
ABSTRACT 

NELSON, DOROTHY WU. Millennial Social Networking Behavior from a Uses and 
Gratifications Perspective. (Under the direction of Dr. Marguerite Moore). 
 

This study examined user motivations for using Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, and 

Twitter, the most popular social networking sites (SNS) among Millennial Consumers 

(MCs), by applying a traditional mixed-method approach following the Uses and 

Gratifications (U&G) framework. In the first phase of the study, using a qualitative 

questionnaire, a preliminary list of descriptive terms was collected from 95 college students. 

From the list, an item analysis extracted 18 common motivations and various unique SNS 

platform motivations, which served as the basis for the item generation in the second phase 

of the study. In the second phase, a quantitative online survey method (i.e., Qualtrix) was 

used to capture data among a sample of active millennial SNS users (N=304). The SNS users 

were recruited using three popular fashion and lifestyle blogs during the fall of 2014. 

Motivation data were analyzed both within and across SNS platforms among the 

millennial sample respondents. Principal axis factoring (PAF) with a varimax rotation 

revealed a collective total of 17 motivation factors within the platforms including five factors 

for Facebook, three factors for Instagram, five factors for Pinterest, and four factors for 

Twitter. Internal consistency of items within factors with three or more items was analyzed 

using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. For factors with less than three items, Spearman’s Rho 

was used to evaluate internal consistency. Linear regression was used to investigate the 

relative importance of motivations within each SNS platform. For each platform, a dummy 

variable was created for the factors identified within platforms. Findings suggested unique 

motivations for using SNS platforms. Within Facebook, ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures,’ 

‘Seeking Entertainment,’ and ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ were the most important 



motivators. Within Instagram, ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures and Seeking Entertainment’ was 

the most important motivator. Within Pinterest, ‘Finding Creativity,’ a motivation unique to 

the platform, was the most important. Motivations for using the Twitter platform did not 

emerge in the analysis. 

Motivation factors with comparable structures were also evaluated for differences 

across the four SNS platforms. Four common factors were identified (i.e., ‘Fashion,’ 

‘Connection,’ ‘Following,’ and ‘Pictures’) which loaded across three or more platforms, 

while a fifth factor (i.e., ‘Entertainment’) loaded similarly upon two platforms. To contrast 

like factor structures, motivation factor means were tested for differences using one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) for groups of three or more and t-tests for pairs. The 

‘Fashion’ factor indicated the most importance among Pinterest and Instagram users; the 

‘Connection’ factor indicated the most importance among Facebook and Instagram users; the 

‘Following’ factor indicated the most importance among Pinterest users, followed by 

Instagram, followed by Facebook; the ‘Pictures’ factor indicated the most importance among 

Instagram and Facebook users; and the ‘Entertainment’ factor showed similar importance 

among Instagram and Facebook users. The study results suggest a number of implications for 

the textile and apparel industry. From a theoretical standpoint, the research expands empirical 

inquiry into a broad range of popular SNS and offers insight into the different motivations for 

using these SNS among the important MC generation. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
Since their introduction in 1997, social networking sites (SNS) have attracted millions 

of users who have incorporated these websites into their daily activities (Boyd & Ellison, 

2008). Social networking sites are defined as web-based services that enable users to create a 

public profile and a list of contacts with which they share a social network (Boyd & Ellison, 

2008). There are many different kinds of SNS, including image-sharing SNS, which are 

comparable to traditional SNS, but users share images and pictorial information rather than 

textual information (Mull & Lee, 2014). For example, Instagram exemplifies online mobile 

photo-sharing SNS, enabling users to take pictures and videos and share them on a newsfeed 

as well as across a variety of other SNS. 

“Given their reach and rapid growth, it is not surprising that a wide-range of business 

industries have flocked to SNS in a similar vein as their consumer” (Mull & Lee, 2014, 

p.193). Businesses are actively engaging with their customers through SNS, promoting 

products and seeking feedback. By using SNS, customers are able to communicate directly 

with one another by sharing information about brands, products, and services through word-

of-mouth (WOM) (Libai et al., 2010). Though scholars and practitioners recognize the 

possibilities and advantages of using the Internet as a marketing tool, there remains a lack of 

empirical knowledge related to consumer motivations for using different types of SNS and 

the various outcomes of these behaviors (Lim & Ting, 2012). 
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The generation of consumers that is coming of age along with the convergence of 

technology into nearly every component of daily life is commonly referred to as the 

Millennials (Moore, 2012). Academics and practitioners have recognized the importance of 

technology in the daily function of Millennial Consumers (MCs) (Anderson & Rainie, 2010; 

Ezumah, 2013; Moore, 2012; Ott, 2010; Tsao & Steffes-Hansen, 2008). However, the rapid 

adoption of these technologies outpaces current empirical investigation of interactive 

technology usage in today’s dynamic marketing environment (Lim & Ting, 2012; Mikalef, 

Giannakos, & Pateli, 2013; Moore, 2012). Studies have been conducted to explore behaviors 

and intentions (e.g., purchase intentions, WOM, and brand loyalty) for using SNS such as 

Facebook, LinkedIn, MySpace, and Twitter (Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Hajli, 2014; Mikalef et 

al., 2013; Park & Kim, 2014; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008). However, there is limited 

research focusing on young consumers’ use of SNS and the gratifications derived from this 

behavior (Ezumah, 2013). Furthermore, social media has grown exponentially since 2004. In 

10 years, Facebook has grown from one million users to over one billion users (Morrison, 

2014). In recent years, other SNS such as Instagram and Pinterest have also shown rigorous 

growth in number of users (Grandoni, 2013; Hernandez, 2013; Palis, 2012). Despite their 

growing popularity, these newer social networking platforms remain to be explored for their 

impact on consumers. 

Uses and Gratifications (U&G) is a common theory used in media research (Roy, 

2009). Specifically, U&G is a media use model from the field of mass communications that 

guides the analysis of consumer motivations for media usage and access (Stafford, Stafford, 

& Schkade, 2004). Uses and Gratifications focuses upon the manner in which individuals use 
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media, such as SNS, with an emphasis on the importance of the individual’s needs (Raacke 

& Bonds-Raacke, 2008). Though used previously in research and decision-making related to 

radio and television media, recent adaptations of U&G research to the Internet are limited 

and have yet to pinpoint meaningful new Internet-specific gratifications (Stafford et al., 

2004). The U&G approach assumes that people have innate needs that can be satisfied by 

media (Sundar & Limperos, 2013). These gratifications, conceptualized as “need 

satisfactions” are obtained when an individual’s needs are met by various types of media 

sources matching their expectations (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1974). 

When describing SNS research, Boyd and Ellison (2008) state that “researchers’ 

ability to make causal claims is limited by a lack of experimental or longitudinal studies” (p. 

224). The importance of SNS, both for researchers and practitioners, is still an uncharted 

territory. Scholars continue to have an incomplete understanding of who is and is not using 

SNS, why, and for what reasons (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). The proposed research seeks to 

address this fundamental question through empirical inquiry into consumer motivations for 

using SNS guided by U&G theory. 

 

Purpose of Research 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the MCs’ motivations for using SNS 

from a U&G perspective. Specifically, the study aims to determine MC motivations for SNS, 

establish the relative importance of these motivations for using SNS, and determine the 

differences in MC motivations for using four popular SNS platforms (i.e., Facebook, 

Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter). Though the research may include a broad range of 
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motivations, findings will be specifically interpreted for their relevance to textile and apparel 

marketers as SNS provides opportunities for retailers and brands to connect and 

communicate with their customers (Prabhakar, 2010). 

The study employs a two-phase methodology following measurement direction from 

past research using U&G theory in a consumer context. The initial analysis requires the 

generation of relevant consumer terminology to develop a measurement instrument to 

capture data in the second phase. The second phase deploys a survey using the variables 

identified in Phase One to investigate consumer motivations among users of three popular 

U.S. fashion and lifestyle weblogs (blogs) (i.e., The Fashionista’s Diary, With a Wink and a 

Twirl, and Pretty Little Pursuits). The following research objectives are stated to address the 

overall research questions: 

RO1: Determine MC motivations for using SNS. 

RO2: Establish the relative importance of MC motivations within platform for using SNS. 

RO3: Determine the differences in MC motivations for using different SNS platforms (i.e.,  

Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter). 

 

Benefits of Research 

While scholars and practitioners recognize the possibilities and advantages of using 

the Internet as a marketing tool, there remains a lack of knowledge pertaining to the 

consumers’ motivations for using different types of SNS and the various outcomes of these 

behaviors (Lim & Ting, 2012). At the same time, there is limited research focusing on young 

consumers’ use of SNS and the gratifications derived from this medium (Ezumah, 2013). 
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Studies have been conducted to explore SNS such as Facebook, LinkedIn, MySpace, and 

Twitter, but new platforms such as Instagram and Pinterest remain to be explored (Boyd & 

Ellison, 2008; Hajli, 2014; Mikalef et al., 2013; Park & Kim, 2014; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 

2008). 

This research is unique because it incorporates and compares SNS that have not been 

widely studied in academia (i.e., Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter). It is 

imperative to examine newer SNS, as it can identify potential trends and provide various 

insights into the growing field of computer-mediated technology (Mull & Lee, 2014) as well 

as provide a firm foundation on which marketers can “base their strategic decisions regarding 

how to employ social media to engage and influence their customers” (Hoffman & Novak, 

2012, p. 69). Additionally, the study uses a large, real-world interactive sample of MCs, a 

consumer group that is currently leading the social commerce movement (Barnes & Lescault, 

2014). Previous studies have used small, localized samples (Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Chung & 

Austria, 2010; Ezumah, 2013, Mull & Lee, 2014; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008; Roy, 

2009). These samples may not necessarily provide a universal representation of SNS users or 

Millennials.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
The literature review presents an overview of the current academic and trade research 

that focuses on SNS and MC behavior. The literature incorporates inputs from both academic 

and trade research. Trade literature informs the context on SNS for the study, while both 

academic and trade sources inform Millennials’ usage of SNS. The U&G literature is 

reviewed as the guiding theory for this research. Both the general U&G literature as well as 

empirical work that focuses on U&G application in the Internet context are reviewed to guide 

this research.  

 

The Study Context: Social Networking Sites 

Social media has grown exponentially in the last decade (Morrison, 2014). The 

Search Engine Journal claims that 93 percent of marketers are now using social media for 

business purposes (Jones, 2013). A recent survey conducted by the Pew Research Center’s 

Internet & American Life Project determined that online adults are most drawn to Facebook, 

LinkedIn, Pinterest, Twitter, and Instagram, with Facebook ranking as the most popular SNS 

(“User Demographic Highlights,” 2014). Of these five social networking platforms, 

Facebook, Pinterest, Twitter, and Instagram are most appealing to 18- to 29-year-olds, while 

LinkedIn is most popular with the 30- to 49-year-old age group (Bennett, 2013; “User 

Demographic Highlights,” 2014). Specifically, the proposed research focuses on Facebook, 

Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter due to their current popularity among Millennials and the 
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opportunity to use these SNS as marketing tools (Perez, 2014). Though older applications of 

SNS have been studied (Chen, 2011), newer social media platforms (specifically Instagram 

and Pinterest) remain to be researched as they grow in popularity among users (Mull & Lee, 

2014). 

 

Facebook 

Facebook, the world’s largest social network, had 1.28 billion active users as of 

March 2014 (Ballve, 2013; Lunden, 2014). Founded by Mark Zuckerberg in February 2004, 

669 million users log in daily, with mobile users comprising half of Facebook’s user base 

(“Facebook,” 2014). Users can join networks based on school affiliation, employers, and 

geographic regions (“Facebook Help Center,” 2014). Facebook’s mission is “to give people 

the power to share and make the world more open and connected,” which is achieved by 

allowing users “to stay connected with friends and family, discover what’s going on in the 

world, and to share and express what matters to them” (“About,” 2014, Mission section, para. 

1). Facebook is currently the top photo-sharing site with 250 million photos uploaded 

everyday (Smith, 2013). A survey conducted by the Pew Research Center determined that 84 

percent of Facebook’s users are from the ages of 18 to 29 (“User Demographic Highlights,” 

2014). Business Insider reported that as of October 1, 2014, Facebook remains the top SNS 

for U.S. teens (Guimarães, 2014). 
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Instagram 

Instagram, launched in October 2010 by Kevin Systrom and Mike Krieger, is an 

online mobile photo- and video-sharing SNS that enables users to share pictures and videos 

on a variety of SNS (“Instagram,” 2014). Facebook acquired the company in 2012 for $1 

billion. By April 2012, Instagram announced that there were over 30 million accounts 

worldwide (“Instagram,” 2014). Less than a year later, Instagram announced in a February 

2013 blog post that they had 100 million active users (Grandoni, 2013), an increase of 70 

percent. By September 2013, the company reached 150 million monthly active users 

(Hernandez, 2013). Instagram is also most popular among its 18- to 29-year-old users (“User 

Demographic Highlights,” 2014). 

 

Pinterest 

In 2012, marketing service Experian declared Pinterest to be the third most popular 

social network on the web (Palis, 2012). The site was founded in March 2010 by Ben 

Silbermann, Evan Sharp, and Paul Sciarra (“Press,” n.d.). Pinterest allows users to share 

product images and information on virtual bulletin boards, which can be organized into 

themes (Mull & Lee, 2014). “Once an image is ‘pinned’ to their board, users can tag or title 

the image, which is then shared with their social network on the site” (Mull & Lee, 2014, p. 

192). TechCrunch reported the SNS to have 17.8 million unique visitors in February 2012, an 

increase of 52 percent from the previous month (Palis, 2012). In January 2012, Pinterest’s 

unique number of viewers crossed the 10 million mark faster than any other website in 

history (Constine, 2012; Hoffman & Novak, 2012). In 2013, a study from Semiocast showed 
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Pinterest to have more than 70 million users on the site (Slegg, 2013). Previous research 

showed Pinterest attracting an older audience, however, the Pew Research Center’s January 

2014 survey discovered that 18- to 29-year-olds have moved ahead of the 30- to 49-year-olds 

in adoption of the SNS (“User Demographic Highlights,” 2014). 

 

Twitter 

Twitter is an online SNS and microblogging service that allows users to post and read 

“tweets,” or text-based messages of up to 140 characters in length (“Twitter Statistics,” 

2014). Registered users are able to read and post tweets via the web, short message service 

(SMS), or mobile applications (“Twitter,” 2014). Launched in July 2006 by Jack Dorsey, 

Evan Williams, Biz Stone, and Noah Glass, Twitter is one of the top 10 most visited Internet 

sites with 284 million monthly active users and 500 million tweets sent daily (“About 

Twitter, Inc.,” 2014; “Twitter,” 2014; “Twitter Statistics,” 2014). Twitter receives one billion 

tweets every two days on every conceivable topic, with world leaders, major athletes, star 

performers, news organizations, and entertainment outlets among the millions of active 

accounts (“Twitter,” 2014). Like Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest, Twitter is most popular 

among 18- to 29-year-olds, and Twitter has a slightly higher rate of adoption than Instagram 

(“User Demographic Highlights,” 2014).  

 

Due to the rapidly growing rate and increasing worldwide popularity of SNS 

(Hoffman & Novak, 2012), businesses are “piloting different approaches of promoting their 

products and services to consumers” (Mikalef et al., 2013, p. 17). Marketers are searching for 
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groundwork on which to base their strategic decisions regarding how to employ SNS to 

connect with their customers (Hoffman & Novak, 2012). With a limited number of studies 

exploring the business potential of social media, research in this area is greatly needed 

(Mikalef et al., 2013; Mull & Lee, 2014). 

 

Social Media Research 

 Due to the worldwide growing popularity of social media, businesses are exploring 

different approaches of promoting their products and services to consumers in order to 

capitalize on the prominence of such SNS (Hoffman & Novak, 2012; Mikalef et al., 2013). 

Companies are actively engaging with consumers on SNS by promoting products, running 

contests, providing entertainment, co-designing products, and seeking consumer feedback 

(Mull & Lee, 2014). Research in this area is growing, including studies about brand loyalty, 

purchase decisions, and purchase intent (Alghamdi, MacKay, & Lawson 2013; Hajli, 2014; 

Kang, Johnson, & Wu, 2014; Park & Kim, 2014). 

Mikalef et al. (2013) use utilitarian and hedonic motivation theory to determine the 

critical aspects of social media websites that facilitate product browsing by users, and how 

this affects the intention to purchase and pass on information. The authors report that a highly 

significant link between browsing and purchase intention, which validates the claim that 

social media can be used for marketing reasons, results in increased sales. Additionally, the 

authors find that users that engage in product browsing are likely to share the information 

that they find with friends, attracting potential customers, an example of WOM. 
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 Tsao and Steffes-Hansen (2008) investigate American teenagers attending high 

schools and middle schools in a Midwestern state in order to gain insight on the effects of 

teen socialization needs on Internet motivations. This study sheds light on the methods for 

effectively reaching segments of the teen audience for marketing communications that 

incorporate interactive media. The authors’ findings determine that specific motives of 

teenagers to go online reveal useful approaches to be considered for product selections, 

marketing promotions, and website design. In addition, the authors report that teen 

socialization interests suggest online community and social engagement to be critical factors 

in developing effective marketing communication campaigns. 

 Building and leveraging the brand community on SNS is one of the popular social 

media strategies that companies employ to build a consumer-brand relationship (Park & Kim, 

2014). Park and Kim (2014) empirically test the theoretical argument that the perceived 

benefits of a brand’s SNS influence the consumer’s relationship with the brand’s SNS, in 

turn leading to loyalty behavior. After conducting a qualitative study of the community to 

understand the practice of a brand’s SNS, the authors employ a quantitative method to test 

the hypothesized relationships. The results provide general support for the positive effect of 

the brand’s SNS benefits on outcome variables. In particular, experiential and functional 

benefits of a brand’s SNS positively influence the consumer’s perception of relationship 

investment made by the brand, thus resulting in both brand relationship quality and the 

willingness to provide positive WOM about the brand’s SNS.  

 Coker, Boostrom, and Altobello (2014) propose a conceptual model capturing the 

role of economic and social rewards in social shopping. Social shopping rewards are modeled 
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as antecedents to social shopping value (utilitarian and hedonic), leading to positive attitude 

toward the retail brand and behavior-related outcomes (purchase intentions and WOM). The 

authors’ proposed conceptual model is the first to incorporate a social shopping rewards 

framework in the assessment of social shopping value. The model places emphasis on both 

economic and social shopping rewards. In addition, the model identifies the value of social 

rewards in enhancing hedonic value and resulting longer-lasting social shopping outcomes. 

This conceptual model signifies the start of a research program aimed at understanding how 

rewards encourage the new-age shopper to engage in social shopping through the creation of 

shopping value. 

 Alghamdi et al. (2013) investigate the importance of implementing social media 

buttons on online stores’ websites by conducting an online survey targeting social media 

users and online shoppers. The authors determine that participants’ purchase decisions are 

influenced separately by social and/or non-social factors, though social factors are stronger. 

For social factors, three distinct groups emerge: those influenced by the options of friends, 

other online shoppers (reviewers), or experts. The non-social factors include advertising, 

special offers, cost, shipping, and guarantees. The authors report that 47 percent of 

participants click social media buttons (the path from the stores’ online website to the stores’ 

SNS), of which 25 percent indicate that it is in order to obtain special products or 

promotions, to check products, or to read comments from other shoppers or company 

personnel.  

 Kang et al. (2014) examine whether the consumer style inventory (CSI) consumer 

decision-making styles is related to opinion seeking using electronic WOM (eWOM) in SNS 
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and attitudes toward online social shopping using SNS. The authors also determine whether 

opinion seeking in SNS and attitudes mediate the links between decision-making styles and 

intent to social shop online for apparel using SNS. The authors report that among the CSI 

consumer decision-making styles, novelty/fashion consciousness decision-making style is the 

most important antecedent of opinion seeking using eWOM. The most important antecedent 

of favorable attitudes is brand consciousness decision-making style, while novelty/fashion 

consciousness, brand consciousness, and price consciousness decision-making styles have 

indirect effects on intent to social shop online for apparel using SNS. 

 Borrowing constructs from the technology acceptance model, Hajli (2014) integrates 

the constructs with trust and social media concepts to propose a model to examine the role of 

social media in e-commerce and social commerce adoption. The model is validated through a 

partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) method, indicating that social 

media increases the level of trust in consumers and indirectly encourages intention to buy 

through SNS. Results indicate that social media empower participants to generate content 

through online communities, reviews, and recommendations. Facilitated by social media, 

consumers generate online social support from their peers. As a result, these interactions 

establish trust in the networks used. The author states that trust, encouraged by social media, 

significantly affects purchase intention. Consumers are more likely to buy through SNS when 

encouraged to trust in vendors by their peers. 

 Wu, Thomas, Moore, and Carroll (2013) examine the motivations for voluntary 

simplicity of participants in an online community of bloggers. The research uncovers 

personal insights in blog entries of subjects participating in voluntary simplicity (i.e., 
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abstaining from routine purchasing behavior of apparel). The study builds upon marketers’ 

understanding of voluntary simplicity and the influence of online communities within this 

context while providing implications for marketers to better understand the influence of 

online communities on consumer purchase decisions. The authors identify six motivational 

themes that highlight the complex motivations of voluntary simplicity (i.e., Personal, 

Lifestyle, Social, Economic, Financial, and Environmental). The authors also emphasize the 

importance of the monitoring of consumer’s online conversations by members of the apparel 

and retail industries. 

 

Social Media and the Fashion Industry 

The fashion industry has adopted social media as a marketing platform to reach 

consumers online and to incite brand and customer loyalty (Wright, 2009). Social media is 

useful in the areas of fashion marketing and public relations (Sedeke & Arora, 2013), 

providing innovation and communication opportunities for retailers (Prabhakar, 2010). Shiv 

Singh, vice president (VP) and global social media lead at Razorfish, says that social media 

allows brands to connect with their customers and capitalize on it through awareness, loyalty, 

and engagement (Prabhakar, 2010). Social media is clearly a huge marketplace for fashion 

brands (“Inspiration,” 2014).  

 

Social Networking Sites 

Macala Wright Lee, chief executive officer (CEO) of digital marketing and 

merchandising firm FashionablyMarketing.Me, states that Facebook and Twitter are among 
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the most valuable tools for brands to monitor consumer sentiment and provide real-time 

customer service in the fashion industry (Wright, 2009). According to Socialbakers, a social 

media analytics platform, Facebook receives 452 interactions per post, the third highest of 

any industry (“Inspiration,” 2014). Socialbakers also reports that Twitter has the opportunity 

to save fashion brands money and generate decent return on investment (ROI) in the 

customer care area (“Inspiration,” 2014). Instagram allows brands to focus on the creativity 

behind the image, creating a place for fans to get inspired. At the same time, this platform 

allows fashion brands to create a community, and allows consumers to interact with one 

another (“How Instagram,” 2013). Pinterest is raising brand awareness as well as driving 

purchase behavior with 25 percent of consumers reporting purchasing a product or service 

after discovering it on the SNS (Caine, 2012). These sites have also boosted interest in WOM 

and viral marketing among luxury brands (Mohr, 2013).  

 

Blogs 

There are millions of fashion blogs worldwide that are regularly updated with the 

newest trends (Corcoran, 2006). The effectiveness of these blogs “is due to its strong, 

individual, personal, popular, and elitist point of view” which offers an engaging experience 

for readers as well as the opportunity to voice opinions and challenge critics (Mohr, 2013). 

Popular bloggers are viewed as journalists (Sedeke & Arora, 2013) and fashion trendsetters, 

many brokering endorsement deals with fashion labels, signing up advertisers, and even 

booking television commercials (Mohr, 2013). Brands and retailers collaborate with bloggers 

to drive retail sales (Strugatz & Yi, 2014). Furthermore, their associated SNS (e.g., 
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Instagram) can also draw in as much traffic as their homepage (Strugatz & Yi, 2014). 

Malcom Carfrae, executive VP and chief compliance officer (CCO) of Calvin Klein, Inc., 

believes that bloggers help develop content on both sides of the creative process. As 

influencers, they act as the art director, stylist, and subject, incentivizing fans to participate 

(Strugatz & Yi, 2014). 

 

Millennial Consumers and Social Networking Sites 

Millennial Consumers are generally defined as those born in the years 1980-1999, 

though sources are often inconsistent, with a number of different birth spans and age ranges 

referenced (“A Portrait,” 2007; Barnes & Lescault, 2014; Grotts & Johnson, 2013; Moore, 

2012). Numbering 76 million strong, MCs display generalized and unique traits, drawing 

cultural influences from economic, political, and social backgrounds (Barnes & Lescault, 

2014; Seppanen & Gualtieri, 2012). For the purposes of this study, the group will be referred 

to as the MCs, though they are also often referred to as Generation Y, Gen Y, or Generation 

Next (“A Portrait,” 2007; Moore, 2012; Price, 2007). 

Unlike past generations, MCs are not influenced by traditional push marketing 

strategies (Barnes & Lescault, 2014). Being raised in the age of technology, MCs’ main 

sources for news are television (65 percent) and the Internet (59 percent), followed by 

newspapers (24 percent) and radio (18 percent) (Seppanen & Gualtieri, 2012). Experts are 

predicting that the MC will make SNS usage a lifelong habit, continuing online sharing even 

as they age (Anderson & Rainie, 2010). In a survey about the future impact of the Internet, 

the majority of technology experts and stakeholders say that the communications patterns the 
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Millennial Generation have embraced through their use of social networking technology will 

carry forward even as they age, form families, and move up the economic ladder (Anderson 

& Rainie, 2010).  

In a study of more than 1000 business professionals, Pierre Khawand, founder and 

CEO of People-OnTheGo, reports that social media is on the rise, particularly among 

Millennials (Ott, 2010). According to the Pew Research Center, 77 percent of Americans use 

email or the Internet, up 68 percent from 2005 (“Millennials,” 2014). The use of SNS has 

also grown rapidly, from five percent of the public in 2005 to 41 percent in 2010. Of the 

MCs, 75 percent have created a social networking profile (“Millennials,” 2010). With such a 

large generation, MCs hold substantial buying power, directly contributing to the market. 

They also act as vocal consumers and early adopters, influencing the purchases of others 

(Seppanen & Gualtieri, 2012). “Millennials add content through constant connectedness and 

the popularity of social media, keeping marketers on their toes” (Seppanen & Gualtieri, 2012, 

p. 13). 

 Reports on MCs’ annual purchasing power range between $125 billion to $890 billion 

(“The Millennial Generation,” 2012). A Barkley report determines that a more dependable 

estimate is “$200 billion of direct purchasing power and $500 billion of indirect spending, 

largely due to the influence on the spending of their mostly Baby Boomer parents” (as cited 

in Seppanen & Gualtieri, 2012, p. 14). Barnes and Lescault (2014) estimate that MCs will 

have a combined purchasing power of $2.45 trillion worldwide by 2015. With the 

generation’s peak purchasing power still decades away, it would greatly benefit marketers to 
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build and establish relationships with this strong consumer force (Seppanen & Gualtieri, 

2012). 

 Currently, research shows that Facebook is the most popular SNS among MCs when 

looking to interact with companies and brands online (Barnes & Lescault, 2014). Barnes & 

Lescault (2014) provide an in-depth look at current purchasing habits and trends of MCs 

using Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest. After surveying 576 Millennials representing 32 U.S. 

states, with four percent residing outside of the U.S., the authors report that relative to users 

of larger SNS, Pinterest has the highest sales conversion rate. That is, the user-friendly highly 

visual design of the website facilitates information search and evaluation of alternatives. The 

authors conclude that MCs are leading the social commerce movement. Specifically, they are 

more likely than any other group to like, follow, or pin companies and brands. They report 

that MCs are charmed by coupons and promotions, and often use mobile phones or tablets to 

purchase hair products, beauty products, and apparel. Millennial Consumers “spend more 

money on Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest than other groups, making them the ones to watch 

as social commerce surges forward” (Barnes & Lescault, 2014, p. 6). 

 

Uses and Gratifications Research 

The time-honored U&G theory is helpful for understanding consumer motivations for 

media use, and has been applied to many media outlets including radio, television, and the 

Internet (Roy, 2009). Uses and Gratifications theory “represents the predominant approach to 

understanding interactive media usage, particularly among young consumers” (Moore, 2012, 

p. 437). “The U&G theoretical model examines the motives to consume, participate, and 
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engage with specific types of mass media” (Mull & Lee, 2014, p. 193). The theory assumes 

that individuals select and use media in a goal-oriented manner to achieve a level of desired 

gratification (Blumler & Katz, 1974). Ruggiero (2000) summarizes that “theoretically and 

practically, for U&G scholars, the basic questions remain the same. Why do people become 

involved in one particular type of mediated communication or another, and what 

gratifications do they receive from it?” (p. 29). In summary, the model seeks to identify 

consumers’ motivations for using different media based on gratifications achieved (Mull & 

Lee, 2014). 

 

Theory and Background 

Some believe U&G to have begun with Schramm’s (1949) immediate reward and 

delayed reward model of media gratifications (Dozier & Rice, 1984). Wimmer and Dominick 

(1994), however, propose that U&G began in the 1940s when researchers wanted to know 

why audiences participated in various forms of media behavior (i.e., reading the newspaper 

or listening to the radio). Blumler (1979) argues that the U&G approach became popular in 

the late 1950s and early 1960s during a time of frustration with the results of the attempts to 

measure the short-term effects on people of their exposure to mass media campaigns. Thus, 

this reflected a desire to understand audience involvement in mass communications in terms 

more accurate to the individual user’s own experience and viewpoint than the effects 

tradition could attain (Blumler, 1979). Yet others believe that Katz first formally outlined the 

U&G approach to the study of communication in 1959 (O’Donohoe, 1994) in order to 

understand consumer motivations for gravitating toward certain types of mass media in order 
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to fulfill a specific need or desire (Mull & Lee, 2014). Some say that Katz penned the term 

U&G in 1959, calling for research to no longer focus solely on what media do to people but 

instead on what people do with media (Reinhard & Dervin, 2009). Despite the debate, “early 

U&G studies were primarily descriptive, seeking to classify the responses of audience 

members into meaningful categories” (Ruggiero, 2000, p. 4). 

According to Mull & Lee (2014), U&G assumes that consumers take on an active 

role in their use of media, with a certain goal or objective in mind. The user is motivated to 

behave in a particular manner in order to reach this goal or objective. That is, “the user’s 

specific motivations to consume the media are the driving force behind seeking the media 

out” (Mull & Lee, 2014, p.193). Stafford et al. (2004) postulate that “U&G builds a 

consumer profile of intended uses and subsequent gratifications” (as cited in Mull & Lee, 

2014, p. 193). The importance of traditional U&G research is on individual differences and 

active audience members (Haridakis, 2002). That is, gratifications obtained from media are 

mostly based on a given user’s pre-existing needs, rather than on specific technological 

features of media (Sundar & Limperos, 2013).  

The basic assumptions of a U&G approach are outlined as follows 1) The audience is 

active, and thus much mass media use is goal-directed, 2) The initiative in linking need 

gratification with media choice lies mainly with the audience member, 3) The media compete 

with other sources of need satisfaction, and 4) The gratifications sought from the media 

include amusement and entertainment in addition to information, all of which will vary 

according to the social roles and psychological nature of individual audience members (Katz 

et al., 1974; Katz, Gurevitch, & Haas, 1973; O’Donohoe, 1994). Uses and Gratifications 
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scholars assume that audiences actively select their uses of media from the assortment of 

possibilities available in society and assume that what drives this media use reflects each 

individual’s conscious or unconscious consideration of the usefulness of media in his or her 

life (Reinhard & Dervin, 2009). Broadly speaking, U&G is an audience-centered approach, 

which suggests that individuals have particular needs that drive selection of certain types of 

media (Rubin, 2009). That is, people’s needs influence the media they choose, how they use 

the media, and what gratifications they receive from using the media. The theory emphasizes 

audiences’ choice by assessing their reasons or motivations for using a certain type of media, 

as well as the various gratifications obtained from the media, based on social and 

psychological requirements (Severin & Tankard, 1997). The ultimate goal of U&G research 

is to understand the interaction between the origins of media user needs and context 

(Palmgreen, Wenner, & Rosengren, 1985). 

