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I ndi vidual Differences In Internet Usage Mtives

Tel Am el

Abst ract

The rel ationshi p between the psychobi ol ogi cal nodel of
personality types (psychoticism extraversion, and
neuroticism devised by Eysenck & Eysenck (1985) and
I nt ernet use and usage notives was exanm ned. A sanple of
210 undergraduate students were asked to report on their
notives for using the Internet and how often they engaged
in a variety of Internet and web-based activities. The
findings denonstrate distinctive patterns of Internet use
and usage notives for those of different personality types.
Specifically, those scoring high in neuroticismreported
using the Internet to feel a sense of “belonging” and to be
informed. Extraverts rejected the comrunal aspects of the
Internet, and nade nore instrunental and goal -oriented use
of Internet services. Finally, those scoring high in
psychotici sm denonstrated an interest in nore deviant,
defiant, and sophisticated Internet applications. The role
of personality in audi ence segnentation research is
di scussed along with inplications of the findings in
usability and interface design. Suggestions for future

research are incl uded.
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| nt roduction

Audi ence Segnent ati on

In the past decade, the growmh of the Internet, has been
undeni abl e, affecting the way people communicate, interact, and
gat her information. According to 2002 estimates, nore than 400
mllion people use the Internet (N el sen//Netratings, 2002),
testifying to the swiftness with which this network of conputers
has changed the way we live and will continue to live. During
the past two decades the Internet has risen froma governnent al
and educational systemto a medi um supporting hi gh-speed video,
audi o, and text communi cati on between ordinary people around the
wor |l d, changi ng our social life and the way we comruni cate (cf.
Kraut, Patterson, Lundmark, Kiesler, Mikopadhyay & Scherlis,
1998).

Communi cati on researchers have recogni zed the inportance of
studying the Internet as a conmuni cati on nmedi um ( Newhagen &
Raf ael i, 1996), but the study of notivations and behaviors
associated with Internet use is limted (Bourdeau, Chebat &
Couturier, 2002). As a comrunication nmedium the Internet is
particularly conplex and intricate, allow ng both mass and
medi at ed i nt erpersonal comruni cation (Mrris & Ogan, 1996). It
can function as a mass nmedi um nmuch |like tel evision and radio,
stream ng endl ess quantities and qualities of audio and video to

an individual user or a larger audience. It allows users to



converse with others within a group, or individually, using any
conmbi nation of text, audio, and video channels.

As wth any other nmedium such as over-the-air television,
radi o, and new nedia (particularly, those involving the
Internet, nmulti-nmedia, and interactive environments; see \Wbster
& Phal en, 1997; Vorderer, 2000), researchers and marketing
groups have a vested interest in understandi ng and categori zi ng
users and their interactions with the nediumand its content. As
Webster (1989) described: “it seens |likely that the assessnent
of exposure will be pivotal in determning their (new nedia)
econom ¢ survival and gauging their social significance” (p. 3).

Tradi ti onal audi ence neasurenents such as denographi c and
psychogr aphi c segnentation can be applied to new nedia, but
“such transpl anted nethods are not al ways successful” (Wbster,
1989, p. 3; see also, Wbster & Phalen, 1997). Psychographics
and denographi cs have al so been criticized for their often poor
predictive qualities and seemng difficulty in interpreting
results (Beville, 1988; Eastman, 1989).

The use of personality types as predictors of nedia
exposure has arisen as viable alternatives to traditional
audi ence segnentation constructs (Waver, 2000). As stable
constructs (McCrae & Costa, 2000), personality traits and types
shoul d, not only provide a reliable segnentation schene, but

al so provide increased predictive validity. Recent research has



shown that personality, as a neasure of individual differences,
has been strongly connected to television view ng notives
(Weaver, 2001). Since nedia anal ysts use traditional audi ence
measurenents to identify and segnment not only the television
audi ence, but the Internet audience as well, it is expected that
personal ity di mensions can extend our understandi ng of the

| nt ernet audi ence beyond the limtations of current

met hodol ogi es.

The question addressed by this study becones: do
personality types serve as discrimnators of Internet use? Mre
specifically, do patterns or profiles of uses and gratifications
expected fromthe Internet differ significantly as a function of

personal ity?



Theoretical Considerations

Uses and Gatifications

Communi cati on researchers have advanced the framework of
“uses and gratifications” as a robust and conprehensive paradi gm
of the interaction between the audience (or user) and nedi a.

According to Katz, Blunmer, and Gurevitch (1974), uses and
gratifications research is “concerned with (1) the social and
psychol ogi cal origins of (2) needs, which generate (3)
expectations of (4) mass nedia or other sources, which lead to
(5) differential patterns of nedia exposure (or engagenent in
other activities, results in (6) need gratifications and (7)
ot her consequences, perhaps nostly uni ntended ones” (p. 20).
Central to the paradigmis the postulation that the audience is
nostly active in their exposure to nmedia, in other words,
choosing to attend to a particular channel or program because of
a certain need or notivation, and not sinply by happenstance.
Though this postul ati on has received considerable criticism
(El'liot, 1974), research has provided support to the principle
that medi a exposure is at |least partially purposive (Levy &
W ndal |, 1984).

Consi dering that social and psychol ogi cal needs are at the
defining factors of purposive nedia exposure, an exam nation of
these factors should prove useful in determ ning patterns of

medi a exposure and prediction of nedia use. O particular



interest, is the role of psychological and social factors in
exposure to the Internet, its content, and the many tools used

to navi gate and exchange information within this medi um

Segnent ati on Schenes

The nost traditional nmethod used to anal yze the audi ence to
a particular nmediumis that derived from denographic data, such
as age, sex, and gender. Media analysts such as N el sen,
Si mmons, and Arbitron publish the results of their denographic
segnentati on schenmes, which are used by nedia institutions and
mar ket i ng agenci es to define programm ng and adverti sing
targeted at a particular age group, gender, or incone |evel.
Denogr aphi ¢ segnentati on was consi dered adequate when a snal
nunber of media outlets dom nated progranmng (e.g. the 3 big
networks for television). But as mass nedi a expanded and
produced di verse programr ng, nmany “foundations, academ cs,
media critics, and many in public television believe that the
guantitative services used in comercial TV are seriously
deficient in defining audience reactions” (Beville, 1988, p.
132; see also Hustad & Pessem er, 1974). Denographic separation
has traditionally depended on binary differentiation,
i dentifying whether an individual of a particular age or sex is
attending to the nedia, or not. Attention is an inportant

audi ence neasurenent, but is limted in its elucidation of



notivations |eading to nedia use, and the consequences
associated wth nedi a exposure. Furthernore, denographic
segnentation | eads to the concept of an “ideal audi ence”
(Eