available
comprehends fake news and useless information.
actually it depends on what subjects we're talking about. for most of

v144 81 things, they dont requi_re 100% correctness for us to communicate with
others. but for something really matters, we need 100% correctness when
we said we believe its' true.
FLE R A - 20 BT h ARk S f - L)
A7 g AT RLERETIP T W ’mxﬁ"‘f?%"’]rﬂfl»‘}\,fjﬁo E_Lgl_t_}li

Y145 57 Bt AR W L’ &0 AP g A S T %
o »«Lrux@;&wuﬁﬁiazz&—-v\@.m "’f’nL}if'LL—__rg—E‘h ¥4 %
AL F R LR T B/ 5 I“!'J-ILE_,FI °
AAFPFIFIML 0 €EH 100%4p T FAZEF L~ BAG

Y146 S0 P fE-3580%4p1 His »5H Y = R > 50%4p 13
R R > AN A B AL b mF; Mo BRI EF AL G

Y147 65 o BB AT 2 R v F L ki S o
TR 4 IR FA T n350% T A P K| o

Y148 90 Sometimes, the most updated research proved that some of the

information out there is not 100% correct.
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Y149 60 o BNBERTE G B
There’s lots of reliable content out there, but there’s just as much
unreliable content, as well, which should put us at a 50:50 chance.
Y150 70 . . . .
However, | chose 70 because in my specific experience with the people |
follow on social media, | tend to find more reliable content than not.
Y151 82 fszv@b@,q;ﬁpﬁmp‘: ek R4 SE A S HT
2z g}%.,- 5?,,& EN miﬁq\l‘, F.Er]m B
Whlle some people do Iegltlmately want to share news on social media, a
N1 20 lot of information is over-dramatized just so it can get more views, or
inaccurate, or deliberately a lie.
N2 3 Because it's probably not 0 but it shouldn't be high.
N3 0 Because this whole study thinks I trust social media when I’ve never met
someone who does
N4 2 I feel more it’s advertising
N5 10 Because my trust is low.
NG 20 | think the reliability of information on social network differs from
content.
because most of the info is crap or has half the story or is written from a
N7 25 - . .
biased point of view
N8 30 Because | don't trust them.
NS1 10 I don’t trust social networks at all. Or corporate networks.
NS2 25
FERFN AT R R i 0 BV IR fEae 2 f
NS3 50 M AR R LRI A G FTTERL & ABOFE 0 A
TN EARRE A EHRAR o
Normally | check different sources but | take the information from social
NS4 68 . . .
media as starting point
Not all information is credible and not all information is lies. I try to seek
NS6 50 . . : .
information with my own judgment.
NS7 29 | cross reference everything.
WA RE R
NS8 50 | 7° s
BN Y U I -
NS9 90 Intuition.
| just can't answer this question because it is not specific enough. I trust
MY1 55 . X
what | see on Twitter but not necessarily Facebook.
Usually I will only read the websites that | believe, but I will also check
MY?2 65 the language they use and what data source are they using.
Sometimes, they may also admit themselves that it was unproven.
MY3 60
MY5 80
MY6 60 s 5 BATH & R aR
MY7 70 FfIIE S B
MY9 40
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MY 10 70 i

MY11 70

MY13 60

MY14 57 We all need to think , not just believe what media say! They have their
own prefer internets!

MY 15 80 GRS By AT E AR IR i AT

MY17 19

MY18 87

MY 19 50 B

MN1 3

MN2 70 I have my own judgement. So if [ don’t trust them I won’t go there.

Avg 60.02
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TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, United States

Instructor

TLI 152 (Business Principles for Organizational Leadership) Aug. 2017- Dec. 2018

(Recitation class size: 25; 6 classes per semester) (Interactive & lectured class size: 150)

*  Taught ten interactive and recitation classes of business and entrepreneurship during semesters.

*  Assisted students developing creative business plans throughout the semesters.

. Designed the course materials related to business plan development and business concepts.

»  Other responsibilities include preparing and administering assignments, proctoring final exam,
and evaluating grades of students' final projects.

