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ABSTRACT 

Factors Associated with College Student Use of New Media  

for Educational and Social Reasons  

Tressa Catherine Aulenbach 

Doctor of Philosophy: Educational Psychology 

 

Major Advisor: Dr. Frank Farley  

 The utilization of new media/technology is essential to many college students.  

Utilizing technology has many benefits and drawbacks.  This study examines the use of 

new media, for educational and social purposes, among two-year and four-year college 

students.  There are many speculations regarding whether or not technology can enhance, 

or impair, students’ educational experiences.  Various forms of new media are 

summarized within the literature review.  Personality and motivation are considered and 

research regarding the educational and social use of new media is explored.  Three 

conceptualizations (The Big Five Personality, The Type T Personality and Academic 

Motivation) are examined in relation to college students’ use of new media for 

educational and social reasons.   

A secondary purpose of this study was to examine the similarities and differences 

between two-year and four-year students.  There is limited research in examining both 

two-year and four-year college students simultaneously.  The present study examined the 

educational and social use of technology among 278 college students (128 community 

college students and 150 four-year students) in the Northeastern United States.  The 

participants completed a questionnaire that was comprised of items relating to their use of 
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new media, general demographic questions and questions from standardized instruments.  

Through correlations and multiple regression analyses, the results from this study indicate 

that personality factors and academic motivation are predictors for both the educational 

and social use of new media.  Students who take part in extracurricular activities, prefer 

mental challenges and are motivated through identifying the value of a task, are more 

likely to use technology for an educational purpose.  In contrast, younger students and 

those motivated by external forces are more likely to frequently use technology for a 

social purpose.  Although the type of institution attended was not a predictor for any of 

the criterion variables, considerable differences were found between the two-year and 

four-year students.  Studies examining only four-year college students should be 

interpreted with caution before they are generalized to all college students.  It is 

imperative that researchers and educators understand the differences between two-year 

and four-year students.  Educators should also take into account the various types of 

personality and motivation styles before utilizing, or failing to utilize, various forms of 

new media in the classroom.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The utilization of new media, for both educational and social reasons, is common 

among most college students.  Having been raised in a digital world, a vast majority of 

young adults are more proficient with using technology than older individuals (Jones, 

Ramanau, Cross & Healing, 2010).  Whether academically related, or socially related, 

interactive technology, such as cell phones and Internet applications, has become an 

integral part of their daily lives (Bradley, 2006).  Through novel technology and 

interactive Internet applications, a considerable number of college students are regularly 

utilizing technology (O’Rielly, 2005; Scolari, 2009).   

Various forms of novel technology, utilized by individuals, can be considered 

“new media” (Scolari, 2009).  Throughout this research the terms “new media” and 

“technology” will be used interchangeably.  Examining the individual differences that 

contribute to students’ use of new media for educational purposes can assist researchers 

and educators in enhancing students’ educational experiences.  It is speculated that some 

of these contributing factors include general demographics along with personality, 

academic motivation and the type of college attended.  

The generation of individuals who were raised with interactive forms of 

technology, which currently encompasses traditional aged college students, is commonly 

referred to as the Millennial generation (Howe & Strauss, 2000).  They are also referred 

to as the Net Generation or Digital Natives (Jones, Ramanau, et al., 2010; Kennedy, Judd, 

Churchward & Gray, 2008; Prensky, 2001a).  The majority of these individuals grew up 

in a world with cell phones, the Internet, email and video games (Barnes, Marateo & 
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Ferris, 2007).  The accessibility and popularity of new media can influence the 

educational and social utilization of new technology among college students.  However, 

there are many contributing factors that influence college students’ use of new media.  

The accessibility of technology is an important aspect that affects the utilization 

of technology.  Overall, a vast majority of college students have access to, and utilize, 

new media.  Various research has shown that over seventy-five percent of college 

students own a laptop, cell phone and mp3 player (Jones, Ramanau et al., 2010; 

McKinney, Dyck, &  Luber, 2009).  Jones, Ramanau et al., (2010) stated that 75.7% of 

the college students in their study reported having Internet access on their cell phones.  

According to Lenhart, Purcell, Smith and Zickuhr (2010), 93% of young adults utilize the 

Internet and of those who are online, 72% utilize social networking websites.  

College students may access the Internet for social reasons such as 

communicating with friends or keeping in touch with people and for reasons related to 

pleasure such as searching for concerts, games or vacations.  The opportunity to 

communicate with others and to research various content also influences an individuals’ 

use of new media.  Technology has provided people with a vast amount of information 

and numerous ways to communicate with others.  The use of new media among college 

students can be heavily influenced through social means.  Facebook® (referred to in this 

literature as FB), a social networking site (SNS) in which members share numerous 

amounts of personal information and pictures, is presently the most utilized SNS among 

adults (Lenhart et al., 2010).  The Center for Community College Student Engagement 

(CCSSE) (2009) and Ellison, Steinfield and Lamp (2007) found that a large majority of 
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undergraduate students are registered on FB and access their accounts numerous times 

per day.   

The Internet may also be accessed by students for practical reasons such as 

employment searches and for educational reasons such as creating websites, conducting 

research for school and communicating through email, chats, blogs, or social networking 

sites (Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000).  There are many individual differences that contribute 

to students viewing the educational use of new media as a benefit, or a detriment, to their 

learning.  However, whether for educational or social use, utilizing new media may 

impede students’ grades without their knowledge (Kirschner & Karpinski, 2010).  

Whether SNS’s should be used to enhance student learning is currently an important 

topic within higher education (Mazman & Usluel, 2010; Schwartz, 2010; Selwyn 2009).   

The popularity of new media among college students has prompted some 

institutes of higher education to incorporate various forms of new media throughout their 

campuses and in the classrooms.  Several colleges have supplied all incoming students 

with iPods (Cebeci & Tekdal, 2006; Taylor, 2008), while another college encouraged 

professors to utilize social networking sites such as Twitter® and FB (CCCSE, 2009).  

The primary goal of promoting new media was to enhance student learning and 

engagement through the use of innovative technology (CCCSE, 2009; Cebeci & Tekdal, 

2006; Taylor, 2008).   

Utilizing various forms of new technology to enhance learning has been an 

important topic within education for many years.  The Center for Community College 

Student Engagement (CCCSE) (2009) found that utilizing technology enhanced student 

engagement.  The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) (2009) also stated 
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that students who habitually utilized advanced means of technology for communication 

reported being more engaged in learning.  As technology continuously advances, the 

types of technology used to enhance learning fluctuate.  

Problems with easy accessibility to new media are also significant in terms of the 

potential impact on learning.  In September 2010, Harrisburg University instituted a week 

free of all social media throughout the campus.  Students and faculty were unable to 

access social networking sites such as FB and Twitter® while on school grounds 

(www.npr.org, 2010).  Though this experiment was conducted to illustrate the 

pervasiveness of social media, it also demonstrates the impact new media has on higher 

education.  Whether colleges agree or disagree with the use of new media for educational 

reasons, it has led educators and researchers to study this new phenomenon and examine 

the factors involved with students’ use of new media.   

Demographic factors such as age, gender and ethnicity have been shown to 

impact the use of new media among college students.  A number of young adults eagerly 

use new technology and thrive from the interactive nature of the new media.  Prensky 

(2001b) coined the termed “Digital Natives,” which describes young adults as not only 

possessing extensive technological ability to utilize new media but also desiring quick 

responses to their technical actions.  It would seem that “Digital Natives” possess the 

ability to utilize new media for educational purposes.  However, this does not guarantee 

academic success.  In contrast, non-traditional aged college students may not share the 

same technological enthusiasm as “Digital Natives”.  Jones, Ramanau et al., (2010) found 

that younger students considered the Internet to be more important for retrieving course 

material and study information than older students.  This suggests that age may impact 
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students’ views regarding the value of educational technology usage, thus illustrating that 

an implementation of new media in education may not be embraced by all students. 

Within the same study, Jones, Ramanau et al. (2010) stated that men found the 

Internet to be more useful for researching and studying course information than women.  

In their study regarding social media and mobile Internet use, Lenhart, Purcell, Smith and 

Zickuhr (2010) found that 86% of males owned a cell phone or Blackberry while 79% of 

females owned a cell phone or Blackberry.  Lenhart et al. (2010) also stated that 59% of 

males accessed the Internet through wireless means (which includes cell phones and 

laptop computers) while 52% of women accessed the Internet wirelessly.  These studies 

illustrate a potential discrepancy between gender and new media usage, suggesting that 

women may be more reluctant to utilize new media. 

In a sample of young adults, Pew Internet (2010) found that 91% of African 

Americans, 73% of Hispanics and 95% of Caucasian Americans utilized the Internet.  

When examining the use of wireless Internet, Lenhart et al. (2010) stated that in a sample 

of young adults, 56% of African Americans, 54% Caucasians and 50% of Hispanics 

utilized the Internet.  With regards to creating a profile on a social networking site, Pew 

Internet (2010) reported that 83% of Caucasians created a profile compared to 71% of 

African Americans and 52% of Hispanics.  These findings demonstrate that ethnicity may 

be a factor when considering the individual differences that contribute to an individuals’ 

use of new media.  

When and how individuals’ access new media varies and can depend greatly on 

their motivation and goals.  Individual differences in motivation can influence academic 

success among college students (Komarraju, Kara & Schmeck, 2009).  Two factors 
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pertaining to academic motivation include attending an educational institution and 

obtaining a degree (Clark & Schroth, 2010).  There are many internal and external factors 

that may motivate individuals to attend and graduate from college.  Students who are 

academically motivated may utilize various technological means in order to achieve well 

in school.  However, having the ability to contribute and learn via new media may in turn 

motivate students’ academic performance.  Examining the motivating factors that 

influence students’ use of technology for scholastic and social means can help educators 

utilize new technology effectively.   

The concept of academic motivation was derived from Deci and Ryan’s Self-

Determination Theory (Clark & Schroth, 2010).  Self-Determination Theory (SDT) states 

that individuals are motivated by either internal or external forces (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  

The concept of intrinsic motivation posits that individuals have a desire to accomplish a 

task due to drives within a person.  Extrinsic motivation relates to the desire to 

accomplish a task to due to external forces (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  With regards to 

academic motivation, college students may be driven either intrinsically or extrinsically, 

or by both forces, to obtain a degree.     

The willingness to attend and graduate from college may be an important factor 

relating to students’ utilization of new media for academic and social reasons.  The latent 

factors regarding why individuals attend class and work towards a degree may influence, 

and be influenced by, the use of new media for educational and social reasons.  Kirschner 

and Karpinski (2010) found in a sample of graduate and undergraduate students those 

who utilized FB more often spent less time studying and had lower grade point averages 

than those students who did not utilize FB.  However, in a follow-up qualitative 
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interview, the students who utilized FB claimed that the social networking site did not 

affect their academic performance (Kirschner & Karpinski, 2010).   Studies conducted by 

Hargittai and Hseih (2010), O’Brien (2011) and Pasek, More, and Hargittai (2009) found 

contradicting results, in that the use of FB was not related to a students’ grade point 

average. 

The idea that students do not comprehend how the use of new media affects their 

academic performance is highly plausible.  Therefore, this study will examine the amount 

of SNS usage, along with other forms of new media.  It is proposed that the use of new 

media may have an effect on students depending on their motivation to obtain a degree.  

Students who display certain types of motivation to attend college may have lower grades 

due to using new media for more social reasons.  The converse can also apply.  Those 

who use social media extensively may receive lower grades and become less motivated to 

do well in college.  However, students who display certain types of academic motivation 

may be more willing to utilize novel technology for educational reasons.  

While the academic motivation of individuals can contribute to the use of new 

media for educational and social reasons, an individual’s personality characteristics can 

also influence his or her utilization of new media (Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000).  One 

definition suggests that the study of personality encompasses the examination of 

individual differences within human nature (Buss, 2008).  While personality 

characteristics vary among individuals, the five most commonly considered personality 

factors are: neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness and conscientiousness 

(McCrae & Costa, 2008).  These personality factors can contribute to a persons’ 

acceptance or rejection of new media, for both social and academic reasons.   
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Individuals’ personality factors can impact the value, or significance, they find in 

using new media for educational reasons.  Research has found a negative correlation 

between neuroticism and both final exam grades and the preference of using the Internet 

for communication (Amiel & Sargent, 2004; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003).  

However, conscientiousness is positively correlated with academic success and 

extraversion has been related to preferring to use the Internet for research (Amiel & 

Sargent, 2004; Wagerman & Funder, 2007).  Awareness of how various personality 

characteristics can affect a student’s utilization of new media can assist instructors in 

identifying how different means of instruction and classroom assignments may tailor to 

certain personality characteristics. 

Various studies found that a number of students welcome new technology into 

their education (Selwyn, 2009; Waycott, Bennett, Kennedy, Dalgarno & Gray, 2009); 

however, there are some students who prefer to keep their social technological use as a 

separate entity that does not interfere with academic responsibilities (Jones, Blackey, 

Fitzgibbon & Chew, 2010).  Kirschner and Karpinski (2010) stated that college students 

who participated in various extracurricular activities and possessed extraverted 

tendencies utilized FB more often.  These studies all illustrate that the types of new media 

utilized for academic and social reasons may be influenced by individual personality 

characteristics.  

While personality characteristics and academic motivation are adequate measures 

when examining the use of technology for educational and social reasons, the type of 

institution that a student attends is also important.  When examining research findings 

about “undergraduate college students”, researchers should be cognizant about the type of 
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college that the students attend.  A large amount of research conducted on college 

students focuses on undergraduates at four-year colleges (Rammstedt, Goldberg & Borg, 

2010).  Even further, Begley (2010) suggested that two-thirds of psychological studies 

are conducted with undergraduate students majoring in psychology.  While this restricted 

sample of participants can contribute to the field of research, examining a broader sample 

of college students, specifically from two-year and four-year institutions, can be of 

additional benefit to researchers and educators.  Through examining both two-year and 

four-year students the results of the study will be able to be generalized to a larger sample 

of students.  This study will examine students from two- year and four-year colleges with 

the hopes of obtaining results that will enlighten researchers and also influence 

instructors and students at both types of higher educational institutions. 

Enrolling in either a two-year or four-year college is a result of many contributing 

factors in a students’ life.  Students may choose to begin their academic career at a 

community college due to the lower cost, the option to continue living at home or the 

opportunity to attend a smaller institution (Kolavo, 2009; Lendy, 2009).  The current 

economic crisis has encouraged a large number of adults to obtain additional skills in 

their career, or even commence a new career (Marti, 2009), and therefore adult students 

may choose community colleges for similar reasons. 

While both traditional and non-traditional aged students attend community 

colleges and four-year colleges, there is generally more diversity among community 

college students (Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).  Community college students tend to 

work more hours (Horn & Nevill, 2006), have limited access to technology (Noonan-

Terry & Leach, 2008) and have different academic and employment goals (Brewer & 
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Gray, 1999).  Due to the differences among each type of institution, results from studies 

conducted on four-year students may not be easily generalizable to students at 

community colleges (Marti, 2009).  When examining factors that could influence media 

usage among college students, it would be beneficial for researchers to include both two-

year and four-year college students.  