Generally, the U&G model involves factor analysis to group items with similar or 

shared meanings in order to identify main motivational themes or dimensions. A number of 

studies suggest that there can be multiple motivational dimensions identified for each type of 

media. Other types of media may share these motivational dimensions or the dimensions may 

be unique identifiers for that specific type of media (Mull & Lee, 2014). McQuail (1983) 

proposes that there are four general gratifications obtained from using mass media that can be 

applied to all media: 1) Entertainment, 2) Information, 3) Personal Identity, and 4) 

Integration and Social Interaction. Muntinga, Moorman, and Smit (2011) suggest that there 

are several sub-motivations in addition to the four main motivations. However, history has 

shown that new media platforms often create new motivations and gratifications among users 



 

 22 

(Angleman, 2000). Previous scholars of U&G theory have focused on social and 

psychological variables as determinants of motivation to use various media, but others have 

focused on the difference between gratifications “sought” and gratifications actually 

“obtained” through media use (Rubin, 2009; Palmgreen et al., 1985). “The dominant belief 

appears to be that motives or needs drive the actual use or gratification obtained from 

different types of media” (Sundar & Limperos, 2013, p. 506).  Subsequently, in U&G 

research, motives (constructs) reflect the gratifications that people seek and potentially 

receive from using media (Rubin, 2009; Sundar & Limperos, 2013). 

Some criticize U&G theory to be vague and non-theoretical (O’Donohoe, 1994). The 

theory has also been criticized for its propensity to provide lists of reasons for attending to 

the media, unaccompanied by systematic explanation (O’Donohoe, 1994). Others have laid 

out perceived deficiencies (e.g., the confusing of operational definitions and the analytical 

model, a lack of internal consistency, and a lack of theoretical justification for the model 

offered) (Stanford, 1983; Ruggiero, 2000). Elliot (1974) criticizes U&G for being too 

individualistic, claiming that because the theory focuses on audience consumption, it is 

difficult to explain or predict beyond the subjects studied or to consider societal implications 

of media use. 

Despite these criticisms, many scholars have found the theory to be promising. 

Ruggiero (2000) finds that U&G provides a benchmark base of data for other studies to 

further study media use. With the rapid expansion of communication technology, the range 

of possible topics for U&G multiples. “This flexibility is particularly important as we enter 
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an information age in which computer-mediated communication permeates every aspect of 

our individual and social lives” (Ruggiero, 2000, p. 28).  

 

Past Uses in Non-Internet Media 

 Uses and Gratifications theory has been applied to a number of different media 

including radio, television (TV), books and electronic books (e-books), advertising, music, 

cellular (cell) phones, video games, and the Internet (Abelman, 1987; Albarran et al., 2007; 

Barton, 2013; Eighmey & McCord, 1998; Ferguson, Greer, & Reardon, 2007; Gerlich, 

Drumheller, & Sollosy, 2012; Ho & Wang, 2011; Leung & Wei, 2000; O’Donohoe, 1994; 

Paragas, Clara, Main, & Rahman, 2010; Rubin & Perse, 1987; Wu, Wang, & Tsai, 2010). 

Lichtenstein and Rosenfeld (1983) investigate the effects of self-reported media usage and 

fandom on perceived gratifications provided by eight separate media (i.e., books, magazines, 

films, TV, newspapers, radio, recorded music, and friends). Other U&G scholars focus on 

single mediums (Table 1) as outlined: 

Radio. Ferguson et al. (2007) investigate the U&G of MP3 players vs. radio in 

college students. Motivations found include boredom, stimulation, entertainment, 

relaxation/escape, and loneliness. The authors also report that the use of MP3 players seems 

to serve as a substitute for listening to traditional radio. Similarly, Lichenstein and Rosenfield 

(1983) identify “killing time” as a listening motivation in their survey of college students. 

Television. Television is another media commonly studied by U&G scholars. 

Researchers typically examine a specific genre of TV shows (e.g., news, religious programs, 

reality TV, home shopping, etc.) Abelman (1987) conducts a study approaching viewers of 
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religious TV as an active audience and considers the interrelated nature of TV motives and 

relationships among viewing motives and patterns. The author identifies reactionary TV use 

as a viewing pattern among adult viewers of religious TV. Dissatisfaction with secular TV 

contributes to this type of use.  

Rubin and Perse (1987) examine the variable nature of audience activity of local TV 

news viewers. In the study, the authors consider three types of activity: 1) intentionality, 2) 

selectivity, and 3) involvement. Using hierarchical regression, the researchers report that 

affinity, selectivity, and involvement predict intentionality, while pass time motives, 

perceived realism, and reduced intentionality predict non-selectivity. At the same time, pass 

time motives and reduced affinity predict distractions, and information and non-

entertainment motives perceive realism, and intentionality predict involvement. Results 

indicate that audience activity relates in largely predictable ways to media use motives and 

attitudes. 

In a study on TV shopping, Cortese and Rubin (2010) examine media use motives 

based on the U&G perspective. The authors study how social/psychological antecedents (i.e., 

parasocial interaction and compulsive buying) and buying outcomes (i.e., buying frequency 

and impulse buying) relate to Shopping/TV Viewing Motives. The results indicate that 

viewers watch TV Shopping because they want a convenient, time- and cost-effective way to 

shop and learn about products while also being entertained. Using factor analysis, the authors 

are able to reveal two motivational factors: Television Viewing Motives (associated with 

traditional U&G found in previous literature), and Shopping Motives. Both factors are 

predicted by the host appeal dimension of parasocial interaction. Compulsive buying is a 
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significant predictor of only the TV Viewing Motives factor, while those who purchase more 

items are motivated to watch by the shopping aspects of the medium. Compulsive buying is 

the only significant predictor of impulse buying.  

Barton (2013) researches how talent-based reality TV shows with different thematic 

content influence the gratifications obtained by viewers. The author identifies two 

gratifications not previously observed in other TV gratifications research (i.e., TV 

personalities and schadenfreude) and finds correlations between the content of talent-based 

programs and the gratifications obtained. 

Advertising. O’Donohoe (1994) provides a classification of advertising U&G 

derived from a qualitative study, assessing the implications of such an approach for the 

theory and practice of advertising. The study provides empirical support for the academics 

and practitioners that have argued that audiences are active, selective, and sophisticated in 

their consumption of advertising.  

Books, e-books, and reading. Using previous U&G literature, Gerlich et al. (2012) 

develop and test the Reading Motives Scale in their study. The authors look at reading 

motivations in U&G research, as technology has begun to impact how books are consumed. 

The four factors that emerge (i.e., Relaxation, Escape, Passing Time, and Sharing/Learning) 

yield great insight into why users read books. Relaxation emerges as the most compelling 

motive for reading, implying to marketers that a primary focus should be on stressing the 

relaxation that is afforded through reading. 

Ho & Wang (2011) researched the motivations, behaviors, and satisfactions of using 

mobile e-books. The authors extract five items in which the users’ motivations for using e-
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books are not gratified: 1) spending time aimlessly, 2) the decision of reading content 

according to the preference, 3) entertainment, 4) timely acquisition of information, and 5) 

allowing me to get the information easily. The authors derive that in the aspect of the e-book 

users’ acquiring information, entertainment, and spending time aimlessly, the motives are 

significantly higher than the gratifications. Thus, the users’ needs are not met, and they could 

obtain higher gratification from other forms of media. 

Cellular phones. In the use of cell phones, Leung and Wei (2000) discover that 

mobility, immediacy, and instrumentality are the strongest instrumental motives in predicting 

usage. Intrinsic factors include affection/sociability, while subscription to functionally 

enhanced servers (e.g., caller ID and call transfers) appear to be important predictors for 

overall cell phone use. The mobility of cell phones (i.e., use in cars, buses, trains, and public 

places) is strongly linked to immediate access gratifications.  

Paragas et al. (2010) conduct a study exploring mobile telephone usage among 

Singaporeans aged 55 and older. The authors report significant differences in the patterns of 

use of and the gratifications ascribed to mobile phones across respondent groupings 

according to age and mobile phone ownership. The study argues that age and ownership can 

be used as cohort variables as they are significantly related and have generally similar 

impacts in distinguishing users’ U&G of mobile phones.  

Video games. In order to explore the user’s initial reaction to game playing and how 

this further influences a player’s behavior, Wu et al. (2010) use U&G theory to investigate 

players’ gratifications for playing (i.e., achievement, enjoyment, and social interaction) as 

well as their experience with the service mechanisms offered after having played an online 
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game. The study explores “the important antecedents of players’ proactive ‘stickiness’ to a 

specific online game” and examines “the relationships among these antecedents” (Wu et al., 

2010, p. 1862). They discover that both service mechanisms and gratifications significantly 

affect a player’s continual motivation to play, which is vital to a player’s proactive stickiness 

to an online game. 
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Table 1 

Past Uses in Non-Internet Media 

Authors Year Media Gratifications Obtained 
Abelman 
 
 
Barton 
 
 
 
Cortese & 
Rubin 
 
 
 
 
Ferguson et al. 
 
 
Gerlich et al. 
 
Ho & Wang 
 
 
Leung & Wei 
 
 
O’Donohoe 
 
 
 
Paragas et al. 
 
Rubin & Perse 
 
Wu et al. 

1987 
 
 
2013 
 
 
 
2010 
 
 
 
 
 
2007 
 
 
2012 
 
2011 
 
 
2000 
 
 
1994 
 
 
 
2010 
 
1987 
 
2010 

Religious TV 
 
 
Reality TV 
 
 
 
TV shopping 
 
 
 
 
 
MP3 
players/radio 
 
Books 
 
E-books 
 
 
Cell phones 
 
 
Advertising 
 
 
 
Cell phones 
 
News TV 
 
Video games 

Reactionary, information, entertainment, faith, 
habit, escape 
 
Perceived reality, vicarious participation, social 
utility, TV personalities, personal utility, 
schadenfreude, pass time 
 
Television-view motives (habit, companionship, 
excitement, relaxation, escape, entertainment), 
shopping motives (convenience, saving time, saving 
money, learning about products, combating 
dissatisfaction with stores/malls) 
 
Boredom, stimulation, entertainment, 
relaxation/escape, loneliness 
 
Relaxation, escape, passing time, sharing/learning 
 
Entertainment, psychology, practicality, 
instrumentality, sociability 
 
Mobility, immediacy, instrumentality, 
affection/sociability 
 
Marketing uses, structuring time, enjoyment, 
scanning the environment, social interaction, self-
affirmation/transformation 
 
Sociability, mobility, immediacy, security 
 
Exciting entertainment, pass time, information,  
 
Achievement, enjoyment, social interaction 
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Uses and Gratifications Research on the Internet 

Early work on the U&G of Internet usage centered on the process of using the 

network and the gratifications related to the content provided, however, more recent work 

indicates that additional motivations exist and should be explored (Stafford, 2005). With 

previous studies, authors typically adapted measurement scales directly from television 

studies of U&G (Eighmey, 1997; Eighmey & McCord, 1998; Stafford, 2005). However, 

motivations for Internet use may differ from motivations that drive the use of other forms of 

media, thus a new set of measures is needed (Stafford, 2005; Mull & Lee, 2014). Uses and 

Gratifications is accepted among interactive media researchers due to its direction in 

examining goal-directed behaviors, which are inherent in these progressive technologies 

(Ruggiero, 2000). Previous U&G Internet studies (Table 2) are outlined below: 

Mull and Lee (2014) examined the user gratifications obtained from Pinterest. The 

researchers found five dimensions of Uses and Gratifications including Fashion, Creative 

Projects, Entertainment, Virtual Exploration, and Organization. These findings may suggest 

that an image-sharing SNS like Pinterest share several key motivational dimensions with 

traditional SNS, but may also have unique factors not previously identified in previous U&G 

studies. The motivational dimensions Creative Projects and Organization were unique to the 

study, while Information, Entertainment, and Virtual Exploration were found in previous 

U&G research.  

Ruggiero (2000) suggests that the growing popularity of the Internet has reinforced 

the strength of the U&G theory because this channel requires a higher level of interactivity 

from its users in comparison with traditional media. The U&G theory provides a theoretical 
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grounding and a prospect to further understand MC motivations and intentions of using SNS 

from a media perspective. 

Eighmey and McCord (1998) examine the audience experience associated with 

websites. In the study, the research subjects view five commercial websites and then evaluate 

them using 80 rating scale items. Results show similarities to the types of U&G reported in 

studies of other media, but also determine two new dimensions (i.e., personal involvement 

and continuing relationship). This is an example of how new media and technologies can be 

examined using U&G discovered from previous literature, while also possibly discovering 

new scale items. 

In an earlier examination of SNS, Raacke and Bonds-Raacke (2008) evaluate the 

usage of MySpace and Facebook and their impact on college students. The authors discover 

that the vast majority of college students use these sites for a significant portion of their day 

for reasons such as making new friends, finding old friends, and posting and looking at 

pictures (Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008).  

Lim and Ting (2012) consider the U&G structure of online shoppers in an Asian 

context. The authors report that Malaysian consumers’ intention to shop online is determined 

by their attitude towards online shopping. They note the importance of facilitating 

entertainment gratification and informativeness gratification in online shopping sites towards 

consumers’ attitudes towards online shopping in creating a positive shopping environment. 

They also determine that web irritation negatively affects consumers’ attitudes toward online 

shopping (Lim & Ting, 2012). 
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Moore (2012) conducts a study to determine a comprehensive model of millennial 

usage of interactive technologies in the current marketing environment. It is determined that 

in comparison to Generation X, Millennials are more active at integrating technologies into 

their daily lives for marketing purposes. The latter group accesses online resources for both 

utilitarian and entertainment purposes, and indicates significantly higher interactive 

connections with brands and retailers through blogging activities and coupon behaviors. The 

author finds the significant usage of interactive media among Millennials for reasons 

including information seeking, entertainment focused, increased utility, and deal focused. 

In a recent empirical study, Ezumah (2013) finds that college students use SNS for 

reasons including keeping in touch with friends, sharing photos, keeping in touch with 

family, and entertainment. Most popular among the students, ranging in age from 18 to 28 

years, is Facebook, followed by Twitter. Facebook is the preferred SNS due to ease of use 

and potential for different tasks (Ezumah, 2013). 

Roy (2009) applies the U&G theory to derive the Internet gratification structure of 

Internet users in an Indian context. The author first identifies six gratifications for Internet 

use (self-development, wide exposure, user friendly, relaxation, career opportunities, and 

global exchange) using factor analysis. The author then uses t-tests to identify the 

gratifications on which males and females differ significantly. It is shown that the light and 

heavy users of the Internet differ on some of the gratification factors obtained in the research. 

Another form of media explored from the U&G perspective is blogging. Kaye (2010) 

investigates the uses and motivations for connecting to blogs, coming up with nine 

motivational factors: Convenient Information Seeking, Anti-Traditional Media Sentiment, 
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Expression/Affiliation, Guidance/Opinion Seeking, Blog Ambiance, Personal Fulfillment, 

Political Debate, Variety of Opinion, and Specific Inquiry. The study offers an opportunity in 

developing a blog U&G scale based on open-ended responses rather than on adapting items 

from other media scales.  

 

Table 2 

Previous U&G Internet Studies 

Authors Year Media Gratifications Obtained 
Eighmey & McCord 
 
 
 
 
Ezumah 
 
 
Kaye 
 
 
 
 
 
Lim & Ting 
 
 
Moore 
 
 
Mull & Lee 
 
 
Raacke & Bonds-
Raacke 
 
Roy 

1998 
 
 
 
 
2013 
 
 
2010 
 
 
 
 
 
2012 
 
 
2012 
 
 
2014 
 
 
2008 
 
 
2009 

Websites 
 
 
 
 
SNS 
 
 
Blogs 
 
 
 
 
 
Online 
shopping 
 
Interactive 
media 
 
Pinterest 
 
 
MySpace, 
Facebook 
 
Internet 

Entertainment value, personal involvement, 
personal relevance, information involvement, 
clarity of purpose, controversy, credibility, 
continuing relationship, purchase interest 
 
Keeping in touch with friends, sharing photos, 
keeping in touch with family, entertainment 
 
Convenient information seeking, anti-traditional 
media sentiment, expression/affiliation, 
guidance/opinion seeking, blog ambiance, personal 
fulfillment, political debate, variety of opinion, 
specific inquiry 
 
Entertainment, informativeness 
 
 
Information seeking, entertainment focused, 
increased utility, deal focused 
 
Fashion, creative, projects, entertainment, virtual 
exploration, exploration 
 
Making new friends, finding old friends, posting 
and looking at pictures 
 
Self-development, wide exposure, user friendly, 
relaxation, career opportunities, global exchange 
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Uses and Gratifications Measurement 

The U&G model typically involves using factor analysis to group items with similar 

or shared meanings to identify main motivational themes or dimensions (Mull & Lee, 2014). 

Many studies suggest that there can be multiple motivational dimensions identified for each 

type of media. Other types of media may share these same dimensions, or the dimensions can 

be unique identifiers for that specific type of media (Mull & Lee, 2014).  