*  Achieved the criteria of Krannert Certificate for Outstanding Recitation Teaching (4.025 out of
5.0).

Instructor: OLS 274 (Applied Leadership) Aug. 2016- May 2017
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4.083 out of 5.0).
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International Cooperation Development Fund Sep. 2012- Aug. 2013
Guatemala City, Guatemala
Project Assistant for Taiwan Investment and Trade Service Mission in Central America
*  Assisted the diplomatic works and the projects about international cooperation on
information systems and management, including e-commerce, e-government, digital
education, and geographic information systems.
*  Translated effectively from Spanish to English or Mandarin and vice versa for multiple
essential documents.

NCCU Service Science Research Center, Taipei City, Taiwan Sep. 2010- Sep. 2012
Research Assistant
. Interviewed and arranged the meetings for the projects about service science and
engineering.
e Attended and presented paper in the top international conference on information systems.

Elitegroup Computer Systems, Taipei City, Taiwan Jun. 2011- Sep. 2011
Intern in MIS Division
. Knew how MIS & HR divisions run effectively in a large-scale enterprise w/
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international communication.
. Executed works of division by Oracle ERP and the knowledge management system.

Enspyre Inc., Taipei City, Taiwan Mar. 2011- Jun. 2011
Intern for Internet Marketing
*  Ran effectively the page on Facebook and the blog in the real-world marketing project.
*  Learned how to get innovative ideas and implement feasible plans for the Internet
marketing.

AWARDS & HONORS

Doctoral Consortiums: Invited Fellow

1. HICSS 53 Doctoral Consortium (Maui, Hawaii, United States) Jan. 2020
HICSS Doctoral Fellow program builds a community of scholars. Students are known as
HICSS Doctoral Fellows and begin to build life-long relationships with other Doctoral
Fellows and Faculty Mentors to help them become leaders within the HICSS family and
the field as a whole. Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of the 21 student fellows in
Maui, Hawaii, United States.

2. ICIS 2019 Doctoral Consortium (Munich, Germany) Dec. 2019
Since the 1980s, the Consortium has provided students who are doing their doctoral
dissertations with the chance to present and obtain comments on their research, to hear
about the work of their peers at other universities, and to gain an understanding of what
academic and research careers are all about. It also offers students opportunities to make
new friendships with other students and leading faculty from around the globe. Chih-Yuan
Chou was selected as one of the 40 student fellows and the representative from Purdue
University in the consortium held in Munich, Bavaria, Germany.

3. AMCIS 2018 Doctoral Consortium (New Orleans, United States) Aug. 2018
The AMCIS Doctoral Consortium seeks to help Information Systems doctoral students in
the middle part of their doctoral studies (i.e., after their first year of the program) or later
part of their doctoral studies (i.e., entering the job market within the next year) to develop
an effective career plan based on their personal and professional goals. Chih-Yuan Chou
was selected as one of the participants in the Senior-Stage track. The doctoral consortium
was held at New Orleans, Louisiana, United States.

4. AOM OCIS 2018 Doctoral Consortium (Chicago, United States) Aug. 2018
The OCIS Doctoral Consortium is a research-focused meeting that has taken place
annually at the Academy of Management conference since 2000 and has helped to launch
the careers of many outstanding researchers in organizational communication and
information systems. Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of the 20 student fellows in the
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consortium held in Chicago, Illinois, United States and was supported by National Science
Foundation ($1,029.08 USD) for the attendance.

5. AMCIS 2017 Doctoral Consortium (Boston, United States) Aug. 2017
The AMCIS Doctoral Consortium seeks to help Information Systems doctoral students in
the middle part of their doctoral studies (i.e., after their first year of the program) or later
part of their doctoral studies (i.e., entering the job market within the next year) to develop
an effective career plan based on their personal and professional goals. Chih-Yuan Chou
was selected as one of the participants in the Mid-Stage track. The doctoral consortium
was held at Boston, Massachusetts, United States.