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this research is to investigate the educational and social use of 

prevalent technology among college students.  Personality and academic motivation will 

be examined with the intent to analyze their relationships with the educational and social 

use of technology among college students.  A secondary purpose of this study is to 

contrast community college students with four-year college students in order to examine 

discrepancies, proposed by other researchers, between students at two-year and four-year 

institutions.  The fundamental goal of this study is to comprehend how new media can 

influence students’ educational experiences and to examine how individual differences 

have an effect on students’ use of new technology.  Understanding the primary factors of 

college students’ use of new media for educational reasons will provide instructors with 

the information needed to enhance their curriculum and to provide support and guidance 

to their students. 

My research for this study will examine the following question: What factors are 

associated with the utilization of technology for educational versus social functions in 

community college and university students?   

Within the main research question, four additional questions are proposed: 

 (1) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with how  
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       frequently students utilize technology? 

(2) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with the 

variety of technology use? 

(3) What demographic and individual differences are associated with the 

social/emotional use of technology? 

(4) What demographic and individual differences are associated with the    

educational use of technology? 
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CHAPTER TWO  

LITERATURE REVIEW  

This review will investigate current research pertaining to the use of new media 

for social and educational reasons among college students.  Forms of common 

technologies will be defined and their uses both socially and educationally will be 

addressed.  Research regarding academic motivation and personality will be discussed in 

relation to technology usage.  The differences and commonalities between students who 

attend two-year and four-year institutions will also be examined in order to expand upon 

discrepancies proposed by various researchers.  An overview of community colleges and 

community college students will be discussed and the similarities and differences among 

two-year and four-year students will be examined.   

Due to the popularity of technology in everyday life, young adults are choosing 

colleges, including community colleges, which offer them access to advanced technology 

(Germishuizen, 2009).  The extent to which students are utilizing technology for 

educational and social purposes can be contributed to various factors including the 

availability and popularity of technology along with personal variables such as 

demographics, personality and motivation.  Through understanding how individual 

differences affect the utilization of technology among college students, educators will be 

able to examine the incentives and drawbacks regarding the use of new media for 

educational reasons.   
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Definitions and Social Implications of New Media 

Understanding, describing and keeping current with the various forms of 

technology can be exhaustive.  The term “new media” has been utilized to encompass 

various forms of new technology.  Debate exists regarding characteristics of new media; 

however, any novel form of technology that is utilized by people can be considered “new 

media” (Scolari, 2009).   

Throughout the past twenty years the advances in new media have been 

numerous.  Current popular forms of new media technology include items such as mp3 

players, cellular telephones, personal digital assistants (PDA’s), digital books (e-books) 

and the personal computer.  Mp3 players, cell phones and ebooks can download 

information, from a computer and the Internet, that can then be used anywhere.  This type 

of portable learning is referred to as mobile learning, or m-learning (Clyde, 2004).  

Mp3 players are portable devices in which the owner can download audio (and 

sometimes visual) material.  A popular version of an mp3 player is the iPod.  Users of 

these portable devices can copy various audio material onto the device such as music or 

informational material such as lectures or news reports.  The files of informational 

content that are found on websites and can be transferred to computers or mobile devices 

are known as podcasts (Cebeci & Tekdal, 2006).  

Cell phones are a popular form of communication used for both talking and 

texting.  Cell phone capabilities have grown tremendously in the past decade and include 

more features than a standard telephone.  While most cell phone users have the ability to 

text, many cell phones have full Internet capabilities. A recent study conducted by Pew 

Internet (2010) found that 94 % of the young adults polled owned a cell phone.  Eighty-
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three percent of those cell phone owners stated that they kept their phone next to them as 

they slept.  With regards to texting, the average young adult sent or received twenty texts 

within a 24 hour time period (Pew Internet, 2010).  

Electronic books, otherwise referred to as ebooks or digital books, are electronic 

forms of books that can be read on a computer or portable device, such as a Kindle 

(Noorhidawati & Gibb, 2008).  Ebooks can also contain access to information in which 

the user pays a subscription fee (Noris & Soloway, 2009).  While ebooks have been 

available for a number of years, they are slowly becoming popular.  Research has shown 

that only 2% of adults own ebooks (Pew Internet, 2009) and if given a choice between an 

ebook and a book in print, 66% of undergraduate college students would chose a 

traditional book (Gregory, 2008).   

Most college students have access to a computer whether it is through the 

college’s computer lab or a personal computer.  Research conducted by Pew Internet 

(2009) found that young adults are more likely to own a portable computer than a desktop 

computer.  The majority of communication that takes place through a personal computer 

is done via the Internet.  A study conducted by Pew Internet (Lenhart, Purcell, Smith & 

Zickuhr, 2010) found that 93% of young adults accessed the Internet.  Ninety-one percent 

of the students in Subrahmanyam, Reich, Waechter and Espinoza’s (2008) study reported 

going online on the day of the research, a much higher percentage than those who 

reported studying that day. 

Weiser (2001) stated that individual motives for using the Internet can be 

classified as either informational or social.  Socially, there are many components through 

the Internet in which users can create and sustain social networks (Amichai-Hamburger, 
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2007).  Gathering information can consist of searching for information, whether for work, 

school or for pleasure. 

Within the category of the Internet, many other forms of new media have 

developed, such as email, blogs and social networking sites (SNS).  Communicative 

technologies through the Internet are referred to as Web 2.0 technology.  The term Web 

2.0 encompasses applications in which individuals can contribute and critique content 

posted by others as opposed to accessing the Internet solely for finding information 

(O’Rielly, 2005).  Examples of Web 2.0 technology consist of, but are not limited to, 

weblogs, wiki’s, instant messaging, SNS’s and YouTube® (referred to in this paper as 

YT) (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; Conole, 2010).  

Weblogs, otherwise referred to as blogs, are journal entries that people can 

contribute to through text and links (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008).  Wiki’s (which is an 

acronym for: “what I know is”) are informal online encyclopedias in which people can 

post information regarding a particular topic and also edit content already posted by 

others (Ajjan & Harthshorne, 2008).  

 Instant messaging (IM) is a form of communication conducted via texts, images 

or videos among two or more people (Lenhart & Madden, 2007).  IM’s are conducted via 

the Internet and the message is sent and received immediately.  This form of Web 2.0 

technology makes it possible for communication, with the absence of voices, to take 

place quickly.  Similar to email, this fast form of communication can ease anxiety that 

may result from speaking to someone by phone or in person (Waycott et al., 2009).       

 YT, a website in which people can post and share videos, contains numerous 

amounts of information on any topic imaginable.  Created in 2005, YT provides people 
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the ability to upload a few minutes worth of video onto the website and to also post 

comments regarding the video (Haridakis & Hanson, 2009).  Billions of videos are 

watched everyday on YT and viewers access these videos for leisure and for conducting 

research (Stross, 2010).   

Social networking sites (SNS) are individually created profile pages where people 

can connect and communicate with others.  Through these SNS, individuals can perform 

functions similar to instant messaging and email along with posting comments for friends 

to view.  Research conducted by Pew Internet (2010) found that 75% of Millennials 

(which was defined by the researchers as individuals between 18-29 years of age) have 

created a profile on a SNS.  Currently, the most popular SNS among young adults is FB, 

followed by MySpace® (referred to in this paper as MS) (Lenhart et al., 2010).  

Educational Implications of New Media  

The popularity, accessibility and ease of use have made many forms of new media 

and Web 2.0 technologies a catalyst for augmenting education.  Some technologies have 

been embraced by educators and students while others are not fully accepted.  The 

positives and negatives of new technologies warrant examination, along with the various 

circumstances surrounding an individual’s use of technology, or lack thereof.   

Due to popularity and ease of accessibility, podcasting is being utilized by a 

number of educators (Abt & Barry, 2007).  Podcasting can be used as a means for 

studying for the SAT’s (Aspan, 2007), revising notes from class (Evans, 2008) reviewing 

information before exams (Copley, 2007; Lonn & Teasley, 2009) and for acquiring free 

information that is of personal relevance (Taylor, 2008).  A positive attribute to podcasts 

is that people can download information and decide when and where they are going to 
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listen to the information (Evans, 2008).  Vess (2006) found that some students 

comprehend information better in the privacy of their homes and therefore listening to 

podcasts helped them retain information that was taught in class.  Listening to podcasts 

can also help students understand material better due to the fact that students can pause a 

podcast to take notes and also listen to the podcast countless times (McKinney, Dyck & 

Luber, 2009).  However, the study conducted by Abt and Barry (2007) found only a 

small, non-significant increase in test scores among students who utilized podcasts to 

study as compared to those who did not listen to podcasts. 

Ivory and Magee (2009) concluded that perhaps a portable device may help with 

studying and listening to lectures but effective learning may encompass other techniques.  

Copley (2007) stated the most popular reasons for listening to podcasts were to revise 

notes, prepare for exams and to self pace their note-taking.  The study conducted by 

Lazzari (2009) also concluded that textbooks are slightly more effective when studying 

while podcasts are effective when reviewing for an exam.  However, if students prefer 

listening over reading, then they may be more motivated to listen to podcasts (Cebeci & 

Tekdal, 2006).   

The cellular phone is a significant piece of new media in the lives of many 

individuals.  The study conducted by Waycott et al. (2009) found that many students 

stated that cell phones were a form of technology that was personal and therefore they did 

not want to utilize cell phones for educational communication.  However, there were a 

few students who thought that communicating with the university via text messaging was 

a convenient process while occupied with other activities (Waycott et al., 2009).  
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The utilization of ebooks in higher education is fairly new and a majority of 

textbook publishers provide electronic versions of textbooks (Norris & Soloway, 2009).  

However, ebooks are not a common form of technology among college students 

(Gregory, 2008; Norris & Soloway, 2009).  Gregory (2008) stated that the main reason 

students did not use ebooks was because they were a relatively new electronic item.  The 

remaining reasons for not using an ebook consisted of preferring conventional books, 

strain on their eyes, not obligated to get one for school and that it was easier to obtain a 

traditional book (Gregory, 2008).  While this form of mobile learning may have 

educational benefits, literature suggests that a large majority of students continue to 

utilize standard textbooks. 

The Internet contains numerous avenues in which teaching and learning can be 

enhanced.  Flanagin and Metzger (2001) found in their sample of undergraduate students 

that the Internet was used heavily for learning unlike other media such as the newspapers, 

magazines, books and television.  Papacharissi and Rubin (2000) described the five 

factors contributing to the utilization of the Internet among college students as: 

interpersonal utility, passing time, information seeking, convenience, and entertainment.  

Many factors determine people’s use of the Internet, such as their friends’ perceptions of 

the media, their immediate needs and the norms within their environment (Flanagin & 

Metzger, 2001).  Through examining blogs, wiki’s, instant messaging, YT and SNS in an 

educational environment, educators can implement technology that will enhance student 

learning.  

The use of instant messaging is common among students; however, professors are 

not always willing to utilize this form of technology (Hickerson & Giglio, 2009).  
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Electronic communication with instructors was believed by some students to relieve the 

intimidation that may come from phone or face-to-face conversation (Waycott et al., 

2009).  In an undergraduate communication class 73.8% of the students believed that 

contacting a professor through instant messaging helped them academically (Hickerson & 

Giglio, 2009).  Utilizing this form of technology may enhance students’ education if 

professors are willing to utilize it and if students are aware that this form of 

communication is acceptable with their professors.    

YT is another form of Web 2.0 technology that can be utilized for both social and 

educational purposes.  Professors and students can access videos to enhance learning and 

promote critical thinking.  Viewers can search for relevant videos, analyze the content 

and apply what they view to what is currently being discussed in class (Burke & Snyder, 

2008).  Caution must be taken, though, when watching informational videos due to the 

fact that some content may be unreliable and inaccurate (Burke & Snyder, 2008).   

Incorporating social networking sites into education has been embraced by some 

educators.  Pew Internet (2010) found that 75% of Millennials have a profile on a SNS, 

compared to 50% of people in Generation X (individuals born between 1965 and 1980) 

and 30% of the Baby Boomer generation (those born between 1946 and 1964).  FB is 

currently the most popular SNS used by adults (Lenhart et al., 2010) where users share 

over 48 million pictures and over 25 billion pieces of information yearly (Fletcher, 2010).   

Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe (2007) found that 94% of undergraduate students 

surveyed had a FB membership.  Through FB, professors have the ability to connect 

students to their personal profile page and post information relevant to class.  Some 

professors may view this as a way to engage students through new media; however, other 
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professors may view this as an added, unnecessary task.  Information posted on a 

professor’s FB page can contain links to important sites, reminders regarding assignments 

and discussions relating to topics in class.  While not all professors openly allow access 

to their FB profile, this may not stop students from asking permission, or “friending”, a 

professor.  

Mazman and Usluel (2010) examined the use of FB in an educational setting and 

found three aspects that contributed to students’ usage: communication, collaboration and 

resource sharing.  Given that the most common reason to create a profile on a SNS is for 

socialization (Bumgarner, 2007) not all students may be eager to utilize a SNS for an 

educational purpose.  In the study conducted by Jones, Blackey, et al. (2010), a student 

commented that social software was for leisure, not for study purposes.  However as a 

professor, Schwartz (2010) describes an incident where she was told that the students 

who had “friended” her on FB did so because they were seeking her assistance. 

Meeting students’ needs through technology may not come easily for some 

educators in higher education.  While students may access technology to enhance their 

learning, utilizing technology by means of seeking assistance from a professor is useless, 

unless the professor regularly utilizes the same technology.  However, many instructors 

who have technological abilities, are reluctant to incorporate it into their lessons without 

first being convinced that it will improve their students’ knowledge (Brittain, Glowacki, 

Van Ittersum & Johnson, 2006).  The inability to separate work from home, an increased 

workload, and the perception of being continuously available to students was stated as a 

negative aspect of using technology among staff members according to Waycott et al. 

(2009).   
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Numerous forms of novel technology can be utilized within higher education to 

enhance learning.  While these technologies can assist students there are many individual 

factors that can contribute to their educational usage.  Students who are more engaged in 

their learning have been found to be more likely to utilize the Internet, and various forms 

of communicative technology, for educational purposes (Selwyn, Gorad & Furlong, 

2006; NSSE, 2009).   

Predictors of Technology Usage  

The factors involved with utilizing technology are important to understand in 

order to effectively enhance education.  Various factors that contribute to the use of 

technology for social and educational reasons include general demographics, such as 

gender, age, ethnicity, academic motivation and personality factors. Through 

understanding how these factors relate to the use of technology educators can gain an 

understanding of how using various technologies can affect students in different ways.   

General demographics 

Various studies have shown that men own and utilize popular forms of new media 

more often than women for both social and educational reasons.  Lenhart et al. (2010) 

found that 86% of males owned a cell phone or Blackberry while 79% of females owned 

either device.  When examining the use of the Internet wirelessly (via cell phones and 

laptop computers), Lenhart et al. (2010) stated 52% of women accessed the Internet 

wirelessly while 59% of males accessed the Internet wirelessly.  When utilizing the 

Internet for researching and studying, Jones, Ramanau et al. (2010) stated that men found 

the Internet to be more useful than women. Haridakis and Hanson (2009) found, in their 

sample of undergraduate students, that socially active men were more likely to watch 
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videos on YT as a social activity and also for finding needed information.  These studies 

illustrate a discrepancy between gender and various forms new media, suggesting that 

men may find additional benefit to utilizing new media than women.   