Kaye (2010) uses principal components analysis (PCA) with a varimax rotation to 

factor analyze derived motivations. In researching Internet U&G, Roy (2009) first derives a 

list of items characterizing U&G of the Internet, and then uses exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) to derive specific Internet gratifications. Lastly, the author performs confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the gratifications. Similarly, in their study on the U&G of e-

shopping, Lim and Ting (2012) first conduct a descriptive analysis to supply information to 

the demographic profile of their subjects. Second, the authors conduct factor analysis and 

reliability testing to test the validity and reliability of the questions employed. Next, they use 

correlation analysis to test for existence of multi-collinearity, and then conduct multiple 

regression analysis to test the relationship between variables. The authors then save the 

unstandardized residuals from the regression analyses and test for normality. Finally, the 

authors test their hypotheses.  

Researchers have also utilized qualitative phenomenological approaches to analyze 

U&G data. Burakgazi and Yildirm (2014) collect data through focus groups with 

purposefully selected subjects, and analyze this data qualitatively by selecting significant 

statements, identifying key themes, and describing the phenomenon. Whiting and Williams 
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(2013) also take a qualitative approach, using Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) guidelines. The 

authors conduct an exploratory study consisting of 25 in-depth interviews designed to elicit 

responses in terms of the U&G of social media. They then independently read and review 

responses before sorting the U&G comments into groups and then concluding on 10 U&G 

themes.  

Researchers studying the U&G of newer communication sources and technologies 

often rely on preexisting motivational items, adapting them to the technology under study 

(Eighmey, 1997; Rubin & Rubin, 1985; Kaye, 2010; Papacharissi & Rubin, 2000). However, 

the developing research began with the premise that motivations for one type of media use 

may be different from the motivations that drive the use of another media type, and that a 

new set of measures must be developed (Kaye, 2010; Stafford, 2005). It is important to use 

open-ended questions in developing motivational items for a new medium so as not to 

influence the way in which respondents think about the subject (Kaye, 2010). 

 

Summary 

Applied to many forms of media, U&G theory is helpful for understanding consumer 

motivations to consume, participate in, and engage in various types of media (Mull & Lee, 

2014; Roy, 2009). Though challenged by critics to be vague, non-theoretical, or too 

individualistic, (Elliot, 1974; O’Donohoe, 1994), many scholars have found the theory to be 

promising and perhaps even providing an important point of reference for other studies to 

further study media use (Ruggiero, 2010). Having already been applied to a number of 

different media, the theory provides a theoretical grounding and a prospect to further 
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understand MCs’ motivations and intentions of using SNS. Furthermore, the exponential 

growth of Internet use has reinforced the strength of the U&G theory because this channel 

requires a higher level of interactivity from its users in comparison with traditional media 

(Ruggiero, 2000).  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

Research Design 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the MCs’ motivations for using SNS 

from a U&G perspective. Specifically, the study aimed to identify MC motivations for using 

SNS, establish the relative importance of motivations for using SNS, and determine the 

differences in MC motivations for using four types of popular SNS (i.e., Facebook, 

Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter). The SNS platforms included in this study were selected 

due to their current popularity among users, particularly the millennial age group (“User 

Demographic Highlights,” 2014). This investigation was conducted using a two-phase 

mixed-method approach following past research that uses U&G theory to measure consumer 

motivations (Churchill, 1979; Mull & Lee, 2014). 

 

SNS Platform Selection 

The proposed research focused on four SNS platforms: Facebook, Instagram, 

Pinterest, and Twitter, due to their current popularity among the 18- to 29-year-old age group 

(“User Demographic Highlights,” 2014) and the opportunity for brands to use these SNS as 

marketing tools (Perez, 2014). The Search Engine Journal claims that 93 percent of 

marketers are now using social media for business purposes (Jones, 2013). Previous literature 

examining U&G behavior among Internet usage revealed several common themes: 1) Social 

Interaction, 2) Information Seeking, 3) Pass Time, 4) Entertainment, 5) Relaxation, 6) 
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Communicatory Utility, and 7) Convenience Utility (Ko, Cho, & Roberts, 2005; Whiting & 

Williams, 2013). Though scholars and practitioners recognize the possibilities and 

advantages of using the Internet as a marketing tool, there remains a lack of empirical 

knowledge of consumer motivations for using different types of SNS and the various 

outcomes of these behaviors (Lim & Ting, 2012). These four platforms offer different levels 

of interaction among their users, which will likely reveal distinct motivations for their 

respective use. These different types of SNS (image-sharing, textual, mobile) may reveal 

diverse motivations, thus providing a broader consideration of potential motivations overall. 

 

Phase One 

Population and Sample 

A convenience sample consisting of students recruited from three undergraduate-

level fashion and textile management courses in a large southeastern U.S. land grant 

university was used to collect data for Phase One. Participation was completely voluntary 

and respondents received no compensation or extra credit for their responses. The sample 

size included 95 students ranging from ages 19 to 26 years, with an average age of 20.54 

years. The sample was comprised of 11 males, 80 females, and four participants who did not 

indicate gender. Of the participants, 92 (96.84 percent) had Facebook accounts (N=92), 90 

(94.74 percent) had Instagram accounts (N =90), 70 (73.78 percent) had Pinterest accounts 

(N=70), and 65 (68.42 percent) had Twitter accounts (N =65) (Figure 1).  



 

 38 

 

Figure 1 

Percentage of Phase One Participants with Specific SNS Accounts 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The data collection process began in early November 2014. A qualitative paper and 

pencil questionnaire with open-ended questions (Stafford et al., 2004; Mull & Lee, 2014) 

focusing upon the four types of SNS was distributed to the sample in order to construct a 

preliminary list of descriptive terms to represent motivations for the second phase of the 

study (Appendix A). Qualitative terms generated from Phase One were used to construct the 

questionnaire for administration in Phase Two. The qualitative terms captured among the 

convenience sample of millennial college students were reviewed and refined by the 

researcher to constitute a relevant range of variables to measure motivations.  

The researcher completed an item analysis of all the responses from the questionnaire 

and consulted a second researcher to validate the results of the item analysis. The terms 
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generated were identified by at least four different participants (Mull & Lee, 2014), and 

established the basis for item generation during the second phase. The researcher also 

considered existing motivations in literature that were important to the different platforms 

(Hou, 2011; Ko et al., 2005; Ku, Chu, & Tseng, 2013; Mull & Lee, 2014; Muntinga et al., 

2011; Park 2009; Quan-Haase & Young, 2010; Whiting & Williams, 2013). A single list of 

18 common motivations and various unique SNS platform motivations was compiled into a 

spreadsheet based upon redundancy and relevance. After completing this process, the second 

phase instrument, a web-based questionnaire, was created using Qualtrix. Web-based 

questionnaires are easy to use and cost-effective, and have the ability to reach a broad 

audience in a relatively short period of time (Berry, 2005). The questionnaire used skip logic, 

where all respondents were given the opportunity to provide motivations data for each 

platform. That is, each respondent was first asked if they maintain an account with the 

individual SNS platform. Those who confirmed that they had an account proceeded with 

answering the motivations questions associated with that platform. In cases that respondents 

indicated that they did not have an account, Qualtrix advanced the questionnaire to the next 

SNS platform, for a total of four iterations. 

 

Phase Two 

Population and Sample 

 Participants for the second phase of data collection consisted of millennial SNS users 

recruited from three popular fashion and lifestyle blogs. The blogs, including The 

Fashionista’s Diary (http://www.thefashionistasdiary.com), With a Wink and a Twirl 
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(http://www.winkandatwirl.com), and Pretty Little Pursuits 

(http://www.prettylittlepursuits.com), receive over 53,500 monthly page views and 

approximately 2,000 daily page views combined. In addition, as of April 2015, the associated 

Instagram accounts have over 38,933 followers, while the associated Facebook pages have 

2,459 likes, the associated Pinterest pages have 1,955 followers, and the associated Twitter 

accounts have 1,508 followers.  

The Fashionista's Diary, “a personal style and beauty blog,” is written by Lauren 

Ashley, a "20-something-year-old Miami blogger who has a passion for writing, fashion and 

all things chic” (Lauren Ashley, 2015). The blog was created in 2014 as her way of sharing 

her evolving fashion with everyone and "to have an online journal" where she can "document 

different things like fashion, beauty," and her personal lifestyle (Lauren Ashley, 2015). Erin 

Elizabeth, author of With a Wink and a Twirl, describes her blog as a “creative outlet” that 

allows her to share her “artistic side by coming up with different looks and styles” while 

serving “as an inspiration to others” (personal communication, March 25, 2015). Brittney 

Marie began her fashion and lifestyle blog, Pretty Little Pursuits, in May 2014, hoping to 

inspire her readers to “go out in the world and find pretty little things in life” that are worth 

pursuing (Brittney Marie, 2014).  

The primary method of recruitment entailed a blog post on all three blogs inviting 

readers to participate in the study. Similar requests were posted on the associated Facebook, 

Instagram, and Twitter accounts of the bloggers. As an incentive to participate, all 

respondents had the opportunity to be entered into a random drawing to win one of three gift 

cards to different online retail stores. Participants were asked to fill out the online 
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questionnaire that was open for one week during the month of December 2014. The random 

drawings were conducted using Rafflecopter, an online giveaway tool. A total of 524 

participants completed the online questionnaire, of which 304 were identified to be of 

millennial age and over the age of 18. The average age was 27.17 years. The final sample 

consisted of 59 males and 243 females, with two participants who did not indicate gender. Of 

these participants, 293 had Facebook accounts (96.38 percent), 200 had Instagram accounts 

(65.79 percent), 194 had Pinterest accounts (63.82 percent), and 118 had Twitter accounts 

(38.82 percent) (Figure 2). When asked how much time on average was spent on social 

media daily, 8.9 percent indicated five or more hours, 27.6 percent indicated two to four 

hours, 37.8 percent indicated one to two hours, and 25 percent indicated less than one hour 

(Figure 3).  

 

 

Figure 2 

Percentage of Phase Two Participants with Specific SNS Accounts 
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Figure 3 

Daily Social Media Usage 

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The second phase of the study applied findings from the first phase to develop and 

deploy an online questionnaire to a national sample of SNS users to tap into an active 

millennial sample. Participants were asked if they had an account with each of the four 

platforms, and were then asked to rate their perceived level of importance for each of the 

terms generated from Phase One to measure their respective motivations (Mull & Lee, 2014; 

Stafford et al., 2004). Each participant was asked to rate the terms on a seven-point Likert 

scale using the guiding query, “How closely do the following statements reflect your reasons 

for using (specified SNS)?” The scale was anchored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
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agree). The data was captured electronically using Qualtrix and then transferred to Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. 

Survey data was analyzed using several multivariate methods consistent with 

previous U&G literature. Principal axis factoring (PAF) with a varimax rotation (Brown, 

2009) was used to examine the dimensionality and structure of the motivations data within 

each of the four types of SNS. Internal consistency of items within factors with three or more 

items was analyzed using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha to determine the reliability of 

motivation factors. For factors with less than three items, Spearman’s Rho was used to 

evaluate internal consistency (RO1). Linear regression was used to investigate the relative 

importance of motivations within each SNS platform (RO2). For each platform, a dummy 

variable was created for the motivation factors. Dummy variables were created and used to 

predict the motivation scores using the summed averages of the motivation scales as the 

dependent variable. 

After motivation factors were identified, the items that constituted each factor were 

summed and divided by their total. To contrast like factor structures, motivation means 

(factor means) were tested for significant differences using one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) for groups of three or more and t-tests for pairs of motivations (RO3). Along with 

each ANOVA, a Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variances was performed for all models 

(Wuensch, 2015). In cases that Levene's tests indicated non-homogenous subsets, Welch 

statistics were interpreted for the ANOVA model and Games-Howell was used for post hoc 

testing for significant models (“One-way ANOVA (cont...),” 2013; “Unequal Variances,” 

n.d.). 
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Sample characteristics including birth year/age, gender, and ethnicity were evaluated 

using descriptive statistics. Means were used to examine the birth year and frequencies were 

used to describe the nominal variables including gender and ethnicity. Implications were 

made for the textile and apparel industry. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 
 Prior to examining the research objectives, sample characteristics for participants 

were evaluated based on demographic results from questions. To address RO1, factors for 

each SNS platform were identified and characterized. To examine the dimensionality and 

structure of items within each of the four SNS platforms, PAF with a varimax rotation was 

used (RO1). Resulting factors with three or more items were evaluated for reliability using 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha with a minimum threshold of .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 

For factors with less than three items, Spearman’s Rho was used to evaluate internal 

consistency (Tables 6-9, Appendix Q). To address RO2, linear regression using a dummy 

variable for motivation factors was performed to examine the relative impact of motivations 

within platform. To address RO3, ANOVAs and t-tests were used to compare like factor 

structures across SNS platforms. Along with each ANOVA, a Levene’s Test of Homogeneity 

of Variances was performed to evaluate homogeneous subsets. For resulting models with 

non-homogenous subsets, Welch statistics were interpreted for the overall model and Games-

Howell was used for post hoc testing for significant models (“One-way ANOVA (cont...),” 

2013; “Unequal Variances,” n.d.). 

 

Sample Characteristics 

The final sample consisted of 304 MC participants. The average reported age of 

participants was 27.17 years, with a minimum age of 18 years and a maximum age of 34 
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years (Table 3). Among the participants who reported their gender, 19.5 percent were male 

and 80.5 percent were female (Table 4). Among the participants who reported their ethnicity, 

72.85 percent selected Caucasian, 14.23 percent selected Asian/Pacific Islander, 4.65 percent 

selected African American, 3.97 percent selected Hispanic, 0.33 percent selected Native 

American, and 3.97 percent selected Other (Table 5). When asked how much time on 

average was spent on social media daily, 8.9 percent indicated five or more hours, 27.6 

percent indicated two to four hours, 37.8 percent indicated one to two hours, and 25 percent 

indicated less than one hour (Figure 3). Among the participants, 28.6 percent indicated they 

had made a purchase after seeing a sponsored ad on social media; 41.8 percent indicated they 

had made a purchase after seeing an item posted by a friend, family member or other 

individual on social media; and 33.9 percent indicated they had made a purchase after seeing 

it posted by a company or brand on social media. 

 

Table 3 

Age in Years of Questionnaire Respondents 

Mean Minimum Maximum 
27.17 18 34 

 

 

Table 4 

Gender of Questionnaire Respondents 

Gender Percentage % 
Male 19.5 
Female 80.5 
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Table 5 

Ethnicity of Questionnaire Respondents 

Ethnicity Percentage % 
Caucasian 72.85 
Asian/Pacific Islander 14.23 
African American 4.65 
Hispanic 3.97 
Native American 0.33 
Other 3.97 

 

 

Research Objective One: Determine MC Motivations for using SNS 

Principal Axis Factoring Results 

Results for RO1 were initially reported within platform and common motivations 

were recognized across platforms. Separate PAFs with varimax rotations were run to identify 

motivation factors within each SNS platform. After interpreting and analyzing the rotated 

matrix for Facebook, five factors were identified and retained for further analysis: 1) 

‘Following Fashion, Celebrities, & Brands;’ 2) ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures,’ 3) ‘Using 

Facebook Features (unique);’ 4) ‘Seeking Entertainment;’ and 5) ‘Connecting with Family & 

Friends’ (Table 6). The following three factors emerged for Instagram: 1) ‘Following 

Fashion, Celebrities, & Brands and Finding Inspiration;’ 2) ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures and 

Seeking Entertainment;’ and 3) ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ (Table 7). The 

following five factors for Pinterest emerged: 1) ‘Finding Creativity (unique);’ 2) ‘Connecting 

with Family & Friends;’ 3) ‘Following Friends & Celebrities;’ 4) ‘Following Fashion;’ and 

5) ‘Viewing, Posting, & Liking Pictures’ (Table 8). The following four factors emerged for 
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Twitter: 1) ‘Connecting with & Following Friends, Following Current Events, Expressing 

Oneself, and Venting (unique);’ 2) ‘Following Fashion;’ 3) ‘Following Celebrities & Brands 

and Seeking Entertainment;’ and 4) ‘Connecting with & Following Family’ (Table 9).  

 

Reliability Analysis Results 

All factors from RO1 with three or more items indicated acceptable reliability based 

on Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (α ≥ .70) (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Retained factors 

with less than three items were evaluated using Spearman’s Rho (Tables 6-9). Only factors 

with significant correlations (α < .05) were retained for the analysis.  

