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PROFILING FACEBOOK USERS: WHO IS THE OPEN-ATTENTIVE
USER IN FACEBOOK?

Both Indonesians and Poles are considered as the most active Facebook users in their
own regions. Yet, there are differences between users in those countries regarding
cultural backgrounds. Hence, this study purposed to cluster the Facebook users considering
the behavioural variables of personal sharing, frequency of using public communication
features, profile accessibility, and need for popularity (NfP) between those countries.
Non-hierarchical (k-mean) cluster analysis was performed in this study. The three
groups of cluster solutions were considered as the most appropriate. Indonesians seem
to be the moderate users and then followed by the open-attentive users. Furthermore,
Poles tend to be the passive-distance users and just a small number of them become the
open-attentive users.

Keyword: Facebook, cluster analysis, cultural backgrounds, Polish, Indonesian.

1. Introduction

The rapid development of social networking sites (SNS) has changed the pattern
of people interaction of communication. Facebook as the most popular SNS has
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been one of the most interesting social phenomena regarding the revolution of
people expression and human interconnectedness around the world.

Facebook users have reached 1,15 billion by the end of June 2013 which 60 %
of them become daily active users [10]. The active users increase around 27 % year-
over-year making Facebook turns into the top most visited websites in the world
[Thid].

Indonesia contributes an enormous number of Facebook users by becoming the
4th biggest in the world which has more than 47 million users [28]. It brings
Indonesia to the first rank concerning a number of Facebook users among its
neighbourhood countries in South East Asia. On the other hand, Poles have turned
into the most engaged social media users in Central Europe and the top five in the
world spending their time averagely 26,2 hours per month per user [7].

Interestingly, the spread of SNS use also transforms the users’ attitude related to
the privacy and personal sharing in online interaction. Mark Zuckerberg, the Facebook
founder, explicitly said that the rise of SNS use has made privacy no longer a social
norm and it leads people to be more open to share any information [16]. Several
findings also support his claim. Certain studies showed that SNS have given new
vogue for people to share personal issues and intimate information publicly [5, 36].
In addition, the survey conducted by ConsumerReports.org [8] showed that only
37 % of Facebook users in US use privacy tools to protect their page. Furthermore,
28 % of the users shared almost anything including personal information to their
audiences regardless of the quality of friendship network [Ibid].

The study conducted by Utz, Tanis and Vermeulen [32], indicated that disclosing
personal information in SNS is more related to Need for Popularity (NfP) than the
other psychological variables such as self-esteem, strategic self-presentation, and
need to belong. Yet, SNS is known as a space giving a freedom of expression while
at the same time it gives a chance to impress the other user relative to his anonymous
nature. Thereby, it brings SNS to be the self-promotional medium to gain popularity
among others.

However, most of existing researches regarding SNS use are more likely to
explain the best psychological predictors of online disclosure attitude. However, it
was only a few study segmentation of Facebook users. Profiling Facebook users
based on disclosure behaviour factors and psychological aspects, such as NfP
simultaneously, would be able to describe the interaction characteristic of the users
in SNS. In addition, the studies related to SNS behaviour mostly focus on the
investigation within culture. Segmentation of the users even could give an advantage
to the marketers to use Facebook features as an accessible resource from the target
audience [18].

Therefore, this study has three research questions. The first research question
proposes to examine the Facebook user segmentation in terms of personal sharing,
frequency to use public communication features, accessibility of profile page, and NfP
(RQ1). The second research question attempts to investigate the differences between
nationalities (Polish and Indonesian) among users segments identified in the first
research question (RQ2). The last research question pursues to identify the difference
characteristic of profile page information between Indonesian and Polish (RQ3).
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2. Literature review

2.1. Personal Sharing

Personal sharing is a behavioural form of intimate self-disclosure. Intimate self
disclosure is defined as a private aspect about the self that an individual
communicates to another [35, 77]. It is related to the extent of individual expression
while revealing about private features to others including thoughts, feelings, and
experiences [19].

Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) has different nature in comparison
with face-to-face encounter [3]. The requirement for physical proximity in CMC is
less necessary due to the nature of interaction is dislocated, disembodied and
anonymous [33]. Internet has given a freedom for people to be braver to express
anything which is impossible to do in the physical encounter [17, 22, 24, 27, 29, 30].
People even might reveal the intimate aspect on the internet due to the absence of
physical appearance [22], the reduction of rejection feeling [25], and perception of
common interest [9]. Mazur, Burns, and Emmers-Sommer [21] indicated that
CMC gave a benefit for individual to increase their relational interdependence.