Owning and utilizing various forms of technology can depend on the age of an 

individual.  In a survey conducted by Lenhart et al. (2010), 93% of adults age 18-29 

owned a cell phone, compared to 83% of all adults over the age of 18.   College students 

can be classified as “traditional aged students” and “nontraditional aged students”.  

Various studies have stated that traditional aged college students encompass individuals 

under the age of 25 while those over the age of 25 are referred to as nontraditional 

students (CCSSE, 2009; Jones, Ramanau et al., 2010; NSSE, 2009).  When examining 

the use of SNS’s for educational reasons, the CCSSE (2009) found that 51% of 

nontraditional age community college students and 73% of traditional aged students 

utilized a SNS at some point for an educational purpose.  Jones, Ramanau et al. (2010) 

stated that traditional college aged students were more likely to upload and download 

information than nontraditional aged college students.  Contrary to these studies, the 

NSSE (2009) found that students over the age of 25 utilized interactive technology 

significantly more often than students under the age of 25.  However, these results may 

be skewed by the fact that non-traditional aged students take more online classes than 

traditional aged students.   

Ethnicity is another factor to consider when examining the use of technology for 

educational and social reasons among college students.  Pew Internet (2010) examined 

the use of technology among young adults and found that of the participants questioned, 

95% of Caucasian and 91% of African Americans utilized the Internet.  In comparison, 
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only 73% of Hispanic young adults utilized the Internet.  With regards to owning a cell 

phone, Lenhart et al. (2010) did not find differences among ethnicities.  These studies 

suggest that ethnicity may be a contributing factor to whether or not a student will utilize 

technology.   

Conceptual Approaches 

There are other individual differences that affect a person’s use of new media 

such as motivation, personality characteristics, social characteristics and individual needs 

and desires (Bumgarner, 2007; Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000; Sheldon, 2008a, 2008b).  

Papacharissi and Rubin (2000) found various motives contributing to Internet use 

consisted of communicating with others, passing time, searching for information, 

convenience of use and for entertainment purposes.  Waycott et al. (2009) stated that 

motivation, rules of society and the believed task value contribute to college students’ 

usage of technology.   

The reasons that contribute to the use of technology for social reasons can carry 

over to using technology for educational reasons.  Cole (2009) stated that the motivation 

for college students to utilize technology for educational gains may be dependent upon 

their peers’ behavior. Many students may not find personal value in using technology for 

educational reasons if it is not a common tool used among their peers (Cole, 2009).   

Academic Motivation  

Motivation affects an individuals’ plan and persistence in obtaining a desired 

consequence (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Academic motivation is an important variable to 

analyze when examining college students’ academic achievement.  Students’ 

perseverance, interest and effort within an educational context contribute to their 
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academic motivation (DiPerna & Ellitot, 1999).  The various factors that influence an 

individual to attend college and earn a degree are the common factors relating to 

academic motivation in college students (Clark & Schroth, 2010).  Academic success 

among college students can be greatly influenced by individual differences within 

motivation (Komarraju, Kara & Schmeck, 2009).  Students’ reasons for attending college 

and their thoughts regarding academia can greatly impact their educational experience.   

Vallerand et al. (1992) developed the Academic Motivation Scale which was first 

published in French, titled: the Echelle de Motivation en Education (EME).  This scale is 

derived from Ryan and Deci’s (1985) self-determination theory which states that 

behavior can be intrinsically motivated, extrinsically motivated or amotivated.  External 

motivation derives from attempting to avoid something negative or obtain something 

positive where the individual is focused on that separate outcome (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 

Smith, Davy & Rosenberg, 2010).  This differs from intrinsic motivation where an 

individual performs an activity for the feeling of satisfaction (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

Ratell, Vallerand, Larose and Senecal (2007) describe amotivation as the absence or lack 

of motivation.  Individuals displaying amotivation may not pursue an activity due to its 

lack of value, feeling incompetent, or not being able to obtain a desired outcome (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000).   

Within the category of intrinsic motivation, three sub factors account for the 

various forms of intrinsic motivation: motivation to know, motivation toward 

accomplishments and motivation to experience stimulation (Clark & Schroth, 2010; 

Fairchild, Horst, Finney & Barron, 2005).  Intrinsic motivation to know (IM to know) 

describes engagement in a behavior for the pleasure felt from learning something novel.  
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Intrinsic motivation toward accomplishments (IM to accomplish things) illustrates 

behavior that is performed due to the fulfillment of accomplishing a task.  Intrinsic 

motivation to experience stimulation (IM to experience stimulation) describes 

engagement in a behavior due to stimulation (Clark & Schroth, 2010). 

Within the category of external motivation, three sub factors account for the 

various forms of extrinsic motivation: identified regulation, introjected regulation and 

external regulation (Clark & Schroth, 2010; Fairchild et al., 2005).  When an individual 

does not personally care for a task, but does find value within the task, this behavior is 

described as identified regulation.  Introjected regulation defines behaviors that are 

performed to uphold personal expectations or to avoid remorse.  External regulation 

describes engagement in a behavior with the goal to attain an external incentive or to 

evade a punishment (Clark & Schroth, 2010).  

The original EME consisted of 28 items divided into seven subscales analyzing 

the three types of motivation (Vallerand et al., 1992).  The internal consistency of the 

EME is .80 while the retest correlation of .75 was determined (Vallerand et al., 1992).  A 

translation of the EME to English and a back translation to French were conducted with 

745 undergraduate students, at a university in Ontario, in order to produce an authentic 

English version of the measurement (Vallerand et al., 1992).   

A confirmatory factor analysis of the English version found identical findings 

with the EME, including a seven factor formation (Vallerand et al., 1992).   Subsequent 

studies conducted by Cokley, Bernard, Cunningham and Motoike (2001) and Smith, 

Davy and Rosenberg (2010) also found strong evidence for a seven factor model through 

confirmatory factor analysis.  The six subscales of the English version of the EME 
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showed an internal consistency rate of .83 to .86.  However, the identification subscale 

resulted in a correlation of .62 (Vallerand et al., 1992).  The results are similar to the 

EME which found values ranging from .76 to .86 with the exception of the identification 

subscale that had a .62 value (Vallerand et al., 1992).  Given the similar results among the 

EME and English version, the English version was accepted and named The Academic 

Motivation Scale.  The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) analyzes the three types of 

intrinsic motivation, the three types of extrinsic motivation and amotivation within an 

academic context using a seven point Likert scale (Komarraju, Kara & Schmeck, 2009; 

Smith, Davy & Rosenberg, 2010).   

The results from Vallerand et al.’s (1992) study revealed that females scored 

significantly higher than males (p<.01) in all three intrinsic motivation subscales.  With 

regards to amotivation, in a study of over two thousand students enrolled in a business 

class, Smith, Davy and Rosenberg (2010) found that men scored significantly higher than 

women (p<.001).  With the exception of amotivation and intrinsic motivation to 

experience stimulation women in the same study scored significantly higher than men 

(p<.05 for intrinsic motivation to know and p<.001 for the remaining four subscales) 

(Smith, Davy & Rosenberg, 2010).  However, Cokley et al., (2001) conducted a study 

with 263 undergraduate students enrolled in a psychology class and were unable to find 

gender differences throughout the subgroups that were statistically significant.  

Examining academic motivation in relation to college students’ use of new media 

for educational and social reasons can facilitate a new avenue of research.  Analyzing 

students’ academic motivation in relation to their use of new media will provide 

additional means in which to enhance education.  Komarraju, Kara and Schmeck (2009) 
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stated that motivation can influence academic success.  It is proposed that this motivation 

can also influence students’ use of new media for educational and social reasons.  

Through analyzing academic motivation in relation to other variables, educators and 

researchers will be able to comprehend the impact of new media within education.  They 

will also gain an understanding in how technology can be a benefit, or detriment, to 

intrinsically and extrinsically motivated students.   

The Big Five Dimensions of Personality 

Why people access new media for social and educational reasons can also be 

examined through personality characteristics.  Several studies examined the relationship 

between students’ personality characteristics and academic achievement.  In a sample of 

seventy undergraduate students, Chamorro-Premuzic and Furnham (2003) found a 

significant correlation between both neuroticism and conscientiousness with the students’ 

total exam grade.  Neuroticism was negatively correlated with the final exam grade 

(p<.01) while conscientiousness was positively correlated with the final exam grade 

(p<.01).   

In another study with 131 undergraduates, Wagerman and Funder (2007) found 

that conscientiousness was positively correlated with academic success.  Amiel and 

Sargent (2004) examined the individual differences among college students’ use of the 

Internet and reported that extraverts preferred to use the Internet for research while those 

who scored high on neuroticism preferred to use the Internet to communicate with others 

(Amiel & Sargent, 2004).  These studies support the belief that personality and academic 

performance are significantly related. 
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There are many personality assessments that are used in research which analyze 

various aspects of personality.  These instruments vary in content and length.  While 

there is no one particular form commonly used, the more popular assessments include 

Goldberg’s Trait Descriptive Adjectives (TDA) (100 items), Costa and McCrae’s NEO-

PI-R (240 items) and NEO-FFI (60 items), John’s Big Five Inventory (44 items) and 

Rammstedt and John’s BFI-10 (10 items) (John, Naumann & Soto, 2008; Rammstedt & 

John, 2006).   

The Big Five factor is a well known model that is commonly used for examining 

the composition of personality traits (Rammstedt, Goldberg  & Borg, 2010).  The Big 

Five dimensions of personality state that an individual’s personality can be generally 

assessed through five broad factors: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

openness and neuroticism (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; Goldberg, 1992; John, 

Donahue, & Kentle, 1991).  John, Naumann and Soto (2008) provide a brief synopsis of 

the five personality traits.  Extraversion measures individuals’ sociability, activity and 

assertiveness.  Agreeableness examines selflessness, trust, humility and prosocial actions.  

Conscientiousness assesses impulse control, delay of gratification and organizing.  

Openness measures the extent to which individuals display originality versus close 

mindedness.  Neuroticism examines emotional instability and feelings of being nervous, 

anxious and worried (John, Naumann & Soto, 2008).   

John, Naumann and Soto (2008) state that the ways in which people interact in 

various environments is greatly influenced by their personality traits.  There are 

thousands of attributes that contribute to individual differences and the Big Five 

personality dimension describes aspects of personalities by focusing on varying degrees 
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of commonalities (Goldberg, 1992; John, Naumann & Soto, 2008).  Items within the Big 

Five Inventory are short, simple sentences that are assessed on a five-point Likert scale. 

Due to the demand of utilizing short measures, Rammstedt and John (2007) 

devised a ten item measure of the original 44-item Big Five Inventory that takes subjects 

approximately one minute to complete.  The BFI-10 was tested among three samples of 

United States residents and two samples of German residents.  The United States samples 

consisted of 726 students at a public university, 726 students at a private university and a 

previous sample (collected by Gosling, Kwan & John, 2003, as cited in Rammstedt & 

John, 2007) of 75 dog owners.  The total number of the two German samples consisted of 

833 college students.  The ten items chosen for the BFI-10 were strategically chosen 

items from the BFI-44.   

Rammstedt and John (2007) followed precise conditions when choosing two 

items for each personality construct to be included in the BFI-10.  Both items selected 

measured each end of the spectrum for each of the five personality traits, ensuring that a 

true and a false score were present.  The items were not redundant yet they assessed the 

principal characteristics of each Big Five dimension.  The chosen ten items loaded 

favorably on a factor analysis for the BFI-44 (Rammstedt & John, 2007).  A translated 

German version was also utilized in order to assess validity across two languages.   

Rammstedt and John (2007) found an overall mean correlation of .83 between the 

BFI-10 and the BFI-44.  They stated that a 70% variance of personality was predicted by 

the BFI-10 even though the BFI-44 contains 75% more inventory scales measuring the 

personality constructs.  Within the scales, Extraversion, Neuroticism and 

Conscientiousness correlated highly with the BFI-44 (.89, .86 and .82, respectively) while 
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Agreeableness and Openness resulted in .74 and .79, respectively (Rammstedt & John, 

2007).  The retest coefficients averaged .75 while the convergent validity with the NEO-

PI-R averaged .67 across all BFI-10 subscales (the BFI-44 measures .78) (Rammstedt & 

John, 2007).  

In order to asses the validity of the BFI-10 among adults who were not college 

students, Rammstedt, Goldberg and Borg (2010) included the ten items within the 

International Social Survey Program (ISSP) in Germany.  The ISSP consisted of a 

2003/2004 version and a 2005/2006 version.  A rotated five factor structure from both 

studies did not correspond to the standard Big Five model (Rammstedt, Goldberg  & 

Borg, 2010).  Due to the results an analysis among the participants’ education levels was 

examined.  Rammstedt, Goldberg and Borg (2010) found that the results for participants 

with no, low or intermediate secondary education the BFI-10 did not factor into the 

typical five factor structure.  However, the factor replicated unmistakably for participants 

with higher secondary education showing that the results of the BFI-10 are contingent to 

the educational level of the participants (Rammstedt, Goldberg  & Borg 2010).  

These studies illustrate that personality is an important factor to consider when 

analyzing students’ academic motivation and their use of technology for educational and 

social reasons.  Through examining how personality affects students’ use of technology, 

educators can gain a greater understanding as to why various forms of technology would 

be preferred, or rebuffed, by students. 

The Type-T (Thrill Seeking) Personality 

The Type T personality is another personality characteristic that is important to 

consider when studying the educational and social use of technology among college 
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students.  The Type T Personality Conceptual Approach proposes that people who have 

risk-taking personalities have a tendency towards thrill-seeking, novelty-seeking and 

arousal-seeking behavior (Farley, 2001).  With regards to technology use, it is 

hypothesized that utilizing various forms of technology within an educational and social 

context may be more appealing for students who have a risk-taking personality.  

Individuals who possess the Type T personality are generally motivated by 

unpredictability, novelty, complexity and variety (Farley, 2001).   

While risk-taking is commonly referred to as physical in nature, Farley (2001) 

states that there is also a form of Type T (T mental) that contributes to mental thrill-

seeking and openness-to-experience.  The excitement of novel technology may compel 

students, who possess a Type T-mental personality, to utilize technology for varying 

reasons.  Within an educational setting, Farley (2001) hypothesizes that Type T students 

thrive from a challenging, fast paced environment in which they can assert their 

autonomy.   

Utilizing various forms of technology in a classroom may enhance a thrill seekers 

learning experience.  The Type T personality has been found to correlate negatively with 

achievement and highly with extraversion (Broder, 2004).  Examining the relationship 

among Type T and technology usage will provide educators with a greater understanding 

regarding how these variables can enhance students’ educational experiences.  

Investigating the Type T personality can provide educators with an understanding as to 

why some technological applications may entice or deter a student’s use, both 

educationally and socially.   
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Institutes of Higher Education 

Numerous studies within academia are conducted on four-year college students, 

which can be attributable to an easy sample of convenience for researchers.  However, 

the use of undergraduate students leads to serious questions regarding the generalizability 

of the findings (Rammstedt, Goldberg & Borg, 2010).  Marti (2009) argues that the 

results of studies conducted on four-year students cannot be generalized to students at a 

two-year college due to the differences in the students and the environments surrounding 

the institutions.  Therefore, when examining factors such as technology usage and 

individual differences among “college” students it is beneficial to consider a diverse 

sample of students.  