Motivations for using Facebook. Facebook indicated a single factor with greater 

than three items: ‘Following Fashion, Celebrities, & Brands’ (α = .873) (Table 6). Additional 

motivation factors with less than three items indicated significant correlations: ‘Viewing & 

Posting Pictures’ (ρ = .667, p < .05), ‘Using Facebook Features (unique)’ (ρ = .454, p < .05), 

‘Seeking Entertainment’ (ρ = .692, p < .05), and ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ (ρ = 

.603, p < .05) (Table 6).
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Table 6 

Facebook Factors 

Factors Items Cronbach’s 
Alpha Correlation 

To keep up with fashion 
To seek fashion advice 
To follow celebrities 

Following Fashion, 
Celebrities, & Brands 

To follow brands/companies 

.873 - 

To view pictures Viewing & Posting Pictures To post pictures - .667* 

To participate in  
Facebook Groups Using Facebook Features 

(unique) To use Facebook Messenger 
- .454* 

To pass time Seeking Entertainment To be entertained - .692* 

To communicate with family 
members Connecting with Family 

& Friends To communicate with friends 
- .603* 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

Motivations for using Instagram. Instagram indicated two factors with greater than 

three items: ‘Following Fashion, Celebrities, & Brands, and Finding Inspiration’ (α = .907) 

and ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures and Seeking Entertainment’ (α = .843) (Table 7). An 

additional motivation factor with less than three items indicated a significant correlation: 

‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ (ρ = .792, p < .05) (Table 7). 
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Table 7 

Instagram Factors 

Factors Items Cronbach’s 
Alpha Correlation 

To keep up with fashion 
To seek fashion advice 
To follow celebrities 
To follow brands/companies 

Following Fashion, 
Celebrities, & Brands, 
and Finding Inspiration 

To find inspiration 

.907 - 

To view pictures 
To post pictures 
To be entertained 

Viewing & Posting 
Pictures and Seeking 

Entertainment 
To pass time 

.843 - 

To communicate with family 
members Connecting with Family 

& Friends To communicate with friends 
- .792* 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

Motivations for using Pinterest. Pinterest indicated two factors with greater than 

three items: ‘Finding Creativity (unique)’ (α = .815) and ‘Viewing, Posting, & Liking 

Pictures’ (α = .732) (Table 8). Additional motivation factors with less than three items 

indicated significant correlations: ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ (ρ = .946, p < .05), 

‘Following Friends & Celebrities’ (ρ = .475, p < .05), and ‘Following Fashion’ (ρ = .776, p < 

.05) (Table 8). 
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Table 8 

Pinterest Factors 

Factors Items Cronbach’s 
Alpha Correlation 

To view DIY projects/crafts 
To view recipes Finding Creativity 

(unique) To view home décor 
.815 - 

To communicate with family 
members Connecting with Family 

& Friends To communicate with friends 
- .946* 

To follow friends Following Friends & 
Celebrities To follow celebrities - .475* 

To seek fashion advice Following Fashion To keep up with fashion - .776* 

To “like” or “favorite” pictures 
To post pictures Viewing, Posting, & 

Liking Pictures 
To view pictures 

.732 - 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 

Motivations for using Twitter. Twitter indicated two factors with greater than three 

items: ‘Connecting with & Following Friends, Following Current Events, Expressing 

Oneself, and Venting (unique)’ (α = .873) and ‘Following Celebrities & Brands, and Seeking 

Entertainment’ (α = .838) (Table 9). Additional motivation factors with less than three items 

indicated significant correlations: ‘Following Fashion’ (ρ = .838, p < .05) and ‘Connecting 

with & Following Family’ (ρ = .663, p < .05) (Table 9). 
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Table 9 

Twitter Factors 

Factors Items Cronbach’s 
Alpha Correlation 

To communicate with friends 
To follow friends 
To keep up with news/current 
events 
To express your opinions 

Connecting with & 
Following Friends, 
Following Current 
Events, Expressing 

Oneself, and Venting 
(unique) To vent 

.873 - 

To seek fashion advice Following Fashion To keep up with fashion - .880* 

To follow celebrities 
To follow brands/companies 
To be entertained 

Following Celebrities & 
Brands, and Seeking 

Entertainment 
To view quotations 

.838 - 

To communicate with family 
members Connecting with & 

Following Family To follow family members 
- .663* 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 

Research Objective Two: Establish the Relative Importance of MC Motivations within 

Platform for Using SNS 

Linear Regression Results 

 All linear regression models indicated significant differences among motivations 

within the respective platform types. Variance inflation factors (VIF) associated with each 

model did not indicate multi-collinearity among the independent variables, based on the 

criterion set forth by Kutner, Nachtsheim, and Neter (2004) of maximum VIF < 10. The 

range of VIF values across all four regression models (1.331–1.846) was well within the 

recommended limit. Therefore, the analysis proceeded with interpretation of the linear 

regression models for each platform. 
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Relative impact of motivations for using Facebook. The linear regression that 

measured the relative impact of the motivation factors for Facebook indicated a significant 

difference (F = 162.005, df3, p < .000) (Table 10). The accompanying adjusted R-Square 

value for the model indicated a value of .312. Based on the beta estimates, ‘Viewing & 

Posting Pictures’ (t = 19.820, p < .000) was the strongest motivation for using Facebook, 

followed by ‘Seeking Entertainment’ (t = 16.524.820, p < .000) and ‘Connecting with Family 

& Friends’ (t = 5.905, p < .000) (Table 11). The motivation factor for ‘Following Fashion, 

Celebrities, & Brands’ was treated as the baseline within the model, thereby indicating that it 

was a less significant motivator compared to the other three motivations. The motivation 

factor for ‘Using Facebook Features (unique)’ was removed due to missing correlations.  

 

Table 10 

ANOVA Model for Linear Regression: Relative Impact of Motivations for using Facebook 

Model* Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 1135.031 3 378.344 162.005 .000 
Residual 2484.845 1064 2.335   
Total 3619.875 1067    

*R-Square = .314, adjusted R-Square = .312 
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Table 11 

Regression Coefficients for Predictors of Facebook Motivations 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Statistics Model 

B Std. Error Beta 
t Sig. 

Tolerance 
(Constant) 3.328 .090  37.151 .000  
Viewing & 
Posting Pictures 2.513 .127 .607 19.820 .000 .688 

Seeking 
Entertainment 2.099 .127 .506 16.524 .000 .688 

Connecting with 
Family & Friends 0.830 .141 .176 5.905 .000 .730 

 
 
 

Relative impact of motivations for using Instagram. The linear regression that 

measured the relative impact of the motivation factors for Instagram indicated a significant 

difference (F = 103.083, df2, p < .000) (Table 12). The accompanying adjusted R-Square 

value for the model indicated a value of .256. Based on the beta estimates, ‘Viewing & 

Posting Pictures and Seeking Entertainment’ (t = 11.282, p < .000) was the strongest 

motivation for using Instagram. ‘Connecting With Family & Friends’ (t = -2.071, p < .039) 

indicated a significant but negative effect on motivation for using Instagram (Table 13). The 

motivation factor for ‘Following Fashion, Celebrities, & Brands, and Finding Inspiration’ 

was treated as the baseline within the model. Based on this interpretation, the factor is not a 

positive motivator for using Instagram.  
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Table 12 

ANOVA Model for Linear Regression: Relative Impact of Motivations for using Instagram 

Model* Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 574.870 2 287.435 103.083 .000 
Residual 1650.728 592 2.788   
Total 2225.598 594    

*R-Square = .258, adjusted R-Square = .256 

 

Table 13 

Regression Coefficients for Predictors of Instagram Motivations 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Statistics Model 

B Std. Error Beta 
t Sig. 

Tolerance 
(Constant) 4.505 .118  38.058 .000  
Viewing & Posting 
Pictures and Seeking 
Entertainment 

1.893 .168 .461 11.282 .000 .751 

Connecting with 
Family & Friends -.347 .167 -.085 -2.071 .039 .751 

 
 
 

Relative impact of motivations for using Pinterest. The linear regression that 

measured the relative impact of the motivation factors for Pinterest indicated a significant 

difference (F = 789.300, df4, p < .000) (Table 14). The accompanying adjusted R-Square 

value for the model indicated a value of .746. Based on the beta estimates, ‘Finding 

Creativity (unique)’ (t = 10.851, p < .000) was the strongest motivation for using Pinterest. 

‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ (t = -16.738, p < .039); ‘Following Friends & 

Celebrities’ (t = -12.002, p < .000); and ‘Viewing, Posting, & Liking Pictures’ (t = -39.752, p 

< .000) indicated significant but negative effects on motivation for using Pinterest (Table 15). 
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The motivation factor for ‘Following Fashion’ was treated as a baseline within the model. 

Based on this interpretation, the factor was not a positive motivator for using Pinterest. 

 

Table 14 

ANOVA Model for Linear Regression: Relative Impact of Motivations for using Pinterest 

Model* Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 5435.566 4 1358.891 789.300 .000 
Residual 1840.436 1069 1.722   
Total 7276.001 1073    

*R-Square = .747, adjusted R-Square = .746 

 

Table 15 

Regression Coefficients for Predictors of Pinterest Motivations 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Statistics Model 

B Std. Error Beta 
t Sig. 

Tolerance 
(Constant) 4.801 .094  50.827 .000  
Finding 
Creativity 
(unique) 

1.451 .134 .214 10.851 .000 .610 

Connecting with  
Family & Friends -2.236 .134 -.330 -16.738 .000 .610 

Following 
Friends & 
Celebrities 

-1.605 .134 -.236 -12.002 .000 .610 

Viewing, 
Posting, & 
Liking Pictures 

-4.801 .121 -.831 -39.752 . 000 .542 

 

Relative impact of motivations for using Twitter. The linear regression that 

measured the relative impact on the motivation factors for Twitter indicated significant 

differences (F = 36.734, df3 p < .000) (Table 16). The accompanying adjusted R-Square 
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value for the model indicated a value of .189. Based on the beta estimates, ‘Connecting with 

& Following Friends, Following Current Events, Expressing Oneself, and Venting (unique)’ 

(t = .170, p < .865) was not a significant motivation for using Twitter. ‘Following Fashion’ (t 

= -8.633, p < .039) and ‘Connecting with & Following Family’ (t = -5.307, p < .000) 

indicated significant but negative effects on motivation for using Twitter (Table 17). The 

motivation factor for ‘Following Celebrities & Brands, and Seeking Entertainment’ was 

treated as a baseline within the model. Based on this interpretation, the factor was not a 

positive motivator for using Twitter. 

 

Table 16 

ANOVA Model for Linear Regression: Relative Impact of Motivations for using Twitter 

Model* Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 317.652 3 105.884 36.734 .000 
Residual 1320.167 458 2.882   
Total 1637.819 461    

*R-Square = .194, adjusted R-Square = .189 
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Table 17 

Regression Coefficients for Predictors of Twitter Motivations 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Statistics Model 

B Std. Error Beta 
t Sig. 

Tolerance 
(Constant) 4.795 .158  30.420 .000  
Connecting with 
& Following 
Friends, 
Following Current 
Events, 
Expressing 
Oneself, and 
Venting (unique) 

.038 .224 .009 .170 .865 .670 

Following Fashion -1.925 .223 -.443 -8.633 .000 .668 
Connecting with 
& Following 
Family 

-1.183 .223 -.273 -5.307 .000 .668 

 
 
 

Research Objective Three: Determine the Differences in MC Motivations for Using 

Different SNS Platforms (i.e., Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter) 

 After comparing the rotated matrices for the four SNS platforms, four common 

factors were identified, which loaded across three or more platforms. These four factors were 

further compared using ANOVA. A fifth factor loaded similarly upon two platforms and was 

examined using a t-test. The ‘Fashion’ factor loaded across all four platforms; followed by 

the ‘Connection’ factor, which loaded across Facebook, Instagram and Pinterest; followed by 

the ‘Following’ factor, which loaded across Facebook, Instagram and Twitter; followed by 

the ‘Pictures’ factor, which loaded across Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest; followed by 

the ‘Entertainment’ factor, which loaded across Facebook and Instagram (Appendix E). 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance for the ‘Fashion’ Factor 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the means for the ‘Fashion’ factor 

among the four SNS platforms (Table 18). The original ANOVA model indicated a 

significant Levene statistic [F(3, 794) = 7.684, p = .000] that suggested a lack of 

homogenous subsets among the SNS platforms for the ‘Fashion’ factor (Table 19). 

Therefore, the Welch statistic was interpreted for the ANOVA model (Table 20). The Welch 

statistic indicated significant differences in the ‘Fashion’ factor among the SNS platforms 

[F(3, 359.125) = 53.889, p = .000] and the analysis proceeded with post hoc tests using 

Games-Howell (Table 21), which is commonly used for significance testing among unequal 

subsets [F(3, 794) = 52.603, p = .000] (“One-way ANOVA (cont...),” 2013; “Unequal 

Variances,” n.d.). Post hoc comparisons indicated that the mean score for Facebook (M = 

2.8870, SD = 1.63958) was significantly different than the mean scores for Instagram (M = 

4.0939, SD = 2.08311), Pinterest (M = 4.8005, SD = 1.88824), and Twitter (M = 2.8707, SD 

= 1.80111) (Appendix F). Results suggest that the ‘Fashion’ factor was significantly lower 

among both Facebook and Twitter users compared to Pinterest and Instagram users (Table 

21). 
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Table 18  

One-way Analysis of Variance Results for the ‘Fashion’ Factor 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 534.724 3 178.241 52.603 .000 
Within Groups 2690.414 794 3.388   
Total 3225.138 797    

 
 
 
Table 19  

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for the ‘Fashion’ Factor 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
7.684 3 794 .000 

 
 
 
Table 20  

Robust Test of Equality of Means for the ‘Fashion’ Factor 

 Statistic* df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 53.889 3 359.125 .000 

* Asymptotically F distributed 
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Table 21 

Multiple Comparisons Results for the ‘Fashion’ Factor using Games-Howell 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Platform (J) Platform 

Mean 
Difference  

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Facebook Instagram -1.207* .17673 .000 -1.6631 -.7507 
 Pinterest -1.914* .16637 .000 -2.3429 -1.4842 
 Twitter 0.0163 .19280 1.000 -0.4833 .5159 
Instagram Facebook 1.2069* .17673 .000 0.7507 1.6631 
 Pinterest -.7066* .20125 .003 -1.2259 -.1873 
 Twitter 1.2232* .22359 .000 0.6452 1.8012 
Pinterest Facebook 1.9135* .16637 .000 1.4842 2.3429 
 Instagram .70661* .20125 .003 0.1873 1.2259 
 Twitter 1.9298* .21550 .000 1.3725 2.4872 
Twitter Facebook -0.01630 .19280 1.000 -0.5159 .4833 
 Instagram -1.223* .22359 .000 -1.8012 -.6452 
  Pinterest -1.930* .21550 .000 -2.4872 -1.3725 
 * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

 

 
Figure 4 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance for the ‘Connection’ Factor 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the means for the ‘Connection’ factor 

among Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest (Table 22). The original ANOVA model indicated 

a significant Levene statistic [F(2, 680) = 23.394, p = .000] that suggested a lack of 

homogenous subsets among the SNS platforms for the ‘Connection’ factor (Table 23). Again, 

the Welch statistic was interpreted for the ANOVA model (Table 24). The Welch statistic 

indicated significant differences in the ‘Connection’ factor among the three SNS platforms 

[F(2, 381.824) = 266.155, p = .000] and the analysis proceeded with post hoc tests using 

Games-Howell [F(2, 680) = 238.173, p = .000] (Table 25). Post hoc comparisons using the 

Games-Howell test indicated that the mean score for Facebook (M = 5.6357, SD = .07310) 

was significantly different than the mean scores for Instagram (M = 4.1583, SD = 1.80594) 

and Pinterest (M = 2.5648, SD = 1.57857) (Appendix F). Results suggest that the 

‘Connection’ factor was significantly higher among Facebook users compared to both 

Instagram and Pinterest users (Table 25). 