2.2. Need for Popularity

The research conducted by Utz, Tanis, and Vermeulen [32] has shown that NfP
is strongly related to the Facebook use. NfP is defined as certain motivation to get
popularity among others [Ibid].

Lack of physical appearance in CMC makes users possible to attract other
attentions by using impression management [3]. Yet, making impression of popularity
in CMC is a manifestation of NfP. It requires social capital due to being popular.
In CMC, it needs not only ability to use the SNS features, such as updating status,
writing comments, or uploading pictures, but also it demands ability to observe
other users’ values, norms, and context simultaneously [31].

2.3. Profile Availability

Facebook profile page contains self-description, such as name, address, birthday,
instant messaging account, and email address. Users are able to set up the availability
of their profile page. Govani and Pashley [13] indicated that although many users
know how to control the privacy settings of their pages in SNS, they mostly did
not set them up.

Mark Zuckerberg, the Facebook founder, believes that ordinary people’s attitudes
regarding privacy issues are changing [16]. People are more willing to share anything
in social media including personal information [Ibid]. The research conducted by
Amdoc [1] and ConsumerReports [8] mentioned that social media users are more
open to give any access and share personal information to others.

Nosko, Wood, and Molema [23] noted that Facebook users revealed around
25 % of personal information which they considered as highly sensitive and potentially
stigmatizing. In addition, according to marketing research, Amdocs [1] has shown
that most of consumers in social media did not object to share extensive personal
data, including information about family and social network profiles, in order to get
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financial rewards or better service. Even 54 % of consumers were not against if their
data was to be given on to a third party under several circumstances [1].
Furthermore, ConsumerReports.org [8] reported that one-third of the SNS users
in US controled their privacy settings, but the other one-third users shared almost
any information without protecting it with privacy settings.

2.4. Cultural differences

The basic dimension of cultural differences may be expressed in two categories;
they are individualism and collectivism [2]. Indonesia belongs to the collectivistic
culture emphasizing their value on contact, togetherness, and control of individual
emotion, particularly the disclosure of negative emotion [Ibid]. On the other hand,
Poland belongs to the individualistic culture [15] accentuating their value on space
distance, privacy, and freedom of expression [2].

Privacy becomes the more important issue in individualistic cultures than in
collectivistic cultures [Ibid]. The degree of individualism and levels of personal
disclosure are negatively correlated [4], for instance people who live in individualistic
countries tend to be less concerned with higher levels of depth/intimate disclosure.

3. Methods

3.1. Participants

This study was based on online survey conducted in March until June 2013.
The snowball sampling procedure was performed in this study which obtains 646
participants comprised 346 of Indonesians and 300 of Poles. Most of the participants
were females consisting of Indonesian (59 %) and Polish (83 %). Students also
dominated to participate in this survey, for the Indonesian group (61 %) and the
Polish group (70 %) as well. The mean age for Indonesians was 26,48 (SD = 6,98)
and it was 24,1 (SD = 5,64) for Polish. The majority of the users using Facebook
in daily activity consists 80,7 % of Poles and 90,3 % of Indonesians. In general,
Indonesians have more friends in Facebook (n = 341, M = 1124,88; SD = 751,540)
than Polish (n = 299; M = 309,31; SD = 183,017). There were six participants who
gave no answer for total friend questions.

3.2. Measurement and Data Analysis

Cluster analysis with non-hierarchical (k-mean) method was performed in this
study to put users into different types. Hierarchical clustering with Ward’s method
was also conducted to verify the result of k-mean clustering. The indicators for the
cluster analysis were based on the several variables, such as frequency of using
public communication features, personal sharing, profile accessibility, and NfP.
Furthermore, nationality and gender were used as covariates to profile the resulting
segments. Analysis of variance was conducted to examine the profile page accessibility
between Indonesians and Poles.

Frequency of using public communication features was measured by the
frequency rating of updating status in the wall, commenting, and uploading the
pictures which there was in the range of 1 (less than once a month) up to 7
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(several times a day). Personal sharing was assessed by the frequency rating of
following statements: 1) relationship issues (for example, family member, couple,
girl/boy friend, significant other, friends), 2) mood of the day, 3) daily activities,
4) Place/location (i.e where you are or where you will go). The rating frequency
of personal sharing in the range of 0 = never to 5 = very frequently. Profile
accessibility was measured by asking the accessibility of 14 information written
in Facebook profile such as, address, relationship status, email, etc). The participants
were required to choose one option from 1 = not written, 2 = private, 3 = limited,
and 4 = public.

NfP scale (a. = 0,92), created by Santor, Messervey, and Kusumakar [26], were
used to measure motivation of person to conform to peer pressure. There was
modification on the item number 11 which stated “I often do things just to be
popular with people at school” in which concerning the need of the study. It had
been changed to “I often do things just to be popular with people on Facebook”.

4. Result

According to the descriptive statistics, participants are more likely to use public
communication features (update status, writing comment and upload pictures)
once a week (M = 3,64; SD = 1,42). Frequency of participants to share personal
issues tend to be very rare (M = 1,48; SD = 1,03). Furthermore, the accessibility
of profile page is open-limited (M = 2,53; SD = 0,65). Moreover, participants are
more likely to have low degree of NfP (M = 1,89; SD = 0,7).

The first research question addressed how Facebook users in Indonesia and
Poland could be segmented into homogenous groups based on personal sharing,
frequency of using public features, accessibility of profile page, and NfP (RQ1). The
three-cluster solutions were determined by using k-mean cluster analysis. The
four-cluster solutions were also examined but they had almost similar patterns
with the three-cluster solutions concerning personal sharing, frequency of using
public features and accessibility. Therefore, the three-cluster solutions are considered
as more parsimonous and likely easier to interpret. The characteristics of these
groups were identified by examining the mean score of the variables for each
cluster.

In general, the defined clusters have several characteristic (Table 1). The first
cluster consisted of participants who used public communication features once a
month (M = 1,93, Zscore = —1,2), were very rarely to share personal issues (M =
= 0,58, Zscore= —0,87), had private profile pages (M = 2,20, Zscore = 0,50), and
had the lowest NfP (M = 1,66, Zscore = —0,32). Therefore it was named as the
passive distant user (n = 246).

In addition, the second cluster was named the moderate user (n = 263). It was
showing the tendency to use public features 2—3 times per month (M = 347,
Zscore = —0,11), to disclose personal issues rarely (M = 1,73, Zscore = 0,24), to
have open-limited profile page (M = 2,68 Zscore = 0,11), and have moderate NfP
(M = 1,94, Zscore = 0,07). The mean of NfP in this cluster differs very slightly from
the mean NfP in remaining clusters and it is located in the midst of them.
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Table 1
Means from K-Means Three-Cluster Solution
Mean values cluster Z score values
number cluster number F Sig
1 2 3 1 2 3
Frequency of using
public communication
features 1,93 3,47 5,22 -1,2 | -0,11 1,11 | 1007,4 | 0,000
Personal sharing 0,58 1,73 2,62 -0,87 | 0,24 1,10 | 433,3 0,000
Profile accessibility 2,20 2,60 2,97 -0,50 | 0,11 0,68 81,4 0,000
NfP 1,66 1,94 2,21 -0,32 | 0,07 0,45 30,2 0,000
Cluster Sample Size 246 263 137 246 263 137
(38 %)| (41 %) | (21 %) | (38 %) | (41 %) | (21 %)

The characteristics of the third cluster represents the participants who used
public communication features several times a week (M = 5,22, Zscore = 1,11),
occasionally disclose personal issues (M = 2,62, Zscore = 1,10), had open-limited
profile (M = 2,97, Zscore = 0,68), and had higher NfP (M = 2,21, Zscore = 0,45).
In regard to the characterictis mentioned, the third cluster was named as the open
attentive user (n = 137).

Hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward’s method which applies squared
euclidean distance was also carried out to verify the optimal number of cluster.
The result of cluster membership did not differ a lot between hierarchical and k-
mean methods. The squared
euclidean distance was used in
order to place greater weight on
objects that are further apart [14].
Ward’s method was choosen to
assess cluster by calculating the
total sum of squared deviations
from the mean of a cluster. The
Cluster 2 linkage points can be identified by
| observing the dendrogram (Fig. 1)
Chi-square test was performed
| to examine how the identified

cluster  differed between
‘ Cluster 3 nationalities (RQ2). It showed

Cluster 1

statistically significant difference in
the quantity of the users in each
segment between Indonesian and
Polish (32 (2, N = 646) = 70,602,
p<0,000 ¢=0,331) (See table 2
and Fig. 2).

Fig. 1. Dendrogram using ward Linkage
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Table 2
Crosstabulation of nationalities and clusters idenfied
Cluster
X @
Passive-Distant | Moderate | Open attentive

Indonesian 84 157 105

Within nationality | (24,3 %) (45,4 %) (30,3 %) 70,602¢ | 0,331
Within cluster (34,1 %) (59,7 %) (76,6 %)

Polish 162 106 32

Within nationality (54 %) (35,3 %) (10,7 %)

Within cluster (65,9 %) (40,3 %) (23,4 %)

*p < 0,01.

In general, Indonesian respondents were included in the moderate cluster (45,4 %,
n = 157), then in the open-attentive cluster (30,3 %, n = 105), and subsequently
in the passive-distant cluster (24,3 %, n = 84). On the other hand, most of Polish
respondents fell into the passive-distant cluster (54 %, n = 162), then in the
moderate cluster (35,3 %, n = 106), and afterwards in the open-attentive cluster
(10,7 %, n = 32).

To examine the difference of profile accessibiliy between Polish and Indonesian
users (RQ3), we performed one way anova (Table 3). Statistically significant
differences between Polish and Indonesian were found in several information as
follows: work profile (F = 87,93, p < 0,05, n*> = 0,120), education (F = 29,59,
p < 0,05, n>= 0,044), address (F = 100,98, p < 0,05, n*> = 0,136), email (F = 12,394,
p < 0,05, n? = 0,019), relationship profile (F = 73,267, p < 0,05, n*> = 0,102), hobby
(F= 4,868, p < 0,05, n2 = 0,008), profession (F = 158,810, p < 0,05, 12 = 0,198),
interest in gender (F = 28,443, p < 0,05, n? = 0,042), religion (F = 272,466, p < 0,05,
n? = 0,297), political view (F = 56,308, p < 0,05, n> = 0,080), and family member
(F= 44,908, p < 0,05, n2 = 0,065).

Indonesian Users Polish Users

Private-Distant
24% Open-Attentive
: i 35%
‘Open-Aftentive : |
46% | Private-Distant |
\ 54% |
[

Fig. 2. Cluster differences between nationalities
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Table 3
df, mean, standard deviations, anova test, and effect sizes
of profile accesibility
Nationality
Variables df, df, Mean (SD) | Mean (SD) F P n?
Indonesian Polish
Work 1 644 3,11 (1,13) 2,23 (1,26) 87,93 0,000 | 0,120
Education 1| 644 | 35(081) | 3,1(1,04) | 2959 | 0,000 | 0,044
Birthday 1 644 2,93(1,05) 2,99 (0,84) 0,60 0,436 | 0,001
Address 1 644 1,98 (1,13) 2,86 (1,11) 100,98 | 0,000 | 0,136
Telephone 1| 644 | 1,73(0,93) | 1,59(0,79) | 3,72 | 0,054 | 0,006
Email 1 644 2,61 (1,12) 2,32 (0,97) 12,39 0,000 | 0,019
Instant messaging 1 644 2,32 (1,18) 2,36 (0,92) 0,29 0,592 | 0,000
Relationship 1| 644 | 279(1,25) | 1,99 (1,13) |73,267 | 0,000 | 0,102
Hobby 1 644 2,90 (1,21) 2,70 (1,1) 4,87 0,028 | 0,008
Profession 1 644 3,14 (1,14) 1,98 (1,19) | 158,81 | 0,000 | 0,198
Interested gender 1 644 2,82 (1,29) 2,30 (1,19) 28,44 | 0,000 | 0,042
Religion 1| 644 | 321(1,14) | 1,75(1,10) |272,47| 0,000 | 0,297
Political View 1| 644 | 223(1,31) | 1,54(097) | 5631 | 0,000 | 0,080
Family member 1 644 2,98 (1,09) 2,39 (1,13) 44,90 0,000 | 0,065

3. Discussion

This study was designed to identify segments of Facebook users based on
behavioural characteristics (frequency of using public features, frequency of personal
sharing, and accessibility of profile page) and psychological tendency, that is NfP.
Our analysis suggests that Facebook users can be segmented in three clusters as
follows: 1) the passive-distant user, 2) the moderate user, and 3) the open-attentive
user. The name of the cluster is based on the mean score of the continuous-level
segmenting variables for each cluster.

The cluster of passive-distant users represents the participants who make a
distance with social media communication. Participants in this cluster are very
seldom to use public communication features in Facebook, almost never share
personal issues in online circumstances, keep private their profile page, and have
the lowest degree of desire to be popular among others.

Several studies implied existence of a group with characteristics of passive-
distant users. The survey by Globalwebindex [12] showed that nowadays people
became more passive over time on Facebook due to the consciousness that they
were in the public eye. Brandtzeg [6] also mentioned the typical of SNS users who
are called as lurkers and sporadics. Lurkers are related to the passive users of
Facebook whose activity is only based on time killing, and observing other friend’s
profile. Furthermore, sporadic users seem to be nonusers of SNS, because they
almost never use Facebook as the media for public communication and they only
connect to check whether the other users have been in touch with them [Ibid].
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The open-attentive users are indicated as typical of Facebook users in certain
tendencies, such as constantly to use public communication features at least several
times a week, disclose personal issues from time to time, more available to access
their profile page, and higher degree of NfP. The word attentive was used for this
cluster due to the fact, that participants still keep their profile page confidential for
other users who were outside from the friend network. They consider and pay
attention to the visibility of information by selecting the audience who can see
their profile page, despite of the fact that they tend to share and reveal personal
information. This cluster is in line with the survey result by Amdoc [1] and
ConsumerReports [8]. They noted that nowadays several SNS users are more
willing to share private information. Tufekci [31] and Utz, Tanis & Vermeulen [32]
also noted that people with higher degree of NfP may disclose more intensely in
SNS.

The cluster of moderate users are in the midst of passive-distant and open-
attentive users. The participants in this cluster seem to be seldom to use public
communication features and disclose personal information in Facebook. They limit
the other audience to see their profile although to some extent it is still visible for
certain users. Their motivation to be popular among others are in the middle of
passive-distant users and open-attentive users.

Indonesians appear to be the moderate and open-attentive users. Contrarily,
half of Polish participants belong to the passive distant users. Correspondingly, the
profile accesibility between nationalities supports this finding showing that
Indonesians seem to give more access to several information, such as work, education,
email, relationship status, profession, gender who they are interested in, religion,
political view, and family member. It indicates that people in collectivistic culture
seem to be less protective with their privacy in comparison with individualistic
culture [2]. Furthermore, it also shows that people in the collectivistic culture
seems seem to have higher level of personal disclosure [4] and social interaction
[34] than people in the individualistic cultures.

The reason why Indonesians tend to belong in the cluster of moderate and
open-attentive users may also related to the collectivity value. People in the
collectivistic culture are more likely to emphasize togetherness by maintaining
social relations [2]. Whereas, being liked and accepted are important for people to
maintain and to be salient in social relations. Correspondingly, Zywica and Danowski
[37] implied that SNS may lead the user to choose online self-presentation in order
to be socially liked.

Interestingly, both countries appear to give no open access of telephone number
and instant messaging. Whereas, Poles tend to give public-limited access of their
address than Indonesians for whom it appears to be more private. The public-
limited access means that user may give access to the certain audiences to see
information in their profile page. We suspect that it is due to the fact, that they
have much smaller network than Indonesians. In this case, Poles have more
probabability to be familiar with their own network compared to Indonesians. For
Indonesians, sharing personal address seems to be more risky since they have three
times larger network than Poles in which probably most of them belong to the
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strangers and weak ties. However, this result still needs further investigation
concerning why the address became more accessible in case of Poles than Indonesians.

However, this study has practical implications for both developers of SNS and
marketers. Our findings suggested that moderate and open-attentive clusters have
tendency to open their profile page. Thus, marketers and developers of SNS might
use the tendency of identifiable profile and disclosure for enhancing customers and
users satisfaction regarding to the cultural differences.

Inspite of the contribution of this study, there are some limitations. First, this
study did not consider how the users perceive SNS as the media communication.
Ma and Leung [20] showed that media perception gave influence to the pattern of
online personal disclosure. Involving media perception as an indicator, it would
provide richer and more comprehensive information about the user characteristics.
Second, our study had no balance sample in regards to gender differences. Next, the
study should pay attention to proportion between male and female in order to get
optimum results. Third, this study used snowball sampling which was quite
problematic for making generalization. Fourth, the users’ network quality was not
investigated in this study. Considering network quality as a research variable
would give more comprehensive understanding to whom the user disloses. Fifth,
the level of collectivism or individualism was based on literature instead of primary
data. The next study needs to measure level of perceived individualism/collectivism
among participants.
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P. Apan
1. Mbiicon

N3YYEHUE MPODUJIEN ITOJIb30BATEJIENL COIIUAJIBHOI CETU
®EMCBYK: YTO COBOI NPEJACTABJISAET OTKPBITBII
BHUMATEJIbHBIN IIOJIb30OBATEJIb?

B npenesnax coeii cpesibl NpoKMBaHUs HauboJjiee aKTUBHBIMU 110J1b30BaTe siMu DeiicOy-
Ka SIBJISIIOTCS MH/IOHE3UHIIbI ¥ MOJISIKU. TeM He MeHee CYNIECTBYIOT OTJIUYUS MEXK1y
IIOIb30BaTEJIAMU B OTUX CTpaHaX, OCHOBAHHbIEC Ha KYJbTYPHBIX TPAJUIUAX. ﬂaHHOG uc-
cneoBanue BoiesisteT npoduiu nosabzosatenieil MelicOyka aTUX ABYX CTPaH € y4e€TOM
TIOBEEHYECKNX ITEPEMEHHDBIX: 06M€Ha JIMYHBIMU JITaHHBIMU, YaCTOTbI NCIIOJIb30BaHUA CPE/ICTB
0011eCTBEHHOI KOMMYHUKAIMHU, JOCTYITHOCTY AaHHbIX IPOMUIIS U MOTPEOGHOCTH B IIOILY-
JIIPHOCTH. DL TPOBE/IeH KJIaCTEePHBIN aHAN3 BHe MepapXuiyecKux cBsa3eil. VIHmone3nii-
16l B 6OJIbIIEH CTENEeHN OTHOCATCS K yMEPEHHbBIM T10JIb30BATEISAM U, KPOME TOTO, IIPe/-
CTaBJEHBI OTKPBITBIMU BHUMATEJIbHBIMH I10JIb30BATEIAMU. HO]IHKI/I, B CBOIO O4epe/ib,
JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT NACCUBHO-AUCTAHIMPOBAHHOE [IOBEIEHUE, U JIIIb HEGOIbIIIOE YUCIIO U3
HHUX CTAHOBATCA OTKPBITBIMU BHUMATEJbHBIMU T1OJIb30BATEISIMU.

Kawuesbie cuosa: DeiicOyk, KiacTepHblii aHAIU3, KyJIbTypPHbIE TPAAUIINHT, UHIOHE-
3UIBI, TOJISIKHU.

KosmuecrBo mosp3oBareneii MDeiicoyka mocturio 1,15 MIpa K KOHILY HIOHS
2013-ro, 60 % ot ux o6IIei YNCIEHHOCTH AKTUBHO MOJIB3YIOTCS CEPBICOM KaKIbIi
newb [3]. amgoHesuiickoe cooOIECTBO MO YNCIEHHOCTH 3aPETUCTPUPOBAHHBIX B CO-
IUAJBHON CETH TO0JIb30BaTeJiell 3aHMMAeT YeTBEPTOE MECTO B MUPE M COCTABJISET
6ostee 47 muth nosb3oBateneii [4]. C Apyroit CTOPOHBI, TOISKN 3aHUMAIOT JIUANUPY-
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IOIIYIO MO3UIUIO 110 KoJndecTBY mojb3oBareseil MeiicOyka B IlenTpanbhoii EBpo-
e 1 BXOJAT B IIEPBYIO IIATEPKY OJIb30BaTeJIell CeTH B MUpE, OHU TPATAT Ha HC-
TTOJIb30BaHME BCEX BUAOB CONMATLHBIX CeTell B cpenHeM 26,2 gaca JUIHOTO BpeMe-
HU B Mecdrr [2].

BosbmmHCeTBO Mcce[oBaHmii 00 MCTOIb30BAHNN COIMANBHBIX ceTeil paccmar-
pUBAIOT ICUXOJIOTMYECKIE TPUIMHBI OTKPBITOTO TTOBEIeHNS B OHIaiTH-pexnMe. Kpo-
Me TOTO, MCCJEMOBAHUS TOBEIECHUST B COIMANBHBIX CETSX TJIABHBIM 00pPa3oM KOH-
IEHTPUPYIOTCS B TIPe/ieiaX KyJabTypsl OHOU cTpaHbl. OMHAKO 3TO TOJIBKO YaCTHY-
HOe M3ydJeHre cerMeHTHpoBaHus Tmosb3oBareseii MDeiicOyka. Vzyuenne mpodueit
nosb3oBareseil DeficOyka, ocHOBaHHOE Ha (haKTOPAX OTKPHITOTO TIOBEAECHUS ¥ TICH-
XOJIOTHYECKUX ACIEKTaX, TAKUX KaK MOTPEOHOCTD B MOIMYJISIPHOCTH, MO3BOJIMIIO ObI
OIMKCaTh OCOOEHHOCTH B3aMMOJIEHCTBIS MOJIb30BATEIEN COIMATBHBIX CETEH.