Due to the current economic conditions, many high school graduates are 

considering community colleges to save money on their first year or two of college 

(Kolavo, 2009).  Also, the hard economic times have brought many adults back to college 

to either establish a new career or to gain more knowledge and skills in their current 

career (Marti, 2009).  Community colleges may also be chosen by young adults who do 

not want to leave home and who may feel more secure at a smaller institution.  Given that 

the cost of a community college is less expensive than four-year institutions, students 

with financial restrictions may choose to attend a community college (Lendy, 2009).  

Students enrolled in community colleges tend to be more diverse than students at 

four-year colleges (Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).  While the CCSSE 2009 report found 

that 75% of all community college students work over 20 hours a week, research 

conducted by Dollinger, Matyja and Huber (2008) reported the average undergraduate at 
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a four-year institution worked 12-13 hours a week.  Dolinger, Matyja and Huber (2008) 

also found that the students who worked more hours also missed more classes.   

The goals of community college students vary depending on their reasons for 

attending college.  Brewer and Gray (1999) found that these goals include transferring to 

a four-year institution, acquiring a specific expertise for the workforce, retraining in a 

particular field or acquiring basic education.  Due to the fact that transferring to a four-

year college is not the goal of all community college students, the average transfer rate is 

only 25% (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).   

While there are numerous differences among community college and four-year 

students, various studies have shown that community college faculty encompass a wide 

range of individuals who are different from faculty at a four-year institution.  More than 

half of community college instructors are employed part-time and many of them are 

employed outside of the college (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  Compared with full-time 

faculty, part-time lecturers do not always have a strong connection to the institution 

(Brewer & Gray, 1999).  Many community college professors have obtained a Master’s 

degree, but not necessarily a Doctorate degree like most professors at a four-year 

institution (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  The main duty of a community college instructor is 

to educate, with very few conducting research, unlike university professors (Cohen & 

Brawer, 2008).  These differences among instructors may affect their use of technology 

to enhance education and therefore could indirectly contribute to the students’ use of 

technology for educational reasons.  

Cohen and Brawer (2008) examined community colleges and found that the 

institutions attempted to appeal to students who had financial restraints, those seeking 
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part-time enrollment, those with inadequate preparation for college, those who 

experienced a set-back in their lives, lost their job or had inadequate training at work.  

Many community college students have numerous responsibilities and limited access to 

technology (Brewer & Gray, 1999; Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).  If community 

colleges have such disparity among their students’ use of technology, mandatory use of 

new technology may be challenging.  Within the community college, educators must be 

prepared to help students acquire the skills that they need to succeed.  

Individual differences such as socioeconomic status, age and hours worked per 

week vary between community college students and four-year students (CCSSE 2009; 

Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).  These differences and the lack 

of generalizability from four-year to two-year students, suggest that research conducted 

on college students should take into account a diverse sample of students.  While four-

year students are an easy sample of convenience for researchers, it is beneficial to 

consider community college students in research that intends to enhance educational 

practices.     

CONCLUSION 

 Research has shown that there are varying factors that contribute to an 

individuals’ use of technology.  Connecting the variables between utilizing technology 

for social and educational purposes, in context with general demographics, academic 

motivation and personality factors, will provide a greater understanding of students’ 

motives to utilize technology.  Through understanding the variables which support, or 

hinder, students’ use of technology for educational purposes, researchers and educators 
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can gain insight into how incorporating technology can enhance the learning 

environment.   

Data from various studies have examined some of these variables; however, the 

relationship between a students’ technology preference and technology usage, in context 

with academic motivation and personality variables, is not well know.  It is important for 

researchers to examine the various factors that contribute to the use of technology 

considering its popularity, especially among college students (Farley, Aulenbach, 

Lipshutz, Miller & Stamoulis, 2008; Pew Internet, 2010).  Furthermore, a majority of the 

studies examining college students focuses exclusively on four-year college students.  

Studies rarely focus on both two-year and four-year students therefore examining both 

types of college students is important when examining factors that can enhance higher 

education.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to provide educators a greater insight into the factors 

involved in college students’ use of new media.  Specifically, this study examines the 

factors that are associated with the utilization of new media for educational versus social 

reasons among community college and university students.  Within this main construct, 

the additional proposed questions are as follows: 

(1) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with how                                            

frequently students utilize technology? 

(2) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with the       

variety of technology use? 

(3) What demographic and individual differences are associated with the       

social/emotional use of technology? 

(4) What demographic and individual differences are associated with educational       

use of technology? 

Participants and Setting 

Participants for this study were recruited from twelve sections of undergraduate 

courses at two community colleges and six sections of undergraduate courses at a large 

university.  Due to the fact that community colleges have smaller class sizes, participants 

were recruited from two separate community colleges in order to have an adequate 

number of participants.  Initial permission to conduct the study was granted by the 

Institutional Review Board.  Preliminary permission to recruit students from each 
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community college was provided by the respective Senior Vice President and Dean of 

Academic Affairs.  Permission was then granted by the respective instructors at each 

community college to enter the classroom and recruit students.  Permission to recruit 

university students was also granted by the respective instructors.  

The students were briefed, by the researcher, as to why the study was being 

conducted and they were informed that participation was completely voluntary and 

anonymous.  The instructors in each class awarded five points of additional course credit 

to the students for their participation in the study.  The option of completing a different 

assignment, worth the same amount of course credit, was provided to the students as an 

alternative to completing the survey.  All students chose to participate in the study.  The 

students signed a consent form and placed it in one box and then filled out the 

questionnaire and placed it in a separate box, to insure anonymity.   

The four-year students consisted of 150 students, enrolled in six different 

Education classes at a large, urban research university in the Northeast.  Seventy-four 

participants were community college students, enrolled at the first community college in 

the Northeast.  These students were from eight Education classes and one Freshman 

Orientation class.  Twenty-nine participants were from the second community college, 

also in the Northeast and were enrolled in three separate Education classes.  A total of 

128 community college students and 150 university students completed the consent form 

and at least a portion of the survey.  In order to have a medium effect size, a sample of 

107 students is required (Cohen, 1988).  Thus, the sample of 278 participants exceeded 

the sample size necessary for this study.    
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Measures 

 Participants completed a 128 item anonymous questionnaire that was comprised 

of a variety of measures which contained checklist, multiple choice, fill in and Likert-

type scales.  These measures included the BFI-10, the Type T inventory and the 

Academic Motivation Scale.  Participants also completed 31 questions, constructed by 

the researcher, pertaining to the amount of time and the various types of new media 

utilized for educational and social purposes.  Additionally, the survey included questions 

pertaining to general demographics: age, ethnicity, grade point average, parents’ 

scholastic attainment, full-time status and the amount of hours of work per week and 

extracurricular activities.   

A four-year survey was distributed to the university participants while a two-year 

survey was distributed to the community college participants.  The only difference 

between the two surveys was one question which asked either “Have you ever attended a 

community college” or “Do you plan on transferring to a four-year college”.  The survey 

was distributed to the participants during the Fall 2010 semester.  

Personality 

The 10 item, Big Five Inventory (BFI-10) (Rammstedt & John, 2006) was used to 

examine the participants’ personality factors in relation to educational and social uses of 

technology.  The BFI-10 measures the extent to which a person displays varying degrees 

of the five personality factors on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (disagree 

strongly) to 5 (agree strongly) (Rammstedt & John, 2006).   In their study Rammstedt and 

John (2006) found retest coefficients of .72 with a sample of 726 United States students 

and .78 with a sample of 457 German students.  When comparing the BFI-10 to the BFI-
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44, Rammstedt and John (2006) found that 70% of the variance of personality was 

predicted by the BFI-10 even though the BFI-44 contains more personality constructs.  

Rammstedt and John (2006) state that it is acceptable to use the 10 item survey, instead 

of longer measurements of the Big Five constructs, when there are time constraints. 

Two questions for each of the five personality constructs were asked of the 

participants.  When coding the responses, one question from each personality construct 

needed reverse coding.  The use of this survey will contribute to the understanding of 

how an individual’s personality influences the usage of new media for an educational and 

social purpose.   

Risk Taking  

The Type T personality (Farley, 2010) was examined through a six item, four 

point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (does not apply at all) to 4 (applies very strongly).  The 

Type T, three item assessment, utilized by Broder (2004) found that Type T personality 

was negatively correlated with achievement and highly correlated with extraversion.  

Research conducted by Weber (2007) used a similar, five item Type T scale and found a 

significant correlation between Type T and resiliency; however a .499 Cronbach's alpha 

was reported.  Due to the fact that the weakest item on the five item Type T 

questionnaire, used in Weber (2007) was "I am easily bored", this item had been removed 

in the Type T scale that was used in this study so as to obtain higher reliability.  The 

remaining four items combined with the two significant Type T items found in Broder 

(2004), was the six item Type T assessment (Farley, 2010) employed herein. 
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Academic Motivation 

The Academic Motivation Scale (Vallerand et al., 1992) is a twenty-eight item, 

seven factor model that analyzes three types of intrinsic motivation, three types of 

extrinsic motivation and amotivation within an academic setting (Smith, Davy & 

Rosenberg, 2010).  The three types of intrinsic motivation include: intrinsic motivation to 

know, intrinsic motivation toward accomplishment and intrinsic motivation to experience 

stimulation.  The three types of extrinsic motivation include identified, introjected and 

external regulation (Vallerand et al., 1992).  Various studies examined the construct 

validity of the AMS and found results that ranged from .60 to .90 (Vallerand et al., 1992; 

Vallerand et al., 1993; Cokley et al., 2001; Fairchild et al., 2005).   

The students self-reported their academic motivation through a seven point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (does not correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly).   The data 

from this scale will provide insight regarding the various types of motivation within 

academics (http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm).  Due to time constraints, the 

four items pertaining to amotivation were excluded from this study.  The final Academic 

Motivation Scale in this study consisted of 24 items, 12 pertaining to intrinsic motivation 

and 12 pertaining to extrinsic motivation within academics.   

Variables in the Study 

The proposed research analyzed the factors involved with the variety and 

frequency of using technology for an educational and social purpose.  Table 3.1 includes 

a summary of the variables. 
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Table 3.1  
Variables in the Study      
Variables       
 
Criterion Variables 
Use of technology for an educational purpose 
Use of technology for a social purpose 
Variety of technology usage 
Frequency of technology usage 
 
Predictors 
Age 
Gender 
Race 
GPA 
Participation in an extracurricular activity 
Employment (hours per week) 
Parents’ academic attainment 
Type of institution (2yr/4yr) 
Matriculation (full-time/part-time)     
Big 5 personality 
Academic motivation  
Type T personality       
 

Data Analysis 

 A variety of analyses were utilized to examine the factors associated with the 

utilization of new media for educational and social reasons among college students.  

Given that the sample of two-year students came from two separate community colleges, 

an independent t-test was conduced in order to analyze any differences between each 

group of community college students.  A chi square analysis was also conducted to 

examine significant differences with regards to ethnicity and parental educational 

attainment between the two groups of community college students.   

Descriptive statistics were then conducted in order to analyze the sample of 

community college students and four-year students.  The types of technology that the 
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students’ owned and utilized were also analyzed between the two-year and four-year 

students.  These analyses provided extensive insight into the sample of students. 

A reliability analysis was conducted among the ten items in the Type T inventory 

and the AMS in order to examine the internal reliability of the measures.  A reliability 

analysis was not conducted on the BFI-10 due to the fact that there were only two items 

for each personality construct.  Separate confirmatory factor analyses of the BFI-10, the 

Type T inventory and the AMS were performed.  These factor analyses were conducted 

in order to verify the stated factors within each instrument as proposed by other 

researchers.   

An exploratory factor analyses was conducted on the 14 questions, constructed by 

the researcher, pertaining to the variety of technology use.  This analysis was conducted 

in order to determine the factors relating to the types of new media utilized by college 

students.  Pearson correlations were conducted among the four factors and the predicted 

variables to gain more information regarding their relationship to each other.  A multiple 

regression analysis was then performed with the resulting four factors as the criterion 

variables and 14 predictor variables in order to determine the predictors of the variety of 

technology use.   

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted in order to examine the eight 

questions, constructed by the researcher, pertaining to the frequency of new media 

utilized among college students.  The factor analyses hoped to determine specific factors 

for social and educational uses of new media.  Pearson correlations were conducted 

among the predicted variables and the two produced factors.  Also included in the 

analysis were the factors proposed by the researcher to illustrate social and educational 
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use of new media.  Multiple regression analyses were then conducted on the four 

criterion variables and the 14 predictor variables, in order to identify the variables that 

predict use of new media for both an educational and social purpose.   

The additional analysis of this research was to examine the two groups of college 

students.  A t-test was conducted in order to examine the differences and similarities 

among the two-year and four-year students.  The t-test analyzed the significant 

differences between each group on 23 different constructs. 
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CHAPTER FOUR  

RESULTS 

 The dependent variables in this study consisted of the use of new media for an 

educational purpose, the use of new media for a social purpose, the variety of new media 

utilized and the frequency of utilizing new media.  The independent variables consisted 

of a number of measures including general demographics, self reported grade point 

average, participation in an extracurricular activity, hours employed per week, parents’ 

academic attainment, type of institution, personality factors and academic motivation.  

The anonymous questionnaire was distributed to students during the Fall 2010 semester. 

Resulting Sample 

The total number of participants was 278; however, 248 participants completed 

the entire questionnaire.  The completion rate for the four-year students was 97% while 

the completion rate among community college students was 80%.  When conducting 

research, missing data are common and it is important to utilize each piece of data 

collected (Davey & Savla, 2010).  The researcher continued analyzing all of the data 

under the assumption that the missing data are missing at random.  

A chi-square analysis revealed a significant difference among the ethnicity of the 

community college students (x2[df=2] = 15.177, p=.001).  These results confirm that the 

amount of African American, Hispanic and Caucasian students significantly differed 

between the two community colleges.  The first community college had a larger 

percentage of Hispanic and African American students than the second community 

college.  A chi-square analysis also revealed a significant difference with regards to the 

amount of education received by the parents’ of the participants at each community 
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college (x2[df=9] = 19.706, p<.05).  The students at the first community college had 

parents with lower educational levels.  While these results are significant, they confirm 

that participants from a variety of backgrounds were accounted for within the study.  The 

results can be found in Appendix A.  

A t-test was conducted to examine any significant differences between the two 

groups of community college students with regards to gender, age, grade point average, 

full-time status, hours of work per week and extracurricular activities.  The comparison 

of the two community colleges can be found in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 
Independent t-tests Comparing the Community College Demographics    
  Variable             CC-1       (N=97)      CC-2        (N=31)       t-test   Significance  
Female              88.70%       (94) 100.00%        (31)        -2.941         ** 

Mean age             28.00          (91)   27.70           (31)           .162 

Mean GPA                 2.45          (94)     3.20           (31)        -3.578         ** 

Full-time                     44.30%       (96)   48.40%        (31)           .347  

Hours of Work            26.00          (91)   25.00           (31)           .287 
per Week  
 
Participation in an 
Extracurricular Activity  24.80%       (93)         6.5%         (31)          3.502         **  
  **p<.01            

There were significant differences among gender and grade point average and 

extracurricular activities; however, there were no significant differences with regards to 

age, full-time status and the amount of hours worked per week.  The first community 

college consisted of fewer female students, students with lower GPA’s and students who 

were involved in more extracurricular activities.  Including participants from two 

community colleges created a large, representational sample of community college 

students.   
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Descriptive Statistics 

The mean age of the total sample, from all three colleges, was 24.6.  Eighty-one 

and a half percent of all participants were female.  The primary ethnicities consisted of:  

67.3% Caucasian, 14.4% Hispanic and 10.4% African American.  When analyzing the 

two types of colleges, 94.7% of the four-year students reported being full time students, 

while 45.3% of the community college students reported full time status.  Table 4.2 

illustrates the demographics of the four-year students, two-year students, the total sample 

and the significant differences between two-year and four-year students. 