 

Table 22  

One-way Analysis of Variance Results for the ‘Connection’ Factor 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 1103.37 2 551.684 238.173 .000 
Within Groups 1575.09 680 2.316   
Total 2678.46 682    
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Table 23  

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for the ‘Connection’ Factor 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
23.394 2 680 .000 

 
 
 
Table 24  

Robust Test of Equality of Means for the ‘Connection’ Factor 

 Statistic* df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 266.155 2 381.824 .000 

* Asymptotically F distributed 
 
 
 
Table 25 

Multiple Comparisons Results for the ‘Connection’ Factor using Games-Howell 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Platform (J) Platform 

Mean 
Difference  

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Facebook Instagram 1.4774* .14742 .000 1.1303 1.8245 
 Pinterest 3.0710* .13511 .000 2.7529 3.3890 
Instagram Facebook -1.477* .14742 .000 -1.8245 -1.1303 
 Pinterest 1.5935* .17117 .003 1.1908 1.9963 
Pinterest Facebook -3.071* .13511 .000 -3.3890 -2.7529 
 Instagram -1.594* .17117 .000 -1.9963 -1.1908 
 * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 
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Figure 5 

‘Connection’ Factor Means 
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4.9569, SD = 1.66886) (Appendix F). Results suggest that the ‘Following’ factor was 

significantly lower among Facebook users compared to both Instagram and Twitter users 

(Table 29). 

 

Table 26  

One-way Analysis of Variance Results for the ‘Following’ Factor 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 287.889 2 143.945 43.526 .000 
Within Groups 1994.19 603 3.307   
Total 2282.08 605    

 
 
 
Table 27  

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for the ‘Following’ Factor 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
6.3945 2 603 .002 

 
 
 
Table 28  

Robust Test of Equality of Means for the ‘Following’ Factor 

 Statistic* df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 46.971 2 302.745 .000 

* Asymptotically F distributed 
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Table 29 

Multiple Comparisons Results for the ‘Following’ Factor using Games-Howell 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Platform (J) Platform 

Mean 
Difference  

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Facebook Instagram -1.177* .17494 .000 -1.5885 -.7652 
 Twitter -1629* .18551 .000 -2.0665 -1.1910 
Instagram Facebook 1.1768* .17494 .000 .7652 1.5885 
 Twitter -.45187* .21026 .082 -.9473 .0436 
Twitter Facebook 1.6287* .18551 .000 1.1910 2.0665 
 Instagram .45187* .21026 .082 -.0436 .9473 
 * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

 

 

Figure 6 

‘Following’ Factor Means 
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One-Way Analysis of Variance for the ‘Pictures’ Factor 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the means for the ‘Pictures’ factor 

among Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest (Table 30). The original ANOVA model indicated 

a significant Levene statistic [F(2, 676) = 21.541, p = .000] that suggested a lack of 

homogenous subsets among the SNS platforms for the ‘Pictures' factor (Table 31). The 

Welch statistic was interpreted for the ANOVA model (Table 32) and indicated significant 

differences in the ‘Pictures' factor among the three SNS platforms [F(2, 403.770) = 74.430, p 

= .000]. The analysis proceeded with post hoc tests using Games-Howell [F(2, 676) = 

85.401, p = .000] (Table 33). Post hoc comparisons using the Games-Howell test indicated 

that the mean scores were significantly different: Facebook (M = 5.8414, SD = 1.16495) was 

significantly different than the mean scores for Instagram (M = 6.3985, SD = 1.03256) and 

Pinterest (M = 4.7760, SD = 1.53642) (Appendix F). Results suggest that the ‘Pictures’ 

factor was significantly lower among Pinterest users compared to both Instagram and 

Facebook users (Table 33). 

 

Table 30  

One-way Analysis of Variance Results for the ‘Pictures’ Factor 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 265.815 2 132.908 85.401 .000 
Within Groups 1052.04 676 1.556   
Total 1317.86 678    
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Table 31  

Test of Homogeneity of Variances for the ‘Pictures’ Factor 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
21.541 2 676 .000 

 
 
 
Table 32  

Robust Test of Equality of Means for the ‘Pictures’ Factor 

 Statistic* df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 74.430 2 403.770 .000 

* Asymptotically F distributed 
 
 
 
Table 33 

Multiple Comparisons Results for the ‘Pictures’ Factor using Games-Howell 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Platform (J) Platform 

Mean 
Difference  

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Facebook Instagram -.5571* .10046 .000 -.7933 -.3209 
 Pinterest 1.0653* .13029 .000 .7586 1.3721 
Instagram Facebook .55710* .10046 .000 .3209 .7933 
 Pinterest 1.6224* .13307 .000 1.3092 1.9357 
Pinterest Facebook -1.065* .13029 .000 -1.3721 -.7586 
 Instagram -1.622* .13307 .000 -1.9357 -1.3092 
 * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 
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Figure 7 

‘Pictures’ Factor Means 
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Table 34 

T- Test for the ‘Entertainment’ Factor 

 Levene’s 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

 95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
 

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

Mean 
Differences 

Std. Error 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

 
.058 

 
.809 

 
-1.946 

 
483 

 
.052 

 
-.25312 

 
.13010 

 
-.50875 

 
.00251 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

   
-1.946 

 
421.674 

 
.052 

 
-2.5312 

 
.13006 

 
-.50877 

 
.00253 

 
 
 

 

Figure 8 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

 
Conclusions and Discussion 

The initial results revealed a number of motivations across the four SNS platforms 

that users (N=304) of these SNS reported. A collective total of 17 motivation factors were 

identified within the individual platforms, while five motivation factor structures emerged 

from the PAF with comparable loadings across the SNS platforms, which facilitated across 

platform comparison. Many of the motivation factors that emerged within the platforms 

indicated similar underlying meaning, but did not indicate identical factor structures, which 

inhibited direct comparison of motivations across platforms. For example, the ‘Viewing & 

Posting Pictures’ factor loaded somewhat differently across Facebook, Instagram and 

Pinterest, but retained the common items for viewing and posting, which were later 

compared. A second example is the ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ factor, which 

loaded similarly across Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest, but slightly differently across 

Twitter, which impeded comparison for the Twitter platform. In summary, the motivation 

factors tended to describe the SNS motivations as: ‘Following Fashion, Celebrities, & 

Brands;’ ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures;’ ‘Connecting with Family & Friends;’ and several 

unique motivations associated directly with the investigated SNS platforms. For example, the 

unique factor for ‘Finding Creativity’ emerged among Pinterest users. 
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Within SNS Platform Motivations 

 The within platform analyses suggest that different motivations drive SNS use among 

MCs based on their platform choices. Aside from a single motivation factor, ‘Viewing & 

Posting Pictures,’ which emerged as an important motivator for Facebook and Instagram 

users, each platform suggested unique motivations among the respondents. 

 Facebook. Within Facebook, three major motivations emerged as important for using 

this SNS. Results suggest that ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures,’ ‘Seeking Entertainment,’ and 

‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ were the most important motivators for using Facebook. 

Compared to the other platforms, Facebook indicated the greatest number of significant 

positive motivations for use. This may have been due to the fact that nearly all of the study 

participants (96.38 percent) indicated that they had Facebook accounts in contrast to the other 

platforms, which resulted in a more complete dataset based on their knowledge and user 

experiences with Facebook. 

 Instagram. Within Instagram, two major motivations emerged as important for using 

this SNS. Results suggest that ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures and Seeking Entertainment’ was 

the most important motivator for using Instagram, while ‘Connecting with Family & Friends’ 

had a significant but negative effect. Both Facebook and Instagram users indicated that 

‘Viewing & Posting Pictures’ was an important motivator for using these platforms. In 

contrast, ‘Connecting with Family and Friends’ was a negative predictor for Instagram users 

while it was a positive motivator for Facebook users.  Instagram represented the second most 

popular SNS among the respondents with 65.79 percent indicating they had Instagram 

accounts.  
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Pinterest. Within Pinterest, a single motivation emerged as important for using this 

SNS. Results suggest that ‘Finding Creativity (unique)’ was the most important motivator for 

using Pinterest. Significant negative effects were associated with ‘Connecting with Family & 

Friends;’ ‘Following Friends & Celebrities;’ and ‘Viewing, Posting, & Liking Pictures’ 

within the Pinterest platform indicating that these motivation factors do not matter among 

users of this SNS. Of the study participants, 63.82 percent indicated they had Pinterest 

accounts.  

 Twitter. The findings related to motivations for using Twitter suggest very little 

insight into the reasons for using this SNS platform. The motivations for ‘Following Fashion’ 

and ‘Connecting with & Following Family’ emerged as significant but negative motivators 

for using the platform. No positive motivations for Twitter use emerged in the analysis. This 

finding is likely related to the fact that considerably fewer MC respondents reported that they 

had Twitter accounts (38.82 percent). Additionally, based on the findings as well as the 

function of Twitter, the platform is likely a very different vehicle for SNS behavior compared 

to the other focal platforms considered in the study. 

 

Across SNS Platform Motivations 

 Factor structures that were common across platforms were used to contrast 

motivations across these SNS where possible. All common factor structures were compared, 

regardless of whether their similar counterparts from the within platform comparisons 

indicated significance. Five major common factors were identified for comparison:  
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‘Fashion,’ ‘Connection,’ ‘Following,’ ‘Pictures,’ and ‘Entertainment’ (Appendix E). The 

results suggested differences in MC motivations by each SNS platform. 

 ‘Fashion.’ The ‘Fashion’ factor indicated the most importance among users of 

Pinterest (M = 4.8005, SD 1.88824) and Instagram (M = 4.0939, SD = 2.08311), while it was 

clearly not important to both Facebook (M = 2.8870, SD = 1.63958) and Twitter (M = 

2.8707, SD = 1.80111) users (Appendix F). The means for the ‘Fashion’ factor were 

relatively low given the seven-point agreement scale. However, the results suggested that the 

items ‘to seek fashion advice’ and ‘to keep up with fashion’ are most likely motivators 

among Pinterest and Instagram users. A fashion-related motivation has been identified by 

two previous U&G studies (Mull & Lee, 2014; Quan-Haase & Young, 2010). In contrast to 

the current study, Quan-Haase and Young (2010) found ‘Fashion’ to be a motivational 

dimension for Facebook (when looking at the single platform), finding support for items such 

as ‘to not look old fashioned,’ ‘to look stylish,’ and ‘to look comfortable.’ Similar to the 

current study, Mull and Lee (2014) identified ‘Fashion’ to be a motivational dimension of 

Pinterest with items such as ‘style,’ ‘outfits,’ ‘fashions,’ ‘clothing,’ and ‘shop.’ Results from 

the current study as well as Mull and Lee’s (2014) study suggest that image-sharing SNS 

such as Instagram and Pinterest provide users with the opportunity to search and/or shop for 

fashion products. These two platforms provide an opportunity for fashion brands and 

companies to promote their brand image and products to an audience interested in fashion. 

 ‘Connection.’ The ‘Connection’ factor indicated the greatest importance among users 

of Facebook (M = 5.6357, SD = 1.24691) and Instagram (M = 4.1583, SD = 1.80594) while 

it was not important to Pinterest users (M = 2.5648, SD = 1.57857) (Appendix F). The results 
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suggested that ‘to communicate with friends’ and ‘to communicate with family members’ are 

most likely motivators among Facebook and Instagram users. ‘Social Interaction’ has been 

previously identified by a number of U&G studies pertaining to SNS (Bonds-Raacke & 

Raacke, 2010; Ezumah, 2013; Hou, 2011; Joinson, 2008; Ko et al., 2005; McQuail, 1983; 

Quan-Haase & Young, 2010; Whiting & Williams, 2013). Specifically, ‘social connection’ 

was identified as a motivation for using Facebook and MySpace (Bonds-Raacke & Raacke, 

2010; Joinson, 2008). Ezumah (2013) found that college students use SNS for reasons 

including ‘keeping in touch’ with friends and family. The study findings are consistent with 

this literature further suggesting that Facebook in particular provides users with the 

opportunity to socialize and interact with friends and family in real-time over the Internet and 

feel connected through this medium.    

 ‘Following.’ The ‘Following’ factor indicated the most importance among users of 

Twitter (M = 4.9569, SD = 2.00504), followed by Instagram (M = 4.5050, SD = 2.00504), 

and then Facebook (M = 3.3282, SD = 1.73991) (Appendix F). Though the means for the 

‘Following’ factor were not particularly high given the seven-point agreement scale, results 

suggested that ‘to follow celebrities’ and ‘to follow brands/companies’ are potential 

motivators for using Twitter and Instagram, and to a lesser degree, Facebook. Based on the 

review of literature, concepts related to the ‘Following’ motivation have not been specifically 

identified in previous studies, though Joinson (2008) identified ‘social surveillance’ under the 

‘surveillance’ sub-motivation for using Facebook, suggesting consumers are motivated to 

search for information about other users within their social networks (Mull & Lee, 2014). 
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Findings from the current study suggest that users may specifically use Twitter and 

Instagram to follow brands, companies, and celebrities.  

 ‘Pictures.’ The ‘Pictures’ factor indicated the most importance among users of 

Instagram (M = 6.3985, SD = 1.03256), followed by Facebook (M = 5.8414, SD = 1.16495), 

and then Pinterest (M = 4.7760, SD = 1.53642) (Appendix F). The results suggested that ‘to 

view pictures’ and ‘to post pictures’ are important motivators for using these three forms of 

SNS. ‘Posting and looking at pictures’ was previously identified by Raacke and Bonds-

Raacke (2008) in their study on MySpace and Facebook, while ‘sharing photos’ was 

identified by Ezumah (2013) in her study on college students and SNS. The findings related 

to viewing and posting pictures may suggest that users are partaking in a form of voyeurism 

or exhibitionism (Mäntymäki & Islam, 2014). 

‘Entertainment.’ The ‘Entertainment’ factor indicated similar importance among 

users of Instagram (M = 5.6802, SD = 1.40581) and Facebook (M = 5.4271, SD = 1.40800) 

(Appendix F). The findings suggested that ‘to be entertained’ and ‘to pass time’ are most 

likely motivators for Instagram and Facebook users. ‘Entertainment’ as a user motivation has 

been previously identified by many U&G studies (Ezumah, 2013; Hou, 2011; McQuail, 

1983; Mull & Lee, 2014; Muntinga et al., 2011; Park et al., 2009; Quan-Haase & Young, 

2010). Quan-Haase and Young (2010) found ‘pastime’ to be the highest loading factor for 

Facebook while McQuail (1983) identified ‘diversion’ as a sub-motivation for mass media 

usage. Mull and Lee (2014) identified the items ‘entertaining,’ ‘enjoy,’ ‘easy to use,’ and 

‘everyday life,’ suggesting that Pinterest users are motivated to use image-sharing SNS 

because it is entertaining. “In this case, SNS should make their site entertaining by offering 
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consumers an experience that is enjoyable, easy to comprehend, and simple to navigate” 

(Mull & Lee, 2014, p. 198). 

 

Implications for the Textile and Apparel Industry 

 A primary reason for performing this research was to determine the potential impact 

that SNS may have on the textile and apparel industry. ‘Fashion’ did not emerge as an 

important factor within the individual platforms, but it did emerge as a relatively important 

motivator among Pinterest and Instagram users when compared across platforms. Results 

suggested that ‘to seek fashion advice’ and ‘to keep up with fashion’ are potential motivators 

for users of these two platforms.  

When examining Pinterest individually, ‘Finding Creativity (unique)’ was found to be 

the most important motivator for the platform. For Instagram, ‘Viewing & Posting Pictures 

and Seeking Entertainment’ was the most important. Given these findings, it is suggested that 

companies and brands should focus efforts on creating a strong pictorial presence on these 

two image-sharing SNS platforms. Companies may benefit from posting pictures showing 

current fashion trends and styles, with suggestions on how to style specific looks or items of 

clothing. As ‘Finding Creativity’ (unique to Pinterest) included the items ‘to view DIY 

projects/crafts’ and ‘to view home décor,’ brands may consider using Pinterest to create look 

books that represent their brand image, or to create a way to provide customization to their 

products. Other suggestions include creating boards dedicated to how to style specific pieces 

of apparel or home décor in different ways, which can increase interest in a portfolio of 

complimentary products. For example, a blogger styled a white J.Crew skirt in three different 
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ways including a beach look, day look, and night look, and then “pinned” the post to 

Pinterest (Gaby, 2015). Pinterest and Instagram provide users with the opportunity to search 

and/or shop for fashion products. Thus, these two SNS platforms provide an opportunity for 

companies and brands to promote their brand image and products to an audience that is 

interested in fashion. 

Similarly, ‘Following’ did not emerge as an important factor within platforms, but did 

emerge as an important factor across SNS platforms. Results suggested that ‘to follow 

celebrities’ and ‘to follow brands/companies’ are most likely motivators among Twitter, 

Instagram, and Facebook. Companies and brands may focus on creating a strong presence on 

these platforms to promote brand awareness. Collaborating with celebrities may also further 

increase numbers of followers, in turn increasing eWOM and brand image. 