Takum 0O6pa3oM, HacTosIIee UCCIe0BaHNE CTaBUT TPHU 3agaun. [lepBast — wc-
cJleloBaHre CeTMEHTOB Tosib3oBateseil DeiicOyka ¢ TOYKU 3PEHUST TOTOBHOCTHU
MOETUTHCS JIMYHOM WH(pOPMAIel, 9aCTOThI UCIIOJIB30BAHMS CPEICTB OOIIECTBEH-
HOIl KOMMYHUKAITUH, a TaKXKe C TOYKU 3PEHUS AOCTYIMHOCTH CTPAHUIl MPOPUIST U
MOTPeGHOCTH B TIOTYIAPHOCTH. Bropast 3aauya — BBIABJIEHUE HAIIMOHATBHBIX Pa3-
JIMYUIl TIOJISTKOB M WHIOHE3WHIEB B MOJH30BATENBCKOM CETMEHTE, KOTOPBINH ObLI
BBIZIeJIEH Ha TTepBOM aTarie. TpeThs 3a1aua McCaeoBaHNA — TIONCK Pa3jindnil B UH-
opmaruu Ha cTpanuax TpoduaA y WHAOHE3UHIEB U TOJISTKOB.

KiacrepHblit aHaIN3 ¢ IOMOIIBIO HEUEPAPXUIECKOTO MeToMa (K-CPEAHUI) ObLI
HCITOJTb30BAH B 3TOM HCCJIEZIOBAHUH C 11€JIBIO BBIIEJICHUS PA3TUIHBIX TUTIOB TTOJH30-
Batesieil. Vepapxudeckasi KJacTepusaiiisi MeTOIOM Yopjaa Oblaa TPOBeeHa st
TTPOBEPKN pe3yJsbTaTa K-cpefiHeil Kiactepusanuu. llokasaTemm A KiIacTepHOTO
aHasin3a ObLIM OCHOBAHBI HA HECKOJIBKUX TTEPEMEHHBIX, TAKUX KaK YACTOTA MCITOJIb-
30BaHUsI CPENCTB OOIIECTBEHHOW CBSI3M, TOTOBHOCTH OTKPBITh JIMYHYIO WH(MOpPMA-
110, IOCTYIHOCTH POt U TOTPeOHOCTD B Moy asipHocTi. Kpome Toro, Harwm-
OHAJILHOCTD ¥ TPU3HAK TOJIa ObLIM 3aaHbl B KAU€CTBE HE3aBUCHMBIX TTEPEMEHHBIX
JUIST CO3/IaHusT TPOMUIIST KOHEYHBIX CeTMEHTOB. /lMCepcoHHbIN aHaan3 ObLT mpo-
BelleH I M3Y9eHUS PasHUIlBl AOCTYMHOCTU CTPAHUIl MPODUIT MeXITYy WHIOHE-
3UAIIAMUA U TIOJISIKAMU.

Y BBIIEIEHHBIX KJIACTEPOB €CTh HECKOJBKO ocobeHHOCTei. IlepBbiii KiracTep
COCTOST M3 YYACTHHUKOB, KOTOPbIE HMCIOJIb30BAIN CPEICTBA OOIIECTBEHHON CBSI3U
OIMH Pa3 B MECSAIl U PEIKO JAEMOHCTPUPOBATN TOTOBHOCTD AEMUTHCS JIMYHON WH-
(dbopmaitueii, OHI MOKa3aJu caMyl0 HU3KYIO TOTPEGHOCTD B MOy sipHocTH. [1oarto-
My 9TOT KJacTep ObLT Ha3BaH <«ITaCCUBHO-ANCTAHI[MPOBAHHBIN MMOJH30BATEID>.

Bropoii kmacrep 6b1 0603HaYEeH KaK «yMEPEHHBIH MOJIb30BaTeb>. B HeM Ha-
METHJINCh TEHAEHIMS K MCIOJb30BAHUIO CPEACTB OOIIECTBEHHON cBs3u 2—3 pasa
B MECSIIl, peIKasi TOTOBHOCTh PACKPBIBATh JIMUHYI0 WH(bOPMAIio, 60ee OTKPhITas
crpanuia mpoduss U ymepenHas motpebHOCTh B nomyJsipaoct. CpefHee 3Hade-
HEe MOTPeOHOCTH B TIOMYJISIPHOCTH B 3TOM KJIACTEPE OYE€Hb HE3HAYUTETIHHO OT/IYA-
eTCsT OT CPEeIHero 3HaYeHWsT TOTPEOHOCTH B TIOMYJISIPHOCTH B OCTABIIUXCS KJIacTe-
pax, ¥ OH pacIoJIOXKeH TocepenHe.