Table 4.2 
Independent t-test Comparing Two-Year and Four-Year Demographics     
          Two-                   Four-   
Variable                   year         N        year         N        Total      (N)       test    Significance  

***p<.001            

Mean Age 
 

28 122 21.8 
 

150 24.6 272 t= 
-5.97 

*** 

Average hours of  
work per week 
 

25.8 122 15.3 150 20.0 272 t= 
-5.90 

*** 

Mean GPA 
 

2.64 125 3.23 
 

150 
 

2.96 275 t= 
4.57 

 

*** 

Full-time student 
 

53.9% 127 94.7% 150 71.9% 277 t= 
-10.20 

 

*** 

Education major 
 

80.5% 103 85.3% 128 83.1% 231 t= 
.936 

 

Former 
Community 
College Student 
 

n/a n/a 38.7% 150 38.7% 150 t= 
9.69 

*** 

Transferring to a 
four-year college
  

53.1% 128 n/a  n/a  53.1% 128 t= 
12.00 

*** 

Female 
 

91.4% 125 71.3% 150 81.5% 275 t= 
-5.17 

 

*** 
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A chi-square analysis also revealed a significant difference with regards to 

ethnicity between the two-year and four-year students (x2[df=4] = 35.59, p<.000).  The 

results can be found in Table 4.3 

Table 4.3 
Two-Year and Four-Year Ethnicity Percentages          
Variable                    Two- year        N        Four-year       N          Total        N  
African American 
 

11.7% 15 9.3% 14 10.4% 29 

Caucasian 
 

56.3% 72 76.7% 115 67.3% 187 

Asian 
 

0.8% 1 2.70% 4 1.8% 5 

Hispanic 
 

27.3% 35 3.3% 5 14.4% 40 

Other Ethnicity 3.9% 5 8.0% 12 6.1% 17 
 

Over ninety percent of the students reported owning a computer and cell phone.  

More than seventy-five percent of students owned an iPod and utilized FB.  Table 4.4 

lists the percentage of students who owned and utilized new media. 

Table 4.4 Independent t-test comparing the Percentage of Technology Owned/Utilized           
Technology      Two-year   N    Four-year    N   Total       N      t     Significance  
Computer 95.3% 122 99.3% 149 97.5% 271 2.02  

iPod/mp3 68.8% 88 89.3% 134 79.9% 222 4.26 *** 

Cell phone 94.5% 121 100% 150 97.5% 271 2.71 ** 

Electronic reader 5.5% 7 6.7% 10 6.1% 17 .414  

MySpace 24.2% 31 10.0% 15 16.5% 46 -3.14 ** 

Facebook 82.8% 106 91.3% 137 87.4% 243 2.10 * 

YouTube 53.1% 68 85.3% 128 70.5% 196 6.09 *** 

Twitter  10.2% 13 16.0% 24 13.3% 37 1.45  

   *p<.05 
 **p<.01 
***p<.001            
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The Big Five-10 Inventory 

 An exploratory factor analysis on the BFI-10 was performed in order to examine 

whether the five factor model was present in this study.  The principal components factor 

analysis with a varimax rotation produced four factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  

The results of the rotated factor matrix are presented in Table 4.5.  
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Table 4.5  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the BFI-10      
        BFI-10                                 Factor I         Factor II            Factor III      Factor IV 
       Variable                       N    Extraversion  Conscientiousness  Neuroticism  Openness   
Extraversion 
 Is outgoing, sociable 

273 .769 .191 .179 .007 

 
Extraversion 
 Is reserved 
 

271     .753        -.250   .000 .148 

Conscientiousness 
 Does a thorough job    
 

270 -.019 .816 -.097 .107 

Conscientiousness 
 Tends to be lazy 
 

270 -.055 .633 .174 -.049 

Agreeableness 
 Is generally trusting 
 

274 .327 .394 .261 -.172 

Neuroticism 
 Is relaxed, handles  
 stress well         
          

272 -.185 -.078 -.635 -.116 

Agreeableness 
 Tends to find fault  
 with others         
         

271 -.238 .261 .629 .048 

Neuroticism 
 Gets nervous easily 
 

273 -.337 .146 -.590 .105 

Openness 
 Has few artistic  
 interests        
   

272 -.118 -.182 .233 .747 

Openness 
 Has an active  
 imagination      
 

272 .272 .208 -.152 .738 

Variance             
Explained 

  
15.61% 

 
14.92% 

 
13.64% 

 
11.95% 

 
      The results from the factor analysis produced four factors accounting for 56.12% of 

the variance explained.  The results confirmed that Extraversion, Conscientiousness and 

Openness were evident factors.  Agreeableness did not have a distinct factor; this 
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construct was split among Conscientiousness and Neuroticism. Given that there are only 

two items for each personality construct, the factor analysis produced adequate results. 

Factor I is labeled Extraversion; it accounted for 15.61% of the variance and 

includes both Extraversion variables.  Factor II is labeled Conscientiousness; it accounted 

for 14.92% of the variance and includes both Conscientiousness variables along with one 

Agreeableness variable.  Factor III is labeled Neuroticism; it accounted for 13.64% of the 

variance and includes both Neuroticism variables along with one Agreeableness variable.  

Factor IV is labeled Openness; it accounted for 11.95% of the variance and includes both 

Openness variables.    

Type T personality 

The results of Cronbach’s alpha for the Type T personality produced a reliability 

of .773.  A factor analysis of the Type T Inventory was conducted in order to analyze the 

six risk taking variables.  The principal components factor analysis with a varimax 

rotation produced two factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  The results of the 

rotated factor matrix are presented in Table 4.6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 51 

Table 4.6  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Type T Inventory  
    Type T            Type T          Type T              
   Variable              (N)        General             Mental                
I am an excitement   (277)          .929  .019 
seeker       
      
Friends would call me   (277)          .873  .107 
a thrill seeker                
       
I am a risk taker   (276)          .694  .376  

Like to have as many   (278)          .677  .092 
exciting experiences 
as possible       
       
Enjoy mental risks        (278)        -.010  .879 

Enjoy discussing    (278)          .255  .794 
opposing views               
 
Variance               
Explained               43.82%           26.08%   
 
 The results from the Factor Analysis produced two factors accounting for 69.90% 

of the variance explained.  Factor I is labeled Type T General; it accounted for 43.82% of 

the variance and includes all general risk taking variables.  Factor II is labeled Type T 

Mental; it accounted for 26.08% of the variance and includes all mental risk taking 

variables. 

Academic Motivation Scale 

 The results of Cronbach’s alpha for the intrinsic and extrinsic constructs of the 

AMS found a reliability of .860, which is similar to the reliability of the full scale 

questionnaire measured by Vallerand (1992).  The inter-item correlation ranged from       

-.075 to .693.  A factor analysis of the six AMS constructs was performed to test the 

theoretical model.  The principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation 
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produced five factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  The intrinsic question pertaining 

to feeling absorbed in what authors have written was the single item on the fifth factor 

and was removed from the analyses and the first four factors were retained.  The results 

of the rotated four factor matrix are presented in Table 4.7. 

Table 4.7  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Academic Motivation Scale    

AMS                                     Factor I      Factor II         Factor III         Factor IV            
         Variable                           (N)     Intrinsic    E-External    E-Introjected    E-Identified     
Intrinsic-Stimulation              (278)      .815           .072          .229         -.048  
  pleasure surpassing  
  self in studies 
          
Intrinsic-To Know               (277)      .806            .054         -.069                 .162  
  pleasure learning 
  new things 
            
Intrinsic-Stimulation              (276)      .777            .198          .105         -.115 
  Intense feelings sharing 
  ideas to others 
          
Intrinsic-To Know               (277)       .755            .001          .101           .231  
  pleasure experiencing 
  new things 
 
Intrinsic-To Know               (278)       .677           -.127          .121         .400  
  pleasure broadening 
  knowledge  
  
Intrinsic-Stimulation             (278)       .653            .025          .178         .094  
  “high” feeling reading 
  interesting subjects    
  
Intrinsic-Stimulation              (278)       .651            .031          .017        .068    
  pleasure when reading  
  interesting authors  
  
Intrinsic –Accomplishment   (278)       .645           .054          .464        .085  
  pleasure surpassing 
  personal accomplishments          
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Table 4.7 continued  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Academic Motivation Scale    

AMS                                      Factor I       Factor II         Factor III       Factor IV            
         Variable                            (N)     Intrinsic    E-External    E-Introjected   E-Identified      
Intrinsic-To Know                  (278)       .643           -.147          .128        .475 
  studies allow learning 
  things of interest 
 
Intrinsic-Accomplishment    (276)      .622          -.005          .513        .213  
  personal satisfaction in  
  quest for excellence 
 
Intrinsic-Accomplishment    (278)     .506          -.088          .467        .266  
  satisfaction when in process 
  of accomplishing difficult 
  academic activities 
 
Extrinsic-External                 (278)   -.135           .797          .171         .143  
  to have a better salary 
 
Extrinsic- External                (278)    .188           .791         -.042        -.013  
  won’t find a high paying job 
  with a high-school degree 
 
Extrinsic- External                 (276)    .092          .775          .179         .269  
  to obtain a more 
  prestigious job  
 
Extrinsic- External                 (275)  -.112           .719           .358         .197  
  want to have “the 
  good life” later on 
 
Extrinsic-Introjected                (277)    .203           .105              .775         .213  
  to show myself that I can 
  succeed in my studies 
  
Extrinsic-Introjected     (277)    .144           .191           .718          .212  
  to show myself that I 
  am an intelligent person 
 
Extrinsic-Introjected     (278)    .090           .354           .661           .222  
  when I succeed in college 
  I feel important           
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Table 4.7 continued  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Academic Motivation Scale    

AMS                                      Factor I       Factor II         Factor III       Factor IV            
         Variable                              (N)   Intrinsic    E-External    E-Introjected   E-Identified      
Extrinsic-Introjected      (276)    .085           .243           .486          -.339  
  prove to myself that I am 
  capable of completing a 
  college degree 
 
Extrinsic-Identified                   (277)    .190           .369           .187                 .615  
  will help me make a better 
  choice regarding career 
  orientation 
 
Extrinsic-Identified                 (278)    .371           .208           .116             .613 
  college education will help 
  me prepare for my career  
  
Extrinsic-Identified               (275)   -.008           .343           .190           .592  
  will enable me to enter 
  the job market field I like 
 
Extrinsic-Identified       (277)    .240           .138           .245           .525  
  a few years of additional 
  education will improve 
  my competence as a worker 
 
Variance 
explained                      23.65%      12.60%           12.36%           9.95%      

The results confirm a five factor model for the AMS.  This is different from the 

results found by previous researchers (Fairchild et al., 2005; Vallerand et al., 1992) in 

which a seven factor model was confirmed.  However, this survey did not use the 

amotivation constructs and the sample size consisted of significantly fewer students than 

the previously mentioned studies. 

Factor I is labeled Intrinsic motivation and it encompasses every question relating 

to all three forms of Intrinsic motivation, except for the one previously mentioned 

intrinsic item.  Factor II is labeled E-External and includes every item for Extrinsic 

Motivation-External Regulation.  Factor III is labeled E-Introjected, it includes every 
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item for Extrinsic Motivation-Introjected Regulation.  Factor IV is labeled E-Identified, it 

includes every item relating to Extrinsic Motivation-Identified Regulation.   

Frequency of Technology Usage 

Pearson correlations were computed between the self-reported overall frequency 

of educational and social technology usage variables and the predictor variables to gain 

insight into their relationship. The results are presented in table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8 
Correlation Matrix of Frequency of Technology Usage      
Variable                      Educational      Social         
Community College/4 year      -.147*   -.174** 

Gender          .046   -.017 

Age        -.133*   -.318** 

GPA         .085    .062  

Full-time status      .148*   .161**  

Hours of work       -.091   -.089 
per week 
 
Parents’ Education       .122*    .199**  

Extracurricular Activities      .164**    .144*   

Type T General       .115    .203** 

Type T Mental       .155*    .046   

Intrinsic        .193**    .050  

E-External        .074    .252** 

E-Introjected        .097    .075  

E-Identified        .151*    .039   

Extraversion       -.040    .019  

Conscientiousness       .110              -.041 

Neuroticism       -.091   -.117  

Openness          .076    .039     
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed). 
N ranged from 261-277           
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.        
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The highest correlation was for the Social factor (r = -.318) and age.  This shows a 

relationship between utilizing new media for a social purpose and younger students.  

Social use of new media was also significantly correlated with Extrinsic-External 

motivation, Type T General, higher parental educational levels, community college 

students and full-time enrollment (r = .252, .203, .199, -.174 and .161, respectively).   

With regards to Educational use of new media, the highest correlation was 

Intrinsic motivation (r = .193).  This shows a relationship between utilizing new media 

for an educational purpose and Intrinsic motivation.  Participation in extracurricular 

activities was also a significant predictor with utilizing new media for an educational 

purpose (r = .164).  Community college students, participation in an extracurricular 

activity, younger students, students whose parents have higher educational levels and 

participation in extracurricular activities were significantly related to both the educational 

and social use of new media among college students. 

Predictors of Frequency of Use 

In order to determine the predictors of frequent technology usage, a multiple 

regression analysis was first conducted on the frequency of educational technology usage 

and then social technology usage.  The first criterion variable was the question pertaining 

to the frequency of utilizing technology for an educational purpose and the second 

criterion variable was the question pertaining to the frequency of utilizing technology for 

a social purpose.  The predictor variables include: Community College/4 year, Gender, 

Age, GPA, Full-time Status, Hours of Work per Week, Parents’ Education, 

Extracurricular Activities and the factors that emerged from the factor analyses for each 
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of the following; The Type T personality, the AMS and The BFI-10.  The results of the 

multiple regression analyses are listed in Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.9  
Criterion Variable: Frequency of Educational and Social Technology Use    
       Educational Use  Social Use 
Predictor Variable         ß              ß    
Community College/4 year             -.090                         .010        

Gender                 .083   .056              

Age                -.014             -.208**             

GPA                 .007                        -.046               

Full-time Status              .033                -.042                          

Hours of Work per Week              -.015   .000               

Parents’ Education    .098   .177**              

Extracurricular Activities   .138*    .156*               

Type T General               .029    .076                   

Type T Mental    .155*   .093               

Intrinsic     .116    .073               

E- External        .072             .178**                    

E-Introjected     .095              .059               

E-Identified     .140*                        -.013               

Extraversion                      -.125                       -.079                  

Conscientiousness    .047             -.034                  

Neuroticism                         -.137*                 -.128*                    

Openness     .002                      -.039    

R2      .166   .211 

Adjusted R2           .100   .148           
 *p<.05 
**p<.01 
N ranged from 261-277          
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Table 4.9  continued 
Criterion Variable: Frequency of Educational and Social Technology Use    
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.        