Honors:

1. Invited Fellow in 2019 Internet Governance Camp (Taipei, Taiwan) Jun. 2019
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of the 40 fellows among students and professionals
in the 2019 Internet Governance Camp with a $2,000 NTD scholarship. The camp was a
two-days camp held at IEAT Convention Center in Taipei, Taiwan during May 31 and
June 1, 2019. All the fellows needed to actively join the discussion on the topics of Internet
Governance such as fake news, Internet infrastructure, and emerging technology.

2. Honorable Member, Golden Key International Honour Society Aug. 2018
Golden Key is the world's largest collegiate honor society. Membership into the Society is
by invitation only and applies to the top 15% of college and university sophomores,
juniors and seniors, as well as top-performing graduate students in all fields of study,
based solely on their academic achievements.

3. Honorable Member, Phi Tau Phi Scholastic Honor Society (Taiwan) Jun. 2012
The Phi Tau Phi Scholastic Honor Society aims to encourage scholarship, stimulate
research, reward scholastic achievement, and form bonds of intellectual and professional
fellowship. Honorary Members are selected as the top 3% of master’s graduates that are
excellent in academic performance as well as moral conduct in each college of domestic
universities or independent colleges.

4. Outstanding Blogger Top 200 (Taiwan) Jun. 2012
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as an outstanding blogger top 200 by Institute for
Information Industry.

5. Valedictorian of NCU MIS Graduation Ceremony (Taiwan) Jun. 2010
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected to represent in both university-level and department-level
graduation ceremonies and was invited to deliver a valedictory at the department-level
ceremony.
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Scholarships:

1. Government Scholarship to Study Abroad (Taiwan) 2018- 2020
Chih-Yuan Chou was one of 205 Taiwanese nationals to be awarded a fellowship from
the Taiwanese Ministry of Education. The Taiwanese Government Scholarship to Study
Abroad (GSSA) is awarded yearly to Taiwanese students who study abroad for a PhD
degree. The field of study ranges from STEM, social sciences, humanities, to business and
medicine. Awardees are given $16,000 USD per year up to two years before graduation.
There are around 700 applications each year, and applicants are ranked based on their
research proposals, GPA, and rankings of the programs they study.

2. AIS SIG ADIT DIGIT Scholarship (Seoul, South Korea) Dec. 2017
It is an annual selective scholarship (Up to 3 doctoral students) to support the attendance
of the 22nd Pre-1CIS DIGIT Workshop (DIGIT 2017) based on the quality of the paper
submitted to the workshop.

3. Phi Tau Phi Scholastic Honor Society Mid-America Chapter Scholarship 2017
The scholarship was established to recognize the achievements of outstanding full-time
students of Chinese descent who are enrolled in either an undergraduate or a graduate
program at a four-year college or university in the United States. Chih-Yuan Chou was
among many considered in the competitive application process and was selected as one of
the four fellows of the year. The selection committee specified his GPA, academic focus in
the IT and e-commerce related issues, and his academic scholarship as factors in choosing
him for the award. The award ceremony was held in Chicago on September 2017.

4. Purdue University Graduate Student Assistantships (United States) 2014- 2020
The graduate assistantship was awarded with tuition waiver, health insurance benefits,
and a monthly half-time salary of $1,400 USD or quarter-time salary of $700 USD. Chih-
Yuan Chou was awarded from Fall 2014 to Summer 2019 and Spring 2020.

5. NCCU Outstanding Exchange Student Scholarship (Taiwan) 2012
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of six awardees and the only one graduate student
awardee. Applicants are ranked based on their GPA during exchange, their involvement
on local cultural exchange activities, and their achievement on promoting cultural
exchange. Awardees are given $6,000 TWD with a certificate of merit in 2012.

6. Polish Governmental Scholarship (Poland) Oct. 2011
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of the recipients of the governmental scholarship by
Warsaw School of Economics (SGH). A total of 900 PLN was granted.