XapaKTepuCTUKN TPETHEro KIacTepa CBOWCTBEHHBI TOJH30BATEJAM, KOTOPHIE
HCIIOJTb30BAJIA CPE/ICTBA MACCOBON KOMMYHHUKAITMU HECKOJIBKO pa3 B HEEJIO, Jalle
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ObLIN TOTOBBI JEJUTHCS JUYHON WHGbOpPMANUEd, UMeIn OTKPBITHIN MPOGUIbh 1
JEMOHCTPUPOBaIN (oJiee BBICOKYIO MOTPEOHOCTD B MOMYJISIPHOCTH. B ¢BsI3M ¢ yTI0-
MSTHYTBIMUA OCOOEHHOCTSIMU TPETHETo KJacTepa OH ObLT 0003HAUEH KaK «OTKPHITHINA
BHUMATEJIbHBIN II0JIb30BATEb>.

B GosblmHCcTBE CBOEM MHIOHE3WIICKIE PECIIOHAEHTHI OBLIM IIPEACTaBIeHbI BO
BTOPOM KJacTepe, 3aTeM — B TPETheM, B MEHbIIIell cTeneHr — B 1epBoM. B cBoio
ouepe/ib, GOJIBITMHCTBO TOJbCKUX PECIIOHIEHTOB HAXOAMJIUCh B IEPBOM KJAcTepe,
3aTeEM — BO BTOPOM, B MeHbIIIeN CTelleHn IIpeACTaBJIEHBI B TPETHEM.

[Tpuunna, 110 KOTOPON WHIOHE3UIIIbI, KAK MPABHUJIO, COCTOST B TPYIIIe yMepeH-
HBIX 1 OTKPBLIThIX BHUMATEJJIbHBIX HOJIBBOBaTEJIEfl, MOJKET 6BITB TaK’Xe CBsda3aHa C I10-
HATUEM KOJUIEKTHBHOCTHU. JITO¥M B KOJUIEKTUBUCTCKON KYyJBTYPE, BEPOSTHO, MOJI-
YepPKUBAOT OJU30CTH, MOEPKUBas colanbHbie otHormerust [1]. Jlioasam BakHO
ObITH JIIOOUMBIME U IIPUHATHIME, YTOOBI MOAAEPKUBATH U OBITH 3aMETHBIMU B CO-
uaabHeIX oTHOMmeHUsAX. CoorBercTBerHo IluBaiika u [[aHoBcku [5] moxpasymeBa-
JI, 4YTO COIlMaJIbHbIE CE€TU MOTI'YT IIPUBECTU II0JIb30BATEIA K BbI60py IIpe3eHTanmu
cebst OHJIAIH, YTOOBI TIOBBICUTH CBOIO COIMAJBHYIO MTPUBJIEKATEILHOCTD.

MHTepecHo, 4To MOJIb30BaTe M 00€UX CTPAH HE BBICTABJISIIOT B OTKPBITHINA J0C-
Ty HOMep TesedOHAa W CPEACTBA MTHOBEHHOW mepemadn coodbiuienwii (instant
messaging). Ho Tosisku, Kak MpaBuJo, TOKa3bIBAlOT CBOI apec B YaCTUYHO-OTpa-
HUYEHHOM JIOCTYIIe — B OTJIMYKE OT MHIOHE3UIIEB, /i KOTOPBIX TAaKOe TOBEIeHUE
siBJisteTcst GoJiee MpUBAaTHBIM. YacTHMYHO OrPaHMYEHHbII IOCTYT O3HAYAET, UTO T10JIb30-
BaTeJIb MOKET IPEIOCTaBUTh JAOCTYII ONPeIeJeHHBIM JIOASIM, YTOOBI BUAETh HHMOP-
Malio Ha WX crpaHuile npoduss. IlpeamnonaraeM, 4TO 9TO CBSI3AHO C TEM, UTO
y HUX CeTh Jpy3eil HAMHOTO MeHbIlle, YeM y MHIOoHe3uiileB. B aTom ciydae y 1moJis-
KOB 0oJiee BEPOSATHBI 3HAKOMCTBA B UX COOCTBEHHOI CETH 10 CPaBHEHUIO ¢ UHJOHE-
suiinamu. [T WHIOHE3UHIEB AETUTHCS aPecoM MPOKUBAHKS MOKET OBITh HoJee
OMACHO, TaK KaK WX CeTh B TPU pasa GOJIbINE, YeM Y MOJSIKOB, B KOTOPOIi, MO BCeil
BUIUMOCTH, GOJIBIIMHCTBO OO BOOOIE HE3HAKOMBI, JOO SIBJISIOTCS APY3bsIMU
npyseii. OHAKO OTBET Ha BOIIPOC, TIOYEMY TIOJSIKU B OOJIbIIEN CTEleH:, YeM UH/O-
HE3UHIbI, TOTOBBI JEJUTHCS aAPecoM, TpeOyeT najbHeHIIero u3ydeHus.
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