 

Mental risk taking task was the most significant predictor for the frequent use of 

technology for an educational purpose, followed by extrinsic motivation identified, which 

relates to finding value in the task.  Age was the most significant predictor of the 

frequency of technology usage for a social purpose.  External regulation, which relates to 

possessing motivation in order to obtain a reward or avoid a punishment and having 

parents with higher education were also significant predictors of the social use of 

technology among college students. 

Variety of Technology Use 

In order to examine the variety of technology utilized a factor analysis of 14 

questions pertaining to various forms of technology used by the participants was 

conducted.  The principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation produced 

four factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  While the factor analysis did not reveal 

distinct factors with the types of technology utilized, it did reveal notable factors 

regarding the use of technology among college students.  The results are presented in 

Table 4.10. 
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Table 4.10  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Variety of Technology Utilized   
                    Factor I        Factor II      Factor III   Factor IV 
Variable                             (N)         Preference       General       Voluntary      Blogging    
Would like to       (277)   .861              .000           -.016              .072         
IM Professors  
 
Would like to        (277)    .848              .138            .116         .029    
text Professors 
 
Would like class      (276)   .644            .123         .103      .303 
to have a FB page 
   
Utilizes YT for      (278)   .088            .795         .037     -.054 
entertainment  
    
Educational value      (277) -.105            .690         .318       .127 
showing YT in class           
 
Texts in class         (278)  .156            .630        -.257       .152 
 
Social Value in      (277) .213            .519        -.022       .389 
SNS      
 
IM for academic      (278) .381            .403         .135        .099       
assistance     
 
Voluntary educational      (278) .034            .020         .803        .097 
Internet use        
 
Voluntarily downloads     (278)  .080            .326         .772        .142 
Informative podcasts                  
 
Voluntarily uses YT          (277) .150           -.162          .769        .136 
for educational topics                   
 
Educational Blogging        (278)        -.010            .090               .076          .791 

Social Blogging        (278)   .118            .061          .126               .783 

Educational Value in        (278)   .246            .125          .167        .623 
SNS    
                   
Variance             
Explained                         15.82%         15.23%         14.95%       14.11%  
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The results from the Factor Analysis produced four factors accounting for 60.1% 

of the variance explained.  Factor I is labeled Preference; it accounted for 15.82% of the 

variance and includes the questions regarding the desire to IM professors, the desire to 

text professors and the desire to have a Facebook page for their college classes.  Factor II 

is labeled General; it accounted 15.23% of the variance and included questions pertaining 

to YT, texting in class, finding social value in SNS and Instant Messaging classmates for 

academic assistance.  Factor III is labeled Voluntary; it accounted for 14.95% of the 

variance and includes all questions pertaining to utilizing the Internet, Podcasts and YT 

voluntarily for topics pertaining to class.   Factor IV is labeled Blogging; it accounts for 

14.11% of the variance and includes all questions relating to blogging and also finding 

educational value in SNS. 

The four factors derived from the factor analysis were then correlated with 18 

predictor variables.  The results of the Pearson correlations are listed in Table 4.11.     
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Table 4.11  
Correlation Matrix of Factor Technology Scores with Predictor Variables    
Variable                       Factor I     Factor II        Factor III         Factor IV 
            Preference           General       Voluntary          Blogging  
Community College/4 year     .055      -.368**         .042  -.009 

Gender            .081      -.176**        -.052   .093 

Age                    -.048      -.476**         .340**             -.058 

GPA                    -.045       .115        -.080   .085 

Full-time status         -.110       .360*         -.126*  -.025 

Hours of Work         .033      -.195**         .066   .139* 
per Week 
 
Parents Education            -.004       .176**        -.137*   .052 

Extracurricular          .012       .163**         .066   .222** 
Activities 
     
Type T General        .095       .285**              -.061  .115 

Type T Mental                 -.017        .029         .354**             .172** 

Intrinsic          .005       -.071        .463**             .291** 

E- External          .190**       .246**             -.022            -.001 

E-Introjected                  .055       -.007       -.030  .091 

E-Identified                  -.048        .160**        .057            -.024 

Extraversion         .023        .169**            -.052  .114 

Conscientiousness         .070       -.124*        .109  .013 

Neuroticism                  -.007       -.026        .119  .009 

Openness         .033        .138*       .103            -.016  
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed).  
(N ranged from 261-273)           
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Table 4.11 continued 
Correlation Matrix of Factor Technology Scores with Predictor Variables    
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.        

 

The highest correlation was for the General usage factor (r = -.476) and age.  This 

shows a relationship between utilizing new media for general purposes and younger 

students.  Voluntary usage of new media and Introversion also had one of the highest 

correlations (r = .463).  Also, Type T mental and age also had high correlations (r = .354 

and r = .340, respectively) with voluntarily utilizing new media.  This shows a 

relationship between utilizing new media voluntarily and older students, higher Type T 

scores and higher Introversion scores.  Among the factors relating to Preference, the only 

predictor that was significant was Extrinsic-Regulated (r = .190).  Blogging was highly 

correlated with Intrinsic motivation (r = .291). 

Predictors of the Variety of Technology Use 

 Multiple Regression analysis was conducted to determine the predictors of 

various forms of technology use.  In each regression the predictor variables included: 

Community College/4 year, Gender, Age, GPA, Full-time Status, Hours of Work per 

Week, Parents’ Education, Extracurricular Activities and the factors that that emerged 

from the factor analyses for each of the following; The Type T personality, the AMS and 

The BFI-10.  The criterion variables are the four factors that emerged from the factor 

analysis pertaining to the variety of technology utilized.  The results of the multiple 

regression analyses are listed in Tables 4.12. 
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Table 4.12  
Regression Analysis Variety of Technology Use; Criterion Variable: Factor I-IV   
     Preference    General    Voluntary     Blogging 
Predictor Variable        ß                   ß                    ß                      ß   
Community College/4 year
  

-.043 -.093 -.040 -.001 

Gender 
 

.088 -.036 -.037 .111 

Age 
 

-.081 -.269*** .354*** -.216** 

GPA 
 

.002 -.016 -.099 .022 

Full-time Status 
 

-.150 .050 -.004 -.084 

Hours of Work per Week 
 

-.008 -.014 -.083 .238*** 

Parents’ Education 
 

-.003 .049 -.028 .047 

Extracurricular Activities 
 

-.005 .093 .011 .220** 

Type T General 
 

.060 .049 .004 -.007 

Type T Mental 
 

-.009 .082 .222*** .077 

Intrinsic 
 

-.030 -.027 .324*** .260*** 

E- External 
 

.183** .183** .086 -.046 

E-Introjected 
 

.029 .021 .006 .127 

E-Identified 
 

-.043 .089 .144* -.049 

Extraversion 
 

.027 .081 -.091 .050 

Conscientiousness 
 

.071 -.054 .013 -.046 

Neuroticism 
 

.003 -.033 -.033 -.031 

Openness 
 

.054 .077 .006 -.050 

R2      .074    .308     .372       .243 
Adjusted R2     .000    .253     .321       .183         
   *p<.05 
 **p<.01 
***p<.001  
(N ranged from 261-273)          
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Table 4.12 continued 
Regression Analysis Variety of Technology Use; Criterion Variable: Factor I-IV   
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.        
 

Motivation to obtain rewards or avoid punishments (external regulation) was a 

predictor for Factor I-Preference of Technology Use.  However, the adjusted r2 = .000, 

therefore extrinsic-external regulation is not a significant predictor of Factor I-Preference. 

Younger students and those who possessed external regulation were predictors for Factor 

II-General Technology Usage.  Older students, intrinsically motivated students, mental 

risk takers and those who were extrinsically motivated due to valuing the task were 

predictors for Factor III-Voluntary Use.  Younger students, hours of work per week, extra 

curricular activities and intrinsic motivation were predictors for Factor IV-Blogging.  

Educational and Social Use of Technology 

 An exploratory factor analysis of the eight questions, designed by the researcher,  

pertaining to various forms of new media utilized for educational and social reasons was 

performed.  The goal of the factor analysis was to have a factor relating to the social use 

of technology and a factor relating to the educational use of technology.  The factor 

analysis produced two factors, however it did not produce the desired factors.  The results 

are listed in Table 4.13.    
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Table 4.13  
Rotated Factor Matrix Factor Loading for the Various Use of Technology   
                                    Factor I                 Factor II 
Variable     (N)       Computer/ CP-Ed        CP-Social        
 
IM Educational  (277)             .825           .013 
purpose 
    
Cell phone    (275)             .783           .165 
Educational purpose   
 
Email Social   (277)             .758           .150 
purpose       
 
Email Educational  (277)             .717           .205 
purpose        
  
Text Educational  (277)             .716           .253  
purpose  
       
IM Social Purpose     (277)             .629           .315     
 
Text Social Purpose  (277)             .090           .889 
 
Cell phone Social  (277)             .278           .794 
Purpose 
  
Variance             
Explained    42.2%         20.9%    
 
 The factor analysis produced two factors.  Factor I is labeled Computer/ CP-Ed; it 

contains every question relating to computer usage (email and IM) and the two 

educational items relating to cell phones (cell phone use and texting) and accounted for 

42.2% of the variance.  Factor II is labeled CP-Social; it contains the use of texting and 

cell phone use for social reasons and accounted for 20.9% of the variance.   

A Pearson correlation was computed among the two produced factors from the 

eight questions, and the factors that were assumed, by the researcher, to represent the 

educational and social use of technology.   The first assumed factor is labeled Assumed 
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Social; it contains the items relating to the social use of new media.  The second assumed 

factor is labeled Assumed Educational; it contains the items relating to the educational 

use of new media.  This correlation was conducted in order to examine the relationship 

between the variables and the four factors.  The results of the Pearson correlations are 

listed in Table 4.14.  
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Table 4.14  
Correlation Matrix for the Various Use of Technology      
                                      Factor I        Factor II    Assumed  Assumed 
Variable                               Computer/ CP-Ed     CP-Social      Social Educational   
Community College/4 year        .013         -.169**             -.102     -.029 

Gender               .073         -.005          .026           .088 

Age                       -.027                   -.454**          -.336**       -.125* 

GPA                         .036          .086          .100        .036 

Full-time status            -.063                   .190**              .072             .002 

Hours of Work            .005         -.133*              -.086     -.026 
per Week 

Parents’ Education                 .003          .114         .084      .025 

Extracurricular                .208**           .103         .198**        .210** 

Activities 

Type T General                .138*          .339**              .309**        .215**  

Type T Mental                       .100           .025        .082      .095 

Intrinsic               .170**                 -.053        .069      .143* 

E- External             .089          .233**               .237**        .126* 

E-Introjected             .089          .156*        .158*          .123*     

E-Identified                        .024          .135*        .085      .072 

Extraversion                      -.054          .145*             .072     -.005 

Conscientiousness            .072         -.117      -.068      .055 

Neuroticism                        .004          -.069             -.079     .018 

Openness                    -.080          .107        .062    -.071  
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed). 
(N ranged from 260-277)         
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Table 4.14 continued 
Correlation Matrix for the Various Use of Technology      
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.        

The highest correlation was a negative correlation between Factor II CP-Social   

(r = -.454) and age.  Age was also significantly correlated negatively with the presumed 

Social and Educational factors (r= -.336 and -.125, respectively).  This shows that there 

was a relationship between the factors assumed to represent the social and educational 

use of new media and younger students.  General risk taking, Extrinsic External 

Regulation and Extrinsic Introjected Regulation were all significantly correlated with 

Factor II; CP-Social, Assumed Social and Assumed Educational.    

A multiple regression was conducted on the two produced factors and the two 

assumed factors in order to analyze the predictors of technology use.  The results of the 

multiple regression analysis are listed in Table 4.15. 
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Table 4.15 
Linear Regression Criterion Variables-Factors I-IV       
         Factor I Factor II Assumed Assumed 
   Computer/ CP-Ed     CP-Social             Social        Educational 
Predictor Variable       ß       ß          ß        ß   
Community College/4 year  -.102    .059         -.008   -.082 

Gender      .062    .081                  .067    .103 

Age      .013   -.344***            -.269***   -.063 

GPA     -.044    -.025                 -.016   -.077 

Full-time Status   -.152        -.033                   -.153*    -.107 

Hours of Work per Week    .013    -.010                  -.003     .013 

Parents’ Education    .030    .040                   .030     .053 

Extracurricular Activities   .327***   .081                 .261***    .301*** 

Type T General    .080                 .159*                 .131                .148    

Type T Mental    .028    .114                   .100     .056 

Intrinsic     .086   -.032                   .030     .065 

E-External     .041    .139*                 .148*    .052 

E-Introjected       .108    .113                   .151*    .122 

E-Identified             .037    .043                   .043     .053 

Extraversion    -.133               .033                -.051              -.113 

Conscientiousness    .028              -.083                 -.078        .037 

Neuroticism    -.077              -.052                 -.138*             -.028 

Openness    -.131*               .087            .015              -.124  

R2      .171               .296                 .274    .191 

Adjusted R2     .105    .240      .216    .126   
    *p<.05 
***p<.001 
(N ranged from 260-277)          
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Table 4.15 continued 
Linear Regression Criterion Variables-Factors I-IV       
Note: Community College=1, 4 year=0; Gender: Female=1, Male=0; Full-time=1, Part-time=0; Parents Education: 
Unknown=0, No High School=1, GED=2, High School=3, Attended college/Did not graduate=4, Technical college=5, 
Associate’s=6, Bachelor’s=7, Master’s=8, Doctorate=9.       
     

Extracurricular activities and openness were predictors for Factor 1-Computer/ 

CP-Ed.  Younger students, general risk takers and those who were extrinsically motivated 

in order to obtain rewards or avoid punishments were predictors for Factor II-CP-Social.  

Younger students, part-time students, students involved in extracurricular activities, 

students who were extrinsically motivated in order to obtain rewards or avoid 

punishments, students who were extrinsically motivated in order to maintain personal 

expectations or avoid guilt and students who scored lower on Neuroticism were 

predictors for Assumed Social.  Student involvement in extracurricular activities was a 

predictor for Assumed Educational use of technology. 

Additional Analysis 

 While attending a two-year or four-year institution was not a significant predictor 

in any of the multiple regressions, an exploratory analysis was conducted between the 

two-year and four-year students.  The demographic differences between community 

college students and four-year students were reported previously (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3).  

These results indicate that the community college sample consisted of more females, 

part-time students and that the students were older, had a lower GPA and worked more 

hours per week compared to the four-year students.   

The scores from the factor analyses were converted to T scores.  A chi-square 

analysis examined the differences with regards to parents’ educational attainment and 

participation in extracurricular activities between two-year and four-year students. The 

results are presented in Table 4.16.   
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Table 4.16 
Chi-square Comparison of Two-year and Four-year students     
       2 year        2 year            4 year    4 year  
Variable                N (128)     Median          N (150)   Median      Test    Significance  
Parents’ Education1 127 Attended 

college/did not 
graduate 

150 Bachelor’s 
degree 

x2= 
5.605 

*** 

Percentage 
participating in an 
Extracurricular Activity 

124 20% 150 46% x2= 
15.33 

*** 

1 See Appendix E 
***p<.001            
 

The results indicated that the community college students’ parents attained 

significantly lower levels of education and that the two-year students participated in less 

extracurricular activities than four-year students.  The demographic differences were in 

concurrence with previous studies examining community college students (CCSSE 2009; 

Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).    