7. NCCU MIS Graduate Fellowship x 4 (Taiwan) 2011- 2012
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as one of the 5-15 recipients of the departmental fellowship
during all the semesters in National Chengchi University, including the semester in
Poland.
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Awards & Grants:

1. Graduate Teacher Certificate (United States) Apr. 2019
Chih-Yuan Chou was honored at the 21st Annual Celebration of Graduate Teaching
Excellence, hosted by the Office of the Provost, Purdue Teaching Academy, and Center for
Instructional Excellence. It recognized for the advanced completion of teaching and
professional development activities. For more information on the annual celebration,
please refer to:
https://www.purdue.edu/newsroom/purduetoday/releases/2019/Q2/graduate-students,-
postdoctoral-scholars-honored-for-teaching-excellence.html

2. Graduate Instructional Development Certificate (United States) Apr. 2018
Chih-Yuan Chou was honored at the 20th Annual Celebration of Graduate Teaching
Excellence, hosted by the Office of the Provost, Purdue Teaching Academy, Purdue
Graduate School and Center for Instructional Excellence. It recognized for the completion
of teaching and professional development activities. For more information on the annual
celebration, please refer to:
https://www.purdue.edu/newsroom/purduetoday/releases/2018/Q2/graduate-students-
honored-for-teaching-excellence.html

3. Polytechnic Institute Summer Research Grant Award (United States) Apr. 2018
The Summer Research Grant is a 2-month award for a total of $3,333 USD provided by
the Graduate School. The award may be used for any consecutive two-month period.

4. Purdue Polytechnic Institute Dean’s Graduate Student Travel Grant x4 (United States)
The purpose of this program is to promote and support scholarship and participation in
national and international academic venues by providing a portion of the travel costs to
those who will have an active role presenting papers or serving as officials at recognized
meetings. Chih-Yuan Chou has been awarded twice in 2017, once in 2018 and once in
2019 for the attendance of AMCIS 2017, ICIS 2017, AMCIS 2018, and ICIS 2019.

5. GYLA College Knowledge Competition Top 10 in Northern District (Taiwan) 2010
Chih-Yuan Chou achieved the top 10 of this competition in northern district of Taiwan.

6. 3" Place of the NCU MIS Project Competition (Taiwan) 2009
The graduation team project won the 3" place in the departmental project competition.

7. NCU Academic Achievement Award (Taiwan) 2008
Chih-Yuan Chou are selected as the top 5% of students that are excellent in academic
performance.

8. Director Award, Department of Education, Taipei City Government (Taiwan) 2006
Chih-Yuan Chou was selected as the top 5% of students that are excellent in academic
performance.
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ACADEMIC SERVICES

Session Chair:

* Emergent Research Forum Slam Session 11: Project Management and Strategic
Impact of IT, the 23" Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS 2017)

Ad-hoc Reviewer for Conferences:

* Academy of Management (AOM) Annual Meeting: ‘18

* Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS): 17, 18, ’19
* European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS): 18, ‘19

» Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems (PACIS): ‘18

* Pre-ICIS DIGIT Workshop: ‘17

Volunteer:

* International Conference on Information Systems (ICIS): *17, ’18, ’19
* Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS): *18, 19, *20 (planning)

Judge:

* Annual Hoosier Science & Engineering Fair (state-level science fair in
Indiana): *17- ‘20

* Annual Lafayette Regional Science and Engineering Fair: 17, *18, *19, °20

* Purdue University Undergraduate Research Conference Poster Symposium: 19

Webmaster & Administration Assistance (Graduate Assistant):

* Krannert Doctoral Programs Office: 16 Summer, *17 Summer, 19 Spring &
Summer

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

Association for Information Systems (AIS)

Academy of Management (AOM), OCIS & TIM Divisions

Association of North America Higher Education International (ANAHELI)
Decision Sciences Institute (DSI)

Golden Key International Honour Society

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES

Leadership Experience

2007- Present ~ Convener of the Group 8 Alumni of NCU MIS
2015- Present  Webmaster & Treasurer of Taiwanese Graduate Student Association at
Purdue University
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2015

2008- 2012
2010
2009- 2010

2008- 2009
2007- 2009

2007- 2008

2007- 2008

2006- 2007
2006- 2010

Invited Talk

2017- 2018
2012

Representative of Taiwanese Graduate Student Association at W Lafayette
Global Fest

Class Representative & Graduation Representative of NCU & NCCU
Apprentice of Franklin Templeton Investments Taiwan Camp

Apprentice of the NCU EMBA Mentorship Program (Mentor: Golden Liu,
Former Deputy General Manager at Delta Electronics Inc.)