The ‘Pictures’ factor indicated the most importance among users of Instagram, 

followed by Facebook, followed by Pinterest, when looking across platforms. Both Instagram 

and Pinterest are considered image-sharing SNS, while viewing and posting pictures are also 

popular features of Facebook. Therefore, companies and brands should consider the 

importance of posting pictures on these three platforms, as they provide a space for sharing 

products and styled looks, creating a clear brand image. As previously mentioned, companies 

may benefit from posting pictures showing fashion trends and styles, thus appealing to the 

within platform motivations of ‘Finding Creativity’ for Pinterest; ‘Viewing & Posting 

Pictures and Seeking Entertainment’ for Instagram; and 'Viewing & Posting Pictures’ for 

Facebook. 
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The ‘Seeking Entertainment’ factor emerged as an important factor within and across 

the Facebook and Instagram platforms. It is suggested that brands and companies focus on 

creating an entertaining and engaging experience for their Facebook and Instagram followers. 

Offering pleasant interaction and an enjoyable experience may create brand loyalty and 

positive eWOM, thus attracting more followers and creating a stronger overall brand image.  

It appears that MCs are more likely to use the Pinterest and Instagram platforms for 

fashion-seeking behaviors such as seeking fashion advice and keeping up with fashion 

trends. They are also more likely to use Facebook and Instagram for connection such as 

communicating with friends and family members. The results also suggested that MCs are 

more likely to use Twitter and Instagram for following celebrities as well as brands and 

companies compared to the other SNS platforms. Millennial Consumers are also more likely 

to use Instagram, followed by Facebook, and then Pinterest to view and post pictures. 

Finally, MCs are slightly more likely to use Instagram than Facebook for entertainment and 

to pass time. 

 Based on the findings, it is evident that companies and brands should focus on 

establishing a strong presence on Pinterest and Instagram. Companies may benefit from 

posting pictures showing current fashion trends and styles, with suggestions on how to style 

specific looks or items of clothing. Companies may also increase brand awareness by 

establishing a following on Twitter and Instagram. Companies may also benefit from 

collaboration with celebrities on brand and product endorsements, as MCs also tend to follow 

celebrities on the aforementioned two platforms. The most popular SNS platform among 

MCs, Facebook, was not as popular as Pinterest and Instagram for fashion-seeking behaviors, 
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nor was Facebook as popular as Twitter and Instagram for following brands and companies. 

Therefore, companies and brands that focus their efforts heavily on Facebook should 

consider the potential advances for using Pinterest, Instagram, and Twitter to cultivate 

fashion and apparel consumers.  

 

Limitations and Future Research 

 The methodological and conceptual limitations of the study are presented along with 

directions for future research. Limitations associated with the survey methodology are first 

considered followed by limitations associated with the theoretical approach used to examine 

motivations. 

 

Methodological Limitations 

 The data for Phase One contained survey results, which were obtained from a 

convenience sample consisting of students recruited from undergraduate-level fashion and 

textile management courses at a large southeastern U.S. land grant university. For future 

research, a more heterogeneous sample (e.g., students from general education courses), could 

provide a better representation of the MC, and could also reduce the possibility of gender 

bias, which is common among fashion and textile programs. The data analyzed for Phase 

Two contained survey results provided by participants recruited from three popular fashion 

and lifestyle blogs. In order to comply with the university’s Institutional Review Board 

(IRB), participants under the age of 18 were excluded from analysis. Therefore, the youngest 

members of the Millennial Generation were not represented in the sample. Further, only 38.8 
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percent of participants indicated having Twitter accounts. The resulting low usage rate may 

have significantly affected the within platform findings for Twitter, as only negative 

motivations emerged. Though the purpose of the study was to examine SNS behaviors with 

potential application to the textile and apparel industry, a broader representation of the MC 

behaviors would provide a more comprehensive picture of the motivations for using these 

media.  

It may be advantageous to further explore specific fashion-seeking behaviors for 

Pinterest and Instagram as well as methods of establishing brand awareness and followers on 

Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook. Further analysis of these motivations may provide brands 

and companies with more direction on how to use these specific platforms for marketing 

purposes. It may also be useful to examine how much time users spend on individual SNS 

platforms. The study examined the overall time spent on all SNS, but did not delve into 

frequency or the amount of time spent on individual platforms, which may create further 

implications for companies and brands in terms of individual SNS platforms.  

With the constant growth and development of new SNS and applications, future 

examination and comparison of newer SNS may allow members of the apparel industry to 

keep up with MC behavior and accurately react by investing their time and effort in brand 

promotion among specific platforms. Other platforms to explore include Snapchat, Vine, 

Storehouse, Wanelo, Ibotta, and Hyper (Allsopp, 2015; Larson, 2015).  
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Conceptual Limitations 

 The time-honored U&G theory is helpful for understanding consumer motivations for 

media use, and has been applied to many media outlets including radio, television, and the 

Internet (Roy, 2009). However, the theory has been challenged by critics to be vague, non-

theoretical, or too individualistic (Elliot, 1974; O’Donohoe, 1994). The theory has also been 

criticized for its propensity to provide lists of reasons for attending to the media, 

unaccompanied by systematic explanation (O’Donohoe, 1994). Elliot (1974) criticizes U&G 

for being too individualistic, claiming that because the theory focuses on audience 

consumption, it is difficult to explain or predict beyond the subjects studied or to consider 

societal implications of media use. Other theories may be considered to examine the 

motivations behind SNS usage providing better implications for the industry.  

 Coker et al. (2014) proposes a conceptual model capturing the role of economic and 

social rewards in social shopping. Social shopping rewards are modeled as antecedents to 

social shopping value (utilitarian and hedonic), leading to positive attitude toward the retail 

brand and behavior-related outcomes (purchase intentions and WOM). Kang, Kim, and Wu 

(2014) examine consumer style inventory consumer decision-making styles in relation to 

eWOM in SNS using the 1973 Engel, Kollat and Blackwell (EKB) model, which identifies 

five core stages to the decision-making process, which are influenced by external elements.   

 It may be useful to examine the motivations behind SNS usage using utilitarian and 

hedonic motivation theory, or perhaps applying a different theoretical model, such as the 

EKB model which describes relationships between variables (Coker et al., 2014; Kang et al., 

2014; Mikalef et al., 2013). Examining motivations for using SNS using different theories 
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may help to provide a systematic explanation for SNS usage, thus being able to provide 

better societal implications. 

  

In conclusion, the results suggest a number of directions for marketers and 

researchers in the textile and apparel industry who can benefit from an updated 

understanding of SNS behaviors. Unique motivations appear to drive use of the four 

examined platforms, though a distinct, clear motivation for using Twitter did not fully 

emerge. Though Facebook remains a great focus of marketers and is currently distinguished 

as the most popular SNS for not only the MC group, but also for broader audiences, the 

study’s findings indicate that this particular SNS may not be ideal for textile and apparel 

companies to engage in image building through visual presentation and/or celebrity 

endorsements. Further, the ‘Connection’ factor for Facebook presents a different type of 

opportunity for companies, known as eWOM. Insight into the manner that consumers 

elaborate on the messages and images that they capture through the various SNS platforms 

could greatly benefit companies’ abilities to connect within this media space. 
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire 

 
Social Networking Site & Social Media Survey 

 
This is a survey with a focus on social networking site and social media usage of millennial 
consumers. For the purpose of this survey, “SNS” and “social media” will be used 
interchangeably. This research is done by Dorothy Nelson, as part of a dissertation for North 
Carolina State University’s College of Textiles. You have been chosen as a subject for this 
survey because you are millennial consumer. Your input is important because it will help the 
researcher formulate what is important to consumers when using SNS. Your participation in 
this survey is completely voluntary, and your participation signifies that you have given the 
researcher informed consent for your answers to be used in her research. Your answers in this 
survey are completely anonymous and confidential; please do not put your name anywhere 
on this instrument. There are no risks involved with your participation in this study, and no 
compensation will be given for participating. This is not a course requirement. You may 
choose not to participate or to stop participating at anytime. Please read each question 
carefully and answer honestly. The survey should only take ten to fifteen minutes to 
complete.  
 
If you have any questions about this study or the procedure, you may contact the researcher, 
Dorothy Nelson, at 240-285-0029. Debra Paxton, IRB Administrator, can be contacted at 
919-515-4514 or debra_paxton@ncsu.edu.  
 
Thank you for your participation in this study.  
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I.  Facebook 
 
Do you have a Facebook account? (Circle one)  Yes  No  
If no, why not? ______________________________________________________________ 
 

If you do not have a Facebook account, please skip to section II. 
 
What is the first thing that comes to mind when you think about why you use 
Facebook? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What words describe the things you enjoy about using Facebook? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What features of Facebook are most important to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
II.  Instagram 
 
Do you have an Instagram account? (Circle one)  Yes  No  
If no, why not? ______________________________________________________________ 
 

If you do not have an Instagram account, please skip to section III. 
 
What is the first thing that comes to mind when you think about why you use 
Instagram? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What words describe the things you enjoy about using Instagram? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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What features of Instagram are most important to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
III. Pinterest 
 
Do you have a Pinterest account? (Circle one)  Yes  No  
If no, why not? ______________________________________________________________ 
 

If you do not have a Pinterest account, please skip to section IV. 
 
What is the first thing that comes to mind when you think about why you use Pinterest? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What words describe the things you enjoy about using Pinterest? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What features of Pinterest are most important to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
IV. Twitter 
 
Do you have a Twitter account? (Circle one)  Yes  No  
If no, why not? ______________________________________________________________ 
 

If you do not have a Twitter account, please skip to section V. 
 
What is the first thing that comes to mind when you think about why you use Twitter? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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What words describe the things you enjoy about using Twitter? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What features of Twitter are most important to you? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
V: Shopping 
 
Have you ever purchased anything after seeing it posted on SNS? (Circle one) 
 
Yes  No  If yes, where did you make the purchase? If no, why not? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Have you ever purchased anything after seeing a sponsored ad on SNS? (Circle one) 
 
Yes  No  If yes, where did you make the purchase? If no, why not? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Do you currently follow any designers, stores, or brands on SNS? (Circle one) 
 
Yes  No  If yes, who do you follow? If no, why not? 
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
VI. Demographics 

 
Please fill in/circle the appropriate response in regard to your demographic information.  
 
Age:   ________ 
 
Birth Year: ________ 
 
Gender:  Male   Female 
 
Ethnicity: Caucasian  Hispanic  Asian/Pacific Islander 
  African American Native American Other 
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Appendix B 

Phase Two Questionnaire 

 
This is a survey that focuses on social media site use. This research is being performed by 
Dorothy Nelson for her dissertation at North Carolina State University’s College of Textiles. 
Your input is important because it will help the researcher formulate what is important to 
consumers when using social media. Your participation is completely voluntary and you can 
choose not to participate or stop participating at any time. Your answers in this survey are 
completely anonymous and confidential. There are no risks involved with your participation 
in this study. All participants who complete the survey and provide a working e-mail address 
upon completion, will be entered into a random drawing to receive 1 of 3 gift cards: 1) $100 
to Nordstrom, 2) $50 to Shop Hopes, or 3) $25 to Target. Please read each question carefully 
and answer to the best of your ability. In order to participate, you must be 18 years or older. 
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact the researcher at dewu@ncsu.edu. 
Debra Paxton, IRB Administrator can be contacted at 919-515-4514 
or debra_paxton@ncsu.edu. 
 
By clicking Continue, I confirm that I am at least 18 years of age and have read and agree to 
the above terms and conditions and consent to participating in the survey.  
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Facebook 
 
Do you have a Facebook account? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
How closely do the following statements reflect your reasons for using Facebook? 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

To communicate with friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To communicate with family 
members 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with news/current 
events 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with fashion ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To seek fashion advice ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To express your opinions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow family members ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow celebrities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow brands/companies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To post pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To "like" or "favorite" pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To tag/hashtag ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view quotations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To be entertained ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To pass time ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To participate in Facebook 
Groups 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To use Facebook Messenger ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Instagram 
 
Do you have an Instagram account? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
How closely do the following statements reflect your reasons for using Instagram? 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

To communicate with friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To communicate with family 
members 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with news/current 
events 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with fashion ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To seek fashion advice ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To express your opinions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow family members ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow celebrities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow brands/companies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To post pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To "like" or "favorite" pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To tag/hashtag ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view quotations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To be entertained ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To pass time ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To edit photos with filters ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To show your artistic side ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Pinterest 
 
Do you have Pinterest account? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
How closely do the following statements reflect your reasons for using Pinterest? 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

To communicate with friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To communicate with family 
members 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with news/current 
events 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with fashion ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To seek fashion advice ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To express your opinions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow family members ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow celebrities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow brands/companies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To post pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To "like" or "favorite" pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To tag/hashtag ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view quotations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To be entertained ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To pass time ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To search topics of interest ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To organize/categorize “Pins” ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view recipes ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view home décor ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view DIY projects/crafts ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
For wedding planning ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Twitter 
 
Do you have a Twitter account? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
How closely do the following statements reflect your reasons for using Twitter? 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

To communicate with friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To communicate with family 
members 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with news/current 
events 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To keep up with fashion ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To seek fashion advice ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To express your opinions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow friends ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow family members ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow celebrities ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To follow brands/companies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To post pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To "like" or "favorite" pictures ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To tag/hashtag ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To view quotations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To be entertained ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To pass time ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To share opinions ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To vent ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 
To “Retweet” ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Shopping 
 
Have you ever purchased anything after seeing a sponsored ad on social media? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
If yes, where did you purchase from? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Have you ever purchased anything after seeing it posted by a friend, family member, or 
other individual on social media? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
If yes, where did you purchase from? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Have you ever purchased anything after seeing it posted by a company or brand on 
social media? 
○ Yes 
○ No 
 
If yes, where did you purchase from? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Internet Usage 
 
On average, how much time do you spend on social media daily? 
○ Less than 1 hour 
○ 1 - 2 hours 
○ 2 - 4 hours 
○ 5 or more hours 
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Demographics 
 
Please fill in or select the appropriate response in regard to your demographic 
information. 
 
What year were you born? 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
What is your gender? 
○ Male 
○ Female 
 
 
What is your ethnicity? 
○ Caucasian 
○ African American 
○ Hispanic 
○ Native American 
○ Asian/Pacific Islander 
○ Other 
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Appendix C 
 

IRB Approval 

 
From: Jennifer Ofstein, IRB Coordinator 

North Carolina State University  
Institutional Review Board 

 
Date: October 30, 2014  
 
Title:  Millennial Social Networking Behavior From a Uses and Gratifications Perspective 
 
IRB#: 5330  
 
Dear Dorothy Nelson, 
 
The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been 
approved as exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations 
(Exemption: 46.101. b.2). Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as described 
in the proposal narrative, this project is exempt from further review. This approval does not 
expire, but any changes must be approved by the IRB prior to implementation.  
 
NOTE: 

1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of 
Federal Regulations. For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. 
 

2. Any changes to the research must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to   
implementation. 

 
3. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB office within 5    

business days.  
 
Please forward a copy of this letter to your faculty sponsor, if applicable.  
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Jennifer Ofstein  
NC State IRB 
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Appendix D 

IRB Addendum Approval 

 
From: Jennifer Ofstein, IRB Coordinator 
 North Carolina State University 
 Institutional Review Board 
 
Date:  November 17, 2014  
 
Title: Millennial Social Networking Behavior From a Uses and Gratifications Perspective 
 
IRB#: 5330   
 
Dear Dorothy Wu Nelson, 
 
Your addendum to the study named above has been reviewed by the IRB office, and has been 
approved. Changes include revised survey. The addendum does not change the original IRB 
exemption status of this project and you are free to proceed with your study.  
 
If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact the IRB office at 919.515.4514. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Jennifer Ofstein  
NC State IRB  
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Appendix E 
 

Common Factor Loadings Across SNS Platform* 

 
  Facebook Instagram Pinterest Twitter 
Fashion     
To keep up with fashion .887 .841 .743 .778 
To seek fashion advice .826 .778 .774 .781 
Connection     
To communicate with friends .519 .692 .909 - 
To communicate with family members .907 .818 .919 - 
Following     
To follow celebrities .685 .739 - .643 
To follow brands/companies .616 .798 - .547 
Pictures     
To view pictures .771 .781 .527 - 
To post pictures .682 .753 .643 - 
Entertainment     
To be entertained .692 .703 - - 
To pass time .841 .619 - - 

* These factors are not identical to the within platform structures reported in Tables 6-9 
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Appendix F 

Item Averages Across SNS Platforms 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
Fashion 
 Facebook 292 2.8870 1.63958 .09595 
 Instagram 197 4.0939 2.08311 .14842 
 Pinterest 193 4.8005 1.88824 .13592 
 Twitter 116 2.8707 1.80111 .16723 
Connection 
 Facebook 291 5.6357 1.24691 .07310 
 Instagram 199 4.1583 1.80594 .12802 
 Pinterest 193 2.5648 1.57857 .11363 
Following 
 Facebook 291 3.3282 1.73991 .10200 
 Instagram 199 4.5050 2.00504 .14213 
 Twitter 116 4.9569 1.66886 .15495 
Pictures 
 Facebook 290 5.8414 1.16495 .06841 
 Instagram 197 6.3985 1.03256 .07357 
 Pinterest 192 4.7760 1.53642 .11088 
Entertainment 
 Facebook 288 5.4271 1.40800 .08297 
  Instagram 197 5.6802 1.40581 .10016 
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Appendix G 

Item Averages for Facebook 

N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis  

Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. 
Error Stat. Std. 