 A two group MANOVA was conducted in order to examine any differences with 

regards to personality and academic motivation factors between two-year and four-year 

students.  An overall Wilks’ Lambda equaled .887 (p<.01), illustrating that there were 

significant differences in personality factors.  The results can be found in Table 4.17. 
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Table 4.17 
Personality and Motivation Factor Scores MANOVA      
       2 year    2 year   4 year     4 year          Partial Eta 
Variable                 N      Mean       N         Mean     F        Squared      Significance 
Type T General 108 -.296 145 .199 16.03 .060 *** 

Type T Mental 108 -.005 145 -.033 .048 .000  

Intrinsic Motivation 
 

108 -.092 145 .027 .889 .004  

Extrinsic External 108 -.088 145 .060 1.32 .005  

Extrinsic Introjected 108 .126 145 -.101 3.18 .012  

Extrinsic Identified 108 -.024 145 .053 .369 .001  

Extraversion 108 -.163 145 .109 4.59 .018 * 

Conscientiousness 108 .062 145 -.070 1.08 .004  

Neuroticism 108 .061 145 -.064 .970 .004  

Openness 108 -.175 145 .164 7.29 .028 ** 

   *p<.05 
 **p<.01 
***p<.001            
 
 The results illustrate a significant difference in Type T General, Extraversion and 

Openness between two-year and four-year students.  These results suggest that the 

community college students possess less general risk taking and are lower in extraversion 

and openness than four year students.  There were no significant differences between 

each group with regards to academic motivation. 

 A two group MANOVA was conducted in order to examine any possible 

differences with regards to technology factors and the overall use of technology for an 

educational and social purpose.  An overall Wilks’ Lambda equaled .148 (p=.00), 

illustrating that there were significant differences in use of technology.  The results can 

be found in Table 4.18. 
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Table 4.18  
New Media Scores MANOVA          
           2 year    2 year       4 year    4 year          Partial Eta 
Variable             N        Mean          N         Mean        F        Squared     Significance  

   *p<.05 
 **p<.01 
***p<.001            
 

The results of the new media MANOVA depict a difference with regards to 

general use of technology, and the overall use of new media for both social and 

educational purposes.  While attending a community college was not a predictor for any 

of the criterion variables it is interesting to note that the community college students 

utilized new media less with regards to the General factor and for the overall use for both 

a social and an educational purpose.  The frequency distribution regarding the results 

from the BFI-10, the Type T inventory, the Academic Motivation Scale and the various 

use of new media can be found in Appendix E.  

Conclusion 

 The results from this study showed various predictors of technology use for an 

educational and social purpose among two-year and four-year students.  The significant 

predictors included: age, Extrinsic-External Regulation, Extrinsic-Identified and Type T 

Mental.   

Preference Factor 123 .060 150 -.049 .811 .003  
 

General Factor 
 

123 -.405 150 .332 42.40 .135 *** 

Voluntary Factor 
 

123 .046 150 -.038 .477 .002  

Blogging Factor 123 -.010 150 .008 .023 .000  

Social 123 1.642 150 2.033 7.93 .028 ** 

Educational 123 1.55 150 1.84 5.62 .020 * 
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� Age: Overwhelmingly, age was a predictor for many uses of new media among 

college students.  Younger students are more likely to frequently utilize 

technology for a social purpose, utilize general forms of new media and 

participate in blogging.  Older students on the other hand, are more likely to 

utilize technology voluntarily to research educational topics.   

� Extrinsic-External Regulation: Possessing motivation to receive a reward or avoid 

a punishment was a predictor for frequently utilizing technology for social 

reasons, utilizing a cell phone for social reasons and for the overall use of new 

media for social reasons. 

� Extrinsic-Identified: Identifying the value of a task, despite the lack of intrinsic 

motivation was a predictor for frequently utilizing technology for educational 

reasons and for utilizing new media voluntarily relating to topics learned in class. 

�  Type T Mental: A mental risk-taking personality was also a predictor for 

frequently utilizing technology for educational reasons and for utilizing 

technology voluntarily relating to topics learned in class 

� There are numerous differences between two and four year students with regards 

to general demographics, personality and technology usage.  Despite these 

differences, belonging to a two-year or a four-year college was not a predictor of 

for any of the criterion variables. 

� Despite significant differences between two-year and four-year students’ grade 

point averages, there were no significant findings between grade point average 

and utilizing new media for an educational or social purpose.  Contrary to the 

results found by Kirschner and Karpinski (2010), this study proposes that the use 
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of new media may not affect students’ grade point averages.  These results are 

similar to those found by Hargittai and Hseih (2010), O’Brien (2011) and Pasek, 

More, and Hargittai (2009). 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 78 

CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of the Purpose and Results 

The purpose of this study was to examine the factors that contribute to the use of 

technology for educational and social reasons among two-year and four-year college 

students.  Recent studies have shown that some institutions of higher education are 

promoting the use of new media, while others are discouraging its use (CCCSE, 2009; 

Cebeci & Tekdal, 2006; Taylor, 2008; www.npr.org, 2010).  Whether or not college 

students prefer to use new media for educational purposes also varies (Jones et al., 2010; 

Schwartz, 2010).  

This study sought to examine college students’ use of new media with the intent 

to provide educators with the factors that contribute to its use.  Through understanding 

how college students utilize new media, educators can determine whether or not utilizing 

new media will enhance student learning.  There are not many studies that include both 

two-year and four-year students; therefore this study also branched out from the typical 

sample of convenience of four year students and provided insight into community college 

students.     

Specifically, this study examined the following research questions: 

(1) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with how   

      frequently students utilize technology? 

(2) What demographic and individual difference factors are associated with the  

      variety of technology use? 

(3) What demographic and individual differences are associated with the  
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      social/emotional use of technology? 

(4) What demographic and individual differences are associated with educational  

      use of technology? 

Research Question 1) What demographic and individual difference factors were 

associated with how frequently students utilize technology? 

This question was examined by analyzing the frequent use of technology for 

educational and social reasons.  Participation in extracurricular activities, mental risk 

taking, extrinsic motivation-identified and a low score on neuroticism were significant 

predictors for the educational use of new media.   

The educational utilization of new media among students who enjoy mental risks 

corresponds to Farley’s (2001) research in that Type T students thrive from a fast paced 

educational setting in which they can assert their autonomy.  The results for Extrinsic 

Motivation-Identified Regulation illustrate that students who do not like an educational 

task, but value the task, will frequently utilize new media for an educational purpose.  

Also, those students who are more stable (low on the neuroticism factor) will utilize new 

media more frequently for an educational purpose.  Amiel and Sargent (2004) stated that 

people displaying neuroticism will reject text messaging and show a preference for 

uncommon experiences.  Given that utilization of new media is very common among 

college students, the results of this study are similar to the results found by Amiel and 

Sargent (2004).   

With regards to the use of new media for social reasons, the most significant 

predictors included: younger students, parents with higher education and Extrinsic 

Motivation-External Regulation.  Other significant predictors included involvement in 
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extracurricular activities and neuroticism.  These results suggest that younger students 

whose parents were highly educated (and perhaps make more money) have the resources 

to utilize technology for a social purpose.  The results from this study regarding showed 

that involvement in extracurricular activities was a predictor for utilizing new media for 

social reasons.  This is similar to Kirschner and Karipnski’s (2010) findings that college 

students who participated in various extracurricular activities utilized FB more often.   

The results for Extrinsic Motivation-External Regulation suggest that students 

who are motivated in order to obtain an external reward or avoid punishment will 

frequently utilize new media for a social purpose.  New media provides users with quick 

responses which can be a reward in itself.  Many college students thrive from constant 

communication and responses (Prensky, 2001b), which can explain the findings in this 

research. 

Research Question 2) What demographic and individual difference factors were 

associated with the variety of technology use? 

 The second research question sought to examine the various forms of new media 

and classify them into various categories.  An exploratory factor analysis was conducted 

in order to examine the various categories of new media use.  The intent was to analyze 

common themes within the use of technology.  The factor analysis produced four factors 

from the 14 questions pertaining to the various uses of new media.  While the factor 

analysis did not result in specific forms of new media usage, it did produce factors that 

relate to the reasoning behind utilizing new media.  The four factors were as follows: 

1. Factor I-Preference  

2. Factor II-General  
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3. Factor III-Voluntary  

4. Factor IV-Blogging   

The strongest factor was Factor I-Preference which included students wanting a 

class page on FB, the ability to text professor and the ability to IM professors.  Factor II 

included general forms of technology questions (utilizing SNSs, YT, IM and cell 

phones).  Factor III emerged as Voluntary.  This factor included utilizing YT, the Internet 

and podcasts voluntarily to learn more about topics in class.  Factor IV-Blogging 

consisted of all of the questions pertaining to blogging. 

These four factors were each used as a criterion variable in a multiple regression 

analysis in order to examine the predictors for utilizing various forms of new media.  The 

results provided insight into the predictors for each of the criterion variables.  Each 

multiple regression analysis illustrated that academic motivation was a predictor with 

regards to the various forms of technology use.   

External-Regulation motivation was a predictor the general use of new media.  

This suggests that students who were motivated to obtain a reward or avoid a punishment 

preferred to utilize new media for a general purpose.  Intrinsic motivation was a 

significant predictor for utilizing new media voluntarily and for blogging.  Students who 

possessed an internal desire to succeed in college were more likely to voluntarily utilize 

new media to enhance their knowledge and post blogs.  Also, Extrinsic Identified-

Regulation resulted as a predictor for the voluntary use of new media.  Although these 

students are driven by an external force, they identify with the value of a task and utilized 

new media to voluntarily enhance their knowledge.     
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Research Question 3) What demographic and individual differences were associated with 

the social/emotional use of technology? 

Research Question 4) What demographic and individual differences were associated with 

educational use of technology? 

 In order to examine the social/emotional and educational use of technology, an 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the eight questions pertaining to the use of 

new media for educational and social reasons.  The factor analysis produced two factors, 

however these factors did not distinctly separate the use of technology into a social and 

an educational factor.  The results of the factor analysis illustrate two factors; Factor I-

Computer and Cell Phone Educational and Factor II-Cell Phone Social.  Factor I 

contained the questions pertaining to instant messaging and emailing for both educational 

and social reasons along with texting and using a cell phone for educational reasons.  

Factor II contained texting and using a cell phone for social reasons.   

 A multiple regression was conducted in order to examine the predictor variables 

for the two determined factors along with the two assumed factors, perceived by the 

researcher to define educational and social uses of new media.  Involvement in an 

extracurricular activity was a significant predictor of Factor I- Computer/Cell Phone 

Educational use, Factor II- Social use and Factor III- Educational use of technology.  Age 

was a significant, negative factor in determining the use of new media for a social 

purpose (Factor III) and social use of a cell phone (Factor II).   

 The results from these analyses produced ambiguous results.  It is hypothesized 

that students may not distinguish between what is considered “social” and “educational” 

use of technology.  As seen in this research and in previous studies students spend a lot of 
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time utilizing technology.  Perhaps the ideas of “social” and “educational” are not 

semantically separated in their minds.     

Additional Analysis 

An additional analysis was conducted in order to compare and contrast two-year 

and four-year college students.  Although the type of institution attended was not a 

significant predictor in any of the multiple regressions, t-tests revealed significant 

differences between the two groups of students.  The community college students were 

more likely to be older, female students who attended school part-time, participated in 

fewer extracurricular activities, worked more hours per week, had a lower GPA and had 

parents with lower educational attainment than the four-year students.  These results are 

similar to the findings proposed by previous research (CCSSE 2009; Cohen & Brawer, 

2008; Noonan-Terry & Leach, 2008).    

The results from the t-tests also illustrate that the community college students 

possessed less extraversion and openness and also utilized new media less for social and 

educational purposes.  While attendance at a community college was not a predictor for 

any of the criterion variables, it is possible that the community college students in this 

sample may not have the time, desire, or ability to utilize new media for both a social and 

an educational purpose. Further research could examine whether these results are similar 

with a different sample of community college and four year students.  The results from 

this study illustrate that the differences between two-year and four-year college students 

warrants further examination when conducting empirical research regarding college 

students. 
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Limitations 

The results from this study examined the use of new media within education.  

However, there are limitations to this study that will be addressed.  A common problem 

with any self-report survey is that responses may be biased or incorrect (Subrahmanyam 

et al., 2008).   Although the participants were informed that their responses would remain 

anonymous there could have been bias in their responding and therefore there may be 

discrepancies between their actual and assumed beliefs (Agnew & Pike, 1994).  These 

biases may include choosing desirable answers, randomly guessing and also exaggerating 

or understating their utilization of new media.  These issues may compromise the 

reliability and validity of the measures used in this study. 

Another limitation pertains to the sample.  The four year students were from a 

large, urban, public research university in the Northeastern United States.  The 

community college students were also located in the Northeastern United States.  It can 

be argued that this is a threat to the external validity and that the results are only 

generalizable to other students from the same types of institutions.  Also, over 38% of the 

four year students were former community college students.  This would not necessarily 

be an issue, however when analyzing both two-year and four year students it is important 

to acknowledge this detail. 

The two-year students were from two different community colleges, which is also 

a limitation.  While having students from both community colleges increased the sample 

size and provided a more ethnically diverse sample, there were significant differences 

between each group of community college students.  It is also important to acknowledge 

that the majority of the participants from each institution were female Education majors.  
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Therefore, caution should be used when interpreting the results of this study to a more 

diverse sample of students. 

 A third limitation pertains to the scales utilized within this study.  The variables 

representing the use of new media were chosen because they were thought to have 

accurately represented a persons’ use of new media.  The analyses did not consistently 

produce clear responses.  Other measures may contain better constructs to analyze the 

true use of utilizing new media for educational and social reasons.  A focus group with 

college students could also provide insight into the various ways in which they prefer to 

utilize technology. 

Strengths 

 This study has numerous strengths despite the above limitations.  Many studies 

focusing on college students rely on a sample of convenience with four year students.  

This study broke away from that design and included community college students.  

Therefore, students who are not commonly included in studies were examined in this 

research.   

Another asset is that examining the use of new media in relation to personality 

and academic motivation is a fairly new topic within education.  This study contributed to 

a relatively new area of research and it also bridged some gaps among college students’ 

motivation, personality and technology usage. While various studies have examined how 

the different forms of academic motivation can affect student achievement, this research 

examined how academic motivation related to a students’ use of new media in an 

educational and social setting.  New media are continuously evolving and the factors 
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contributing to its educational use among students are important to researchers and 

educators. 

Implications for Future Research 

Overall, the findings from this study support evidence of individual differences 

with regards to the utilization of new media for educational and social reasons among 

college students.  The results confirm that researchers and educators should consider 

students’ personality and motivational determinants before implementing, or choosing 

not to implement, the use of new media within the classroom. 

Further studies that examine both two-year and four-year students could focus on 

four year colleges that do not have a large amount of former community college students.  

The characteristics of students at a selective four year college, or university, may differ 

from students who attend a diverse institute of higher education.  Examining these types 

of institutions may reveal significantly different results between the groups of students.  

