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Introduction

1 Interest in Social Networking isatan all - time
high
BFacebook reported 300 million users in December
of 2009 (Facebook, 2009)

1 Information presented through online social
networking is readily available from any
location, leaves a trail of observable dialogue,
and can be retrieved by anyone with the use
of a simple search engine (Willams &  Merten,
2008).

1 Significant to understand how students are

using OSN on and off camps to enhance their
" iives.



Introduction

1 Athletic administrators have become
concerned with the type of social networking
activity in which their student - athletes
participate, prompting some athletic
departments to either implement educational
programs and/or deter students from using
such sites ( Oppenhuizen , 2008).

BBuck Burnette (Texas football)

{ Dismissed from team for posting derogatory
comments about President - elect Barack Obama

BJamere Holland (Oregon football)




Research Question

RQ: Do student - athletes differ in their
knowledge, perceptions, and feelings about
online social networking sites than those
from the general student body?
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Literature Review

v Facebook

BStarted in 2004 by Mark  Zukerberg to allow
students to view one anot her
flirt, network and interact

1 It allows an individual to be friends with only
people they know and limit the availability of
their profiles and other information.

. (Hirchorn , 2007)



Literature Review

1 Provides a mechanism for the audience to
connect, communicate, and interact with each
other and their mutual friends through
Instant messaging or social networking sites

1 93 percent of teens use the internet to
connect with others

1 Three quarters of adult internet users are
under the age of 25

- (Correa, Hinsley, & Gil de Zuniga, 2010)



Literature Review

1 Social networking on college campuses
1 NACAC (2009)
BMore than half (53%) of colleges reported

monitoring soci al medi a for
Institution

BSignificant portion (88%) of admission offices
bel i eved soci al medi a wer e ¢
overyo I mportant to their f1
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Literature Review

UDiligence

1 Developed by Kevin Long
B Former Congressional Press Secretary

} Service developed to assist collegiate athletic departments

I n monitoring the soci al net wor
student athletes

1 Monitors Facebook, Myspace and Twitter for inappropriate
postings

B Athletic department lists keywords that it would like the service to
monitor

B If these keywords arise, Udiligence reports its findings to the
athletic department in the form of a spreadsheet

B Plans to add Youtube and Flickr to the list of monitored sites

(Udiligence.com, 2010)




Literature Review

UDiligence

}

Disciplinary actions are left to the discretion of the
athletic department

Currently used by at least 12 athletic departments
Cost to Athletic Department

B $1,250/yr for < 50 athletes - $5,000/yr for 750 athletes
Benefits

B Protects image and reputation of institution
B Proactive approach to avoid huge public relations crises
B Encourages appropriate use by student athletes

(Udiligence.com, 2010)




Methodology

1 Undergraduates at a university in the
Mountain West region completed a survey
concerning their use of popular online social
networking sites.

1 Survey distributed in SES activity classes and
through various athletic department outlets.

1 Participants
B127 students from general student body
B90 student - athletes
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Methodology

} Survey instrument developed by researchers and
adapted from previous investigations (citation)

+ Questions regarding:
BAmount and type(s) of personal use

B Perceptions of appropriate and inappropriate
Information

B Education level potential ramifications of inappropriate
use

B Feelings regarding activity monitoring

+ The survey was piloted to a group of graduate
students to receive feedback on clarity and
effectiveness of survey questions, and determine
the internal reliability of the survey instrument
(Cronbach , 1951).




Methodology

} Independent samplest -tests were conducted using SPSS 18 to
examine the similarities and differences between student -
athletes and those in the general student body.

1 Questions:

B Demographic information collected in order to give a general description
of participants.

B Questions concerning social networking use gave a general description of
students online social networking activity and measured perceptions about
the image their postings and profiles relays to others.

‘B Education questions provided information about the types and methods of
warnings, advice, etc. students have previously received concerning online
social networklng activity.

BQuestions about inappropriate use deter:H
about how other students use online social networking.

B Questions dealing with social networking monitoring showed perceptions
of university administrators monitoring student online social networking
activity.




_ Non StudentAthletes Student-Athletes

Respondents n % n %

Gender

Male 60 48% 51 56%

Female 65 52% 39 34%
Types of OSN

Facebook 122 97% 85 94%

MySpace 38 30% 20 22%
Reasons for OSNse

Keep up with Friends 117 93% 88 98%

Procrastinate 76 60% 53 59%

Keep upwith Family 74 59% 54 60%
Advice Received

Advice from Friends 63 70% 43 48%

No Advice Received 47 38%
Types of Advice

Risksof Inappropriate Use 77 61% 58 64%

Privacy Settings of OSN 71 56% 48 53%

Note: Only most frequent responses listed