Error 

To communicate 
with friends 293 1 7 5.94 5.94 1.178 -1.768 .142 4.058 
To communicate 
with family 
members 

291 1 7 5.34 5.34 1.601 -1.040 .143 .341 

To keep up with 
news/current 
events 

292 1 7 4.57 4.57 1.709 -.538 .143 -.630 

To keep up with 
fashion 293 1 7 3.09 3.09 1.806 .480 .142 -.901 
To seek fashion 
advice 292 1 7 2.68 2.68 1.578 .710 .143 -.432 
To express your 
opinions 291 1 7 4.21 4.21 1.726 -.327 .143 -.872 

To follow friends 293 1 7 5.83 5.83 1.205 -1.729 .142 3.763 
To follow family 
members 290 1 7 5.54 5.54 1.385 -1.296 .143 1.513 
To follow 
celebrities 293 1 7 3.06 3.06 1.841 .488 .142 -.970 
To follow 
brands/companies 291 1 7 3.60 3.60 1.938 .026 .143 -1.361 

To view pictures 291 1 7 6.03 6.03 1.128 -1.950 .143 5.406 
To post pictures 292 1 7 5.64 5.64 1.415 -1.481 .143 2.184 
To “like” or 
“favorite” pictures 292 1 7 5.02 5.02 1.543 -.826 .143 .233 

To tag/hashtag 292 1 7 3.24 3.24 1.808 .277 .143 -1.087 
To find 
inspiration 292 1 7 3.39 3.39 1.779 .209 .143 -1.074 
To view 
quotations 291 1 7 3.09 3.09 1.755 .467 .143 -.921 

To be entertained 291 1 7 5.31 5.31 1.580 -1.338 .143 1.302 
To pass time 289 1 7 5.54 5.54 1.465 -1.472 .143 2.071 
To participate in 
Facebook Groups 292 1 7 3.70 3.70 1.947 .050 .143 -1.264 
To use Facebook 
Messenger 293 1 7 4.04 4.04 1.989 -.257 .142 -1.281 

Valid N (listwise) 274         
 

 
 



 

 117 

Appendix H 

Item Averages for Instagram 

N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis  

Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. 
Error Stat. Std. 

Error 

To communicate 
with friends 199 1 7 4.47 1.890 -.362 .172 -1.034 .343 
To communicate 
with family 
members 

199 1 7 3.84 1.918 .124 .172 -1.179 .343 

To keep up with 
news/current 
events 

199 1 7 3.31 1.947 .495 .172 -1.025 .343 

To keep up with 
fashion 197 1 7 4.38 2.197 -.344 .173 -1.395 .345 
To seek fashion 
advice 199 1 7 3.81 2.149 .093 .172 -1.417 .343 
To express your 
opinions 199 1 7 3.51 1.893 .301 .172 -1.078 .343 

To follow friends 199 1 7 5.85 1.420 -1.739 .172 2.940 .343 
To follow family 
members 198 1 7 5.04 1.915 -.839 .173 -.539 .344 
To follow 
celebrities 199 1 7 4.45 2.129 -.444 .172 -1.258 .343 
To follow 
brands/companies 199 1 7 4.56 2.131 -.523 .172 -1.139 .343 

To view pictures 198 1 7 6.51 .960 -3.126 .173 12.518 .344 
To post pictures 198 1 7 6.26 1.303 -2.516 .173 6.620 .344 
To “like” or 
“favorite” pictures 195 1 7 5.79 1.640 -1.805 .174 2.673 .346 

To tag/hashtag 198 1 7 4.81 2.025 -.679 .173 -.836 .344 
To find inspiration 199 1 7 4.89 1.960 -.753 .172 -.633 .343 
To view quotations 199 1 7 3.83 2.022 -.001 .172 -1.302 .343 
To be entertained 198 1 7 5.73 1.448 -1.701 .173 2.927 .344 
To pass time 198 1 7 5.64 1.527 -1.476 .173 1.790 .344 
To edit photos 
with filters 199 1 7 5.41 1.744 -1.205 .172 .583 .343 
To show your 
artistic side 199 1 7 4.91 1.865 -.722 .172 -.503 .343 

Valid N (listwise) 190         
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Appendix I 

Item Averages for Pinterest 

N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis  

Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. 
Error Stat. Std. 

Error 

To communicate 
with friends 193 1 7 2.58 1.615 1.049 .175 .130 .348 
To communicate 
with family 
members 

193 1 7 2.55 1.587 1.014 .175 .046 .348 

To keep up with 
news/current events 194 1 7 2.45 1.593 1.147 .175 .452 .347 
To keep up with 
fashion 194 1 7 5.05 1.932 -1.029 .175 -.111 .347 
To seek fashion 
advice 193 1 7 4.56 2.096 -.538 .175 -1.091 .348 
To express your 
opinions 193 1 7 3.02 1.857 .581 .175 -.855 .348 

To follow friends 192 1 7 3.76 1.946 -.111 .175 -1.404 .349 
To follow family 
members 193 1 7 3.42 1.925 .169 .175 -1.332 .348 
To follow 
celebrities 193 1 7 2.63 1.694 .878 .175 -.322 .348 
To follow 
brands/companies 192 1 7 3.78 2.172 -.031 .175 -1.543 .349 

To view pictures 192 1 7 5.70 1.634 -1.724 .175 2.230 .349 
To post pictures 192 1 7 3.85 2.095 .019 .175 -1.415 .349 
To “like” or 
“favorite” pictures 193 1 7 4.45 2.174 -.420 .175 -1.322 .348 

To tag/hashtag 190 1 7 2.49 1.622 1.050 .176 .340 .351 
To find inspiration 193 1 7 6.44 .972 -2.972 .175 11.828 .348 
To view quotations 193 1 7 4.80 2.145 -.624 .175 -1.086 .348 
To be entertained 193 1 7 5.74 1.600 -1.719 .175 2.394 .348 
To pass time 193 1 7 5.88 1.545 -1.862 .175 2.910 .348 
To search topics of 
interest 193 1 7 6.18 1.307 -2.523 .175 6.731 .348 
To organize/ 
categorize “Pins” 191 1 7 5.98 1.480 -1.816 .176 2.840 .350 

To view recipes 193 1 7 6.26 1.293 -2.495 .175 6.512 .348 
To view home 
décor 193 1 7 6.22 1.253 -2.533 .175 7.253 .348 
To view DIY 
projects/crafts 192 1 7 6.27 1.086 -2.254 .175 6.503 .349 
For wedding 
planning 193 1 7 4.61 2.300 -.449 .175 -1.317 .348 

Valid N (listwise) 186         
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Appendix J 

Item Averages for Twitter 

N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis  

Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. 
Error Stat. Std. Error 

To communicate 
with friends 117 1 7 4.62 2.096 -.557 .224 -1.186 .444 
To communicate 
with family 
members 

117 1 7 3.32 1.842 .377 .224 -1.084 .444 

To keep up with 
news/current 
events 

116 1 7 5.16 1.877 -1.023 .225 -.001 .446 

To keep up with 
fashion 116 1 7 2.99 1.963 .658 .225 -.794 .446 
To seek fashion 
advice 116 1 7 2.75 1.793 .900 .225 -.159 .446 
To express your 
opinions 116 1 7 5.18 1.972 -1.060 .225 -.145 .446 

To follow friends 114 1 7 5.16 1.884 -1.129 .226 .080 .449 
To follow family 
members 116 1 7 3.93 2.055 -.138 .225 -1.425 .446 
To follow 
celebrities 116 1 7 5.15 1.829 -1.150 .225 .342 .446 
To follow 
brands/companies 116 1 7 4.77 1.908 -.783 .225 -.548 .446 

To view pictures 116 1 7 3.98 2.085 -.100 .225 -1.335 .446 
To post pictures 116 1 7 3.56 1.962 .172 .225 -1.290 .446 
To “like” or 
“favorite” pictures 116 1 7 3.61 2.080 .207 .225 -1.356 .446 

To tag/hashtag 115 1 7 4.63 2.045 -.658 .226 -.933 .447 
To find 
inspiration 116 1 7 3.72 1.968 -.018 .225 -1.272 .446 
To view 
quotations 116 1 7 4.03 2.041 -.192 .225 -1.303 .446 

To be entertained 116 1 7 5.24 1.882 -1.082 .225 .121 .446 
To pass time 116 1 7 5.28 1.855 -1.083 .225 .179 .446 
To share opinions 116 1 7 5.05 1.986 -.947 .225 -.391 .446 
To vent 116 1 7 4.16 2.163 -.199 .225 -1.425 .446 
To “Retweet” 116 1 7 4.97 1.913 -.880 .225 -.405 .446 

Valid N (listwise)  113         
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Appendix K 

SNS Platform Factor Means 

Mean Factors N Min Max 
Stat Std. Error 

Std. Dev. 

Facebook       
Pictures 290 1 7 5.8414 0.06841 1.16495 
Connection with Family and Friends 291 1 7 5.6357 0.0731 1.24691 
Entertainment 288 1 7 5.4271 0.08297 1.408 
Facebook Features (unique) 292 1 7 3.875 0.09777 1.67064 
Fashion, Following Celebrities, 
Following Brands 290 1 7 3.106 0.08995 1.53187 

Valid N (listwise) 281      
Instagram       
Pictures and Entertainment 195 1 7 6.0474 0.07795 1.08854 
To Show your Artistic Side (unique 
single item) 199 1 7 4.91 0.132 1.865 

Fashion, Following Celebrities, 
Following Brands, Inspiration 196 1 7 4.4153 0.12853 1.79948 

Connection with Family and Friends 199 1 7 4.1583 0.12802 1.80594 
Valid N (listwise) 193      
Pinterest       
How to (unique) 192 1 7 6.2517 0.07522 1.0423 
Fashion 193 1 7 4.8005 0.13592 1.88824 
Pictures  192 1 7 4.6632 0.11546 1.59988 
Following Friends and Celebrities 192 1 7 3.1953 0.1132 1.56855 
Connection with Family and Friends 193 1 7 2.5648 0.11363 1.57857 
Valid N (listwise) 190      
Twitter       
Connection with Friends, Following 
Friends, Current Events, Expression, 
Venting (unique) 

114 1 7 4.8333 0.15289 1.6324 

Following Celebrities, Following Brands, 
Entertainment 116 1 7 4.7953 0.14602 1.57273 

Connection with Family, Following 
Family 116 1 7 3.6121 0.16463 1.77309 

Fashion 116 1 7 2.8707 0.16723 1.80111 
Valid N (listwise) 114      
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Appendix L 
 

Total Variance Explained for SNS Platforms* 

Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

  
Factor 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
Facebook 
 1 7.584 37.922 37.922 3.662 18.312 18.312 
 2 2.694 13.47 51.392 2.402 12.011 30.323 
 3 1.346 6.729 58.121 2.135 10.675 40.998 
 4 1.135 5.675 63.796 1.944 9.721 50.719 
 5 1.001 5.003 68.799 1.81 9.049 59.768 
Instagram 
 1 8.304 41.521 41.521 4.436 22.182 22.182 
 2 2.283 11.413 52.934 3.472 17.36 39.541 
 3 1.514 7.571 60.505 2.004 10.018 49.559 
 4 1.262 6.31 66.815 1.932 9.661 59.219 
Pinterest 
 1 8.046 33.524 33.524 3.156 13.149 13.149 
 2 3.274 13.643 47.167 3.001 12.506 25.655 
 3 1.609 6.705 53.872 2.443 10.18 35.835 
 4 1.375 5.731 59.603 2.31 9.626 45.461 
 5 1.101 4.589 64.193 1.84 7.667 53.128 
 6 1.02 4.251 68.444 1.431 5.961 59.088 
Twitter 
 1 10.519 47.812 47.812 5.068 23.036 23.036 
 2 2.17 9.864 57.676 3.811 17.323 40.36 
 3 1.438 6.537 64.213 3.803 17.288 57.648 
  4 1.209 5.495 69.708 1.176 5.346 62.994 

* Principal Axis Factoring 
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Appendix M 

Facebook Rotated Factor Matrix* 

Factor  
1 2 3 4 5 

To keep up with fashion .887 -.002 .050 .220 .097 
To seek fashion advice .826 -.013 .151 .123 .070 
To follow celebrities .685 .163 .312 .021 .135 
To follow brands/companies .616 .181 .235 .035 .024 
To view pictures .094 .771 .069 .202 .128 
To post pictures .006 .682 .270 .169 .208 
To participate in Facebook Groups .281 .110 .463 .143 .171 
To use Facebook Messenger .078 .124 .442 .165 .128 
To pass time .129 .300 .112 .841 .066 
To be entertained .188 .272 .275 .692 .094 
To communicate with family members .101 .180 .160 .037 .907 
To communicate with friends .078 .298 .259 .310 .519 

* Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax Rotation 
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Appendix N 

Instagram Rotated Factor Matrix* 

Factor  
1 2 3 4 

To keep up with fashion .841 .224 .120 .125 
To follow brands/companies .798 .202 .110 .124 
To seek fashion advice .778 .119 .123 .179 
To follow celebrities .739 .228 .224 .069 
To find inspiration .627 .269 -.071 .393 
To view pictures .098 .781 .014 .013 
To post pictures .072 .753 .172 .299 
To be entertained .247 .703 .097 .131 
To pass time .274 .619 .111 .178 
To communicate with family members .170 .165 .818 .170 
To communicate with friends .269 .187 .692 .229 
To show your artistic side .280 .119 .125 .834 

* Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax Rotation 
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Appendix O 

Pinterest Rotated Factor Matrix* 

* Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax Rotation 
 

Factor  
1 2 3 4 5 

To view DIY projects/crafts .785 .031 -.021 .062 .062 
To view recipes .766 .099 .130 .007 -.107 
To view home décor .763 .048 .092 .225 .058 
To communicate with family members .020 .919 .192 .093 .124 
To communicate with friends .037 .909 .200 .122 .126 
To follow friends .160 .382 .673 -.071 .084 
To follow celebrities .068 .330 .600 .306 .240 
To seek fashion advice .174 .176 .085 .774 .106 
To keep up with fashion .203 .133 .157 .743 .100 
To “like” or “favorite” pictures .085 .139 .167 .141 .720 
To post pictures .066 .285 .228 -.018 .643 
To view pictures .213 .052 -.041 .279 .527 
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Appendix P 

Twitter Rotated Factor Matrix* 

 

* Principal Axis Factoring with Varimax Rotation 

 

Factor  
1 2 3 4 

To communicate with friends .781 .144 .055 .247 
To express your opinions .767 .069 .390 .060 
To follow friends .709 .117 .242 .315 
To vent .666 .204 .316 .005 
To keep up with news/current events .503 .185 .285 .162 
To seek fashion advice .044 .781 .249 .160 
To keep up with fashion -.013 .778 .205 .137 
To be entertained .404 .236 .644 .109 
To follow celebrities .280 .252 .643 .009 
To view quotations .201 .403 .600 .212 
To follow brands/companies .190 .379 .547 .202 
To follow family members .132 .228 .248 .914 
To communicate with family members .309 .330 -.014 .596 
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Appendix Q 

Item Correlations for Common Factors using Spearman’s Rho 

Platform Factor Items Items 
Facebook Instagram Pinterest Twitter 

To communicate with 
friends Connection To communicate with 
family members 

.618** .792** .946** - 

To be entertained Entertainment 
To pass time 

.692** .756** - - 

To keep up with fashion Fashion To seek fashion advice .895** .840** .776** .880** 

To follow celebrities 
Following To follow 

brands/companies 
.690** .754** - .652** 

To view pictures Pictures To post pictures .667** .787** .300** - 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 

 