Another factor to take into account is the students’ socioeconomic status (SES).  While 

taking parents’ education into account provides a small glimpse into the students’ SES, 

future studies could examine SES in more detail.  Through analyzing how SES relates to 

students’ use of new media, educators and researchers can gain a better understanding to 

the possible benefits and drawbacks of using new media within education.    

Research into the use of new media is in its infancy.  Technology is continuously 

updated and enhanced.  From a longitudinal perspective, examining the use of new media 

for educational and social reasons in contrast to the students’ individual differences 

would provide extended knowledge.  It would be of interest to track the results from the 

various measures utilized and examine long term factors associated with the use of new 
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media.  A longitudinal study following students throughout their college career could 

provide in depth insight into the various factors that contribute to their technology use.  

Furthermore, a longitudinal study could examine any fluctuations in motivation that may 

in turn affect the use of new media.   

Also of interest would be to conduct a cross sectional study examining students as 

newer forms of technology evolve.  A very small percentage of students in this study own 

an e-reader (6.1%), yet during the time this study was conducted iPads (and similar 

electronics) have become extremely popular.  As technology evolves more items are 

being considered a necessity and that could influence a students’ use of new media.  In 

contrast, it is difficult for researchers to stay up to date on the various forms of 

technology.  MySpace® had been a very popular SNS, yet by the time this research was 

finalized, it had significantly lost its popularity.   

The results from this research suggest the possibility that students do not perceive 

a difference between using specific forms of new media for a social versus educational 

function.  Perhaps students are enmeshed in their technology usage to the point that they 

cannot decipher the reasoning behind its use.  To address this possibility, conducting 

focus groups and open-ended questions could provide more information into the use of 

new media among college students. 

Implications for the Field 

 This purpose of this study was to increase understanding of the specific factors 

that contribute to the use of new media for educational and social reasons among college 

students.  It also aimed to increase knowledge about the similarities and differences 

between two-year and four-year students.  In light of the evidence proposed in this 
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research, educators and researchers must be cognizant to the various factors that differ 

between students at each of these institutes of higher education. 

The results of this study provide educators and researchers with a greater 

understanding of the factors that contribute to a students’ use of new media.  The results 

of this study are not just focused on four year college students, but also community 

college students.  Results from this study can enlighten parents, educators and researchers 

into the various forms of motivation that will contribute to the use new media for 

educational reasons. 

 Throughout this study, various aspects of academic motivation and the Type T 

personality proved significant with regards to the use of new media among college 

students.  Also, students’ risk taking tendencies contributed to their utilization of new 

media.  The concept that students academic motivation and risk taking personality can 

contribute to their use of new media is an item that should be studied further.   

 It is also important to note that the personality constructs from the BFI-10 did not 

yield many significant results.  Neuroticism was a significant negative predictor for the 

frequent use of technology for both social and educational reasons.  Neuroticism was also 

a negative predictor with regards to the overall social use of technology.  The only other 

significant personality construct was openness, which was a negative predictor to Factor 

I- Computer/CP-Ed (see Table 4.15).  These results should be examined further to gain a 

better understanding into the relationship between neuroticism and the utilization of new 

media. Given that previous research (Amiel & Sargent, 2004; Chamorro-Premuzic & 

Furnham, 2003) found that neuroticism correlated negatively with final exam grades and 

preferring to use the Internet for communication, there is evidence that this personality 
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construct contributes to an individuals’ use of new media.  Through understanding the 

variables that contribute to individuals utilizing new media, researchers and educators can 

examine the various forms of technology that could contribute to their learning.  

 It can be argued that a low neuroticism level may be the only significant Big Five 

Personality predictor with regards to utilizing new media for educational and social 

reasons.  However, future research examining the Big Five Personality constructs in 

relation to college students’ use of new media for educational and social reasons should 

consider using a more in depth personality questionnaire.  Extensive personality measures 

may reveal significant findings that were not possible through a brief personality 

measure. 

 Additionally, the results from this study indicate that there is a new generation of 

college students that do not fully distinguish between utilizing various forms of new 

media for an educational versus social function.  If students do not distinguish various 

forms of technology for either an educational or social purpose, then educators should 

gain a better understanding of this phenomenon.  It is imperative that future research 

explores this topic further.  This study highlights the need for an educational effort to 

utilize technology in order to bridge the gap between “educational” and “social” 

purposes, with the intent to enhance students’ learning and education.    
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� Items 1-10 are from the Big Five Inventory © Oliver P. John, 1991, 1998, 2008 
(Permission to use questionnaire: http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm). 

� Items 13-18 are from The Six Item Type T Scale © Frank Farley, 2004, 2007, 2010 
(Permission to use questionnaire granted through personal communication from Dr. 
Frank Farley, June, 2010). 

� Items 36-59 are from the Academic Motivation Scale © Robert J. Vallerand, 1992 
(Permission to use questionnaire: 
http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/r26710/LRCS/echelles_en.htm).  The items used in this 
research did not include the amotivation items. 

� The remaining items were constructed by the researcher. 
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APPENDIX E 
ADDITIONAL TABLES 

 
Table 4.19          
Parents Education: Percentage of Two-year and Four-year students  
 
      Variable     Two-Year   Four-Year  
 
1. No High School 14.1% 2.0% 

2. GED 3.1% 1.3% 

3. High School 25.0% 16.7% 

4. Attended College/Did not graduate 10.2% 12.0% 

5. Technical Degree 11.7% 4.7% 

6. Associate’s Degree 6.3% 4.7% 

7. Bachelor’s Degree 19.5% 28.0% 

8. Master’s Degree 7.0% 23.3% 

9. Doctorate Degree .8% 7.3% 

10. Unknown 1.6% 0% 
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Table 4.20           
Frequency Distribution: BFI-10         
           Disagree    Disagree   Neither agree  Agree      Agree 
               Strongly      a little      nor disagree    a little     strongly 
I see myself as someone 
who…  

     

 ….is reserved 33 60 44 90 44 

 ….is generally trusting 
  

6 22 19 93 134 

 ….tends to be lazy 
 

51 68 69 75 7 

 ….is relaxed, handles    
     stress well 
 

24 77 53 74 44 

  ….has few artistic  
      interests 
 

71 57 47 62 35 

  ….is outgoing, sociable 
 

5 21 32 99 116 

  ….tends to find fault  
      with others    
 

46 70 74 65 16 

  …does a thorough job 
 

5 17 24 113 111 

  …gets nervous easily 
 

27 49 60 84 53 

  …has an active  
      imagination 

1 15 33 102 120 
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Table 4.21            
Frequency Distribution: Type T         
                  Does not apply     Applies        Applies      Applies very  
              at all  slightly        somewhat      strongly 
I would like to have as many 
exciting experiences in my life as 
possible 

2 16 63 197 

I am an excitement-seeker/thrill 
seeker 

19 68 106 84 

My friends would call me a thrill-
seeker 

63 85 76 52 

I am a risk taker 40 93 103 40 

I enjoy taking mental chances or 
risks (eg., I share a new idea when I 
am not sure how other people will 
take it).   

18 88 111 61 

I like to have discussions with 
people who have ideas that are 
different or opposite to mine 

14 60 104 100 
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Table 4.22            
Frequency Distribution: Variety of New Media       

            Does not apply    Applies     Applies     Applies very 
                                                       at all            slightly     somewhat   strongly  
I find educational value in using social 
networking websites (eg., Facebook). 

68 83 73 54 

I find educational value in having 
YouTube clips, related to the subject 
matter, shown in class. 

19 35 86 137 

I find social value (personal/non-
educational) in using social networking 
websites (eg., Facebook). 

27 39 81 130 

I prefer to read electronic copies of 
books rather than an actual book. 

182 49 32 14 

I would like for my college classes to 
have their own Facebook page. 

120 73 51 32 

I often search the Internet, voluntarily, 
for topics discussed in class. 

54 88 85 51 

I often download informative podcasts, 
voluntarily, to learn to learn more about 
any topic. 

137 68 48 25 

I often research video clips on 
YouTube, voluntarily, to learn more 
about a topic discussed in class. 

102 83 60 32 

I often use instant messaging to ask a 
classmate for academic assistance. 

110 77 56 35 

I often use a social networking site (eg. 
Facebook) to seek educational 
assistance/advice. 

110 77 56 35 

I often access YouTube for 
entertainment purposes. 

33 44 69 132 

I would like to be able to instant 
message my professors. 

82 72 64 59 
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Table 4.22 continued           
Frequency Distribution: Variety of New Media       

Does not apply    Applies     Applies     Applies very 
                                                                      at all           slightly     somewhat   strongly  
I would like to be able to text my 
professors. 

97 54 62 64 

I often use Wikipedia to research 
information related to my coursework. 

73 78 58 68 

I regularly use my cell phone to text 
while in class.  

102 80 45 51 

I often participate in blogging for an 
educational purpose. 

167 62 32 17 

I often participate in blogging for a 
social purpose. 

182 44 35 17 
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Table 4.23            
Frequency Distribution: Academic Motivation Scale      
                           Does not      Corresponds  Corresponds   Corresponds   Corresponds 
                      correspond at all      a little         moderately            a lot             exactly 

   
WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE?         1         2           3           4           5          6        7  
 
Because with only a high-school degree 
I would not find a high-paying job later 
on. 

24 13 13 21 52 48 107 

Because I experience pleasure and 
satisfaction while learning new things.  

3 16 13 48 74 52 71 

Because I think that a college education 
will help me better prepare for the 
career I have chosen.  

3 2 5 11 16 44 197 

For the intense feelings I experience 
when I am communicating my own 
ideas to others.    

21 35 51 62 53 33 21 

For the pleasure I experience while 
surpassing myself in my studies.  

13 17 30 69 69 49 31 

To prove to myself that I am capable of 
completing my college degree.    

12 4 10 23 47 58 121 

In order to obtain a more prestigious 
job later on.     

6 9 9 19 29 54 150 

For the pleasure I experience when I 
discover new things never seen before 

6 15 25 43 74 55 59 

Because eventually it will enable me to 
enter the job market in a field that I 
like.    

7 5 12 34 53 164 275 

For the pleasure that I experience when 
I read interesting authors.   

34 37 

 

52 57 43 25 30 

For the pleasure that I experience while 
I am surpassing myself in one of my 
personal accomplishments.      

10 13 11 41 58 60 85 
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Table 4.23 continued           
Frequency Distribution: Academic Motivation Scale      
                           Does not      Corresponds  Corresponds   Corresponds   Corresponds 
                      correspond at all      a little         moderately            a lot             exactly 

   
WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE?         1         2           3           4           5          6        7       

Because of the fact that when I succeed 
in college I feel important.     

12 10 17 38 50 51 100 

Because I want to have “the good life” 
later on.     

12 10 12 25 34 52 130 

For the pleasure that I experience in 
broadening my knowledge about 
subjects which appeal to me.    

4 11 10 36 64 73 80 

Because this will help me make a better 
choice regarding my career orientation.    

7 6 18 27 46 72 101 

For the pleasure that I experience when 
I feel completely absorbed by what 
certain authors have written.    

35 37 46 57 46 31 24 

For the satisfaction I feel when I am in 
the process of accomplishing difficult 
academic activities.     

8 13 31 48 45 79 54 

To show myself that I am an intelligent 
person. 

13 12 20 43 44 58 87 

In order to have a better salary later on. 4 7 9 22 53 47 136 

Because my studies allow me to 
continue to learn about many things 
that interest me.    

5 8 14 37 57 65 92 

Because I believe that a few additional 
years of education will improve my 
competence as a worker.  

7 8 16 33 59 76 78 

For the “high” feeling that I experience 
while reading about various interesting 
subjects.  

37 49 44 57 34 33 24 
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Table 4.23 continued           
Frequency Distribution: Academic Motivation Scale      
                           Does not      Corresponds  Corresponds   Corresponds   Corresponds 
                      correspond at all      a little         moderately            a lot              exactly 

   
WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE?         1         2           3           4           5          6        7 
Because college allows me to 
experience a personal satisfaction in my 
quest for excellence in my studies 

 

13 

 

21 

 

28 

 

41 

 

61 

 

50 

 

62 

Because I want to show myself that I 
can succeed in my studies.      

12 7 13 31 42 70 102 

 

 

 

Table 4.24       
Frequency Distribution: Parents Education   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Highest Amount of Education Total 

Unknown 2 

Did not graduate from high school 21 

General Education Diploma 6 

Graduated from high school 57 

Attended college, did not graduate 31 

Technical College Degree 22 

Associate’s Degree 15 

Bachelor’s Degree 67 

Master’s Degree 44 

Doctorate 12 
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Table 4.25       
Frequency Distribution: Electronic Devices Owned  
 
Type of Electronic Device Total 

Computer 271 

iPod/mp3 222 

Cell phone 271 

Television 256 

Kindle/iPad/ebook 17 

Electronic Organizer 17 

 

 

 

Table 4.26        
Frequency Distribution: Social Networking Activities  
 
Type of Social Networking Activity Total 

MySpace 46 

Facebook 243 

LinkedIn 7 

YouTube 196 

Flikr 8 

Twitter 37 

Downloaded Podcasts 27 

   Podcasts helped learn the material 25 
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Table 4.27            
Frequency Distribution: Frequency of New Media Use      
         Zero    1-10      11-20      21-30 31-40   41-50      50+ 

Approximately how many 
times per day do you use your 
cell phone to talk with 
someone for a social purpose 
(non-educational)? 

 

7 

 

153 

 

35 

 

25 

 

17 

 

8 

 

32 

On average, how many times 
per day do you use instant 
messaging for a social 
purpose? 

 

117 

 

100 

 

16 

 

13 

 

13 

 

3 

 

15 

Approximately how many 
times per day do you send and 
receive emails for social 
reasons? 

 

66 

 

160 

 

25 

 

11 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

Approximately how many 
times per day do you send and 
receive emails for educational 
reasons? 

 

31 

 

181 

 

35 

 

15 

 

7 

 

4 

 

4 

On average, how many times 
per day do you send and 
receive text messages for a 
social purpose? 

 

21 

 

62 

 

34 

 

35 

 

14 

 

25 

 

86 

Approximately how many 
times per day do you check a 
social networking site (eg., 
Facebook)? 

 

35 

 

139 

 

42 

 

34 

 

5 

 

6 

 

16 

On average, how many times 
per day do you use instant 
messaging for an educational 
purpose? 

 

196 

 

70 

 

4 

 

5 

 

1 

 

0 

 

1 

On average, how many times 
per day do you send and 
receive text messages for an 
educational purpose? 

140 114 12 6 2 3 0 
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Table 4.27 continued           
Frequency Distribution: Frequency of New Media Use      
                               Zero    1-10     11-20      21-30      31-40   41-50     50+ 

Approximately how many 
times per day do you use your 
cell phone to talk with 
someone for an educational 
purpose? 

 

121 

 

136 

 

10 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

2 

 

 

Table 4.28            
Frequency Distribution: Overall Frequency of New Media Use     
           Zero        1-3 hours  2-4 hours   4-6 hours   6 hours+  

 

 

 

 

 

Approximately how many 
hours per day do you utilize 
technology for a social 
purpose? 

 

16 

 

121 

 

66 

 

39 

 

34 

Approximately how many 
hours per day do you utilize 
technology for an educational 
purpose? 

 

11 

 

136 

 

75 

 

36 

 

18 