President in Academic Division of NCU MIS Student Association

Part Time at NCU Computer Center (In charge of English computers &
related services)

Vice President in the Alumni Association of Song Shan Senior High
School at NCU

Group Leader of Academic Course Group in the 14th NCU MIS Camp
Lecturer Inviter of Academic Group in the 4th NCU Literature Camp
Forum Moderator of the Study Group Forums (Exam99 & OldExam) for
NCU MIS

Invited Speaker, Purdue ILTC Annual Workshop on Tax Preparation
Invited Speaker, The Economic Affairs in European Union at NCU

Volunteer Experience

2018
2016- 2020
2013
2012
2008

Volunteer in Taste of Taiwan for TICCC (Chicago, Illinois, United States)
Volunteer in TASTE of Tippecanoe (Lafayette, Indiana, United States)
Volunteer in Disaster Relief on Earthquake (San Marcos, Guatemala)
Volunteer in FerretExpo '12 (Guatemala City, Guatemala)

Volunteer in 2008 ING Taipei International Marathon (Taipei, Taiwan)

SELECTED GRADUATE COURSEWORK

MIS& TLI

Research Seminar in Technology Dr. Michael Kane
Technology Realization Seminar Dr. Tim Peoples
Analysis of Research in Industry and Technology Dr. James Mohler
Technology from A Global Perspective Dr. Duane Dunlap
Emerging World-Class Leadership Strategies Dr. Jenny Daugherty
Introduction to Innovation Studies Dr. Jeremiah Johnson
Behavior Analysis and Technology Innovation Dr. Linda Naimi

Organizational Impact of Information Technology Dr. Lonnie Bentley

Methodologies
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Qualitative Research Methods Dr. Kathryn Obenchain

Statistical Methods Dr. Yen-Ning Huang
Industrial Organization Dr. Stephen Martin
Econometrics Dr. Justin Tobias

College Teaching

Business Principles for Organizational Leadership Dr. Jim Russell

Workshops on College Teaching Development Dr. Chantal Levesque-Bristol

Classroom Communication for Ms. Beth Lageveen
International Graduate Students

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Language: Mandarin (native); English / Spanish / Taiwanese (excellent work proficiency);
Polish / Japanese (basic communication)
Certificates: Diplomas of Spanish as a Foreign Language (DELE) Level B1

Completion for the introductory course of SAP R/3 in modules of Finance
Programming: C, C++, JAVA, MATLAB, PHP, SQL, ASP, Visual Basic, and SAS
Personal interests: Informatics, Meteorology, Sociology, Media, Music, Cooking, Learning

REFERENCES

Dr. Linda L. Naimi (dissertation chair)

Associate Professor, Attorney at Law, Lead Faculty in Doctor of Technology Program
Department of Technology Leadership & Innovation

Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, USA 47907-2114

Phone: +1-765-418-0447; Email: Inaimi@purdue.edu

Dr. James J. Tanoos

Associate Professor of Practice, Department of Engineering Technology

Purdue Polytechnic Institute at Vincennes, Purdue University, Vincennes, IN, USA 47591
Phone: +1-317-989-7726; Email: jtanoos@purdue.edu

Dr. Jim Russell

Visiting Assistant Professor, Department of Technology Leadership & Communication
Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI), Indianapolis, IN, USA 46202
Phone: +1-317-716-0386; Email: jimruss@iu.edu

Dr. Chad Allred

Clinical Assistant Professor, Krannert School of Management
Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, United States 47907-2056
Phone: +1-765-494-4460; Email: crallred @purdue.edu
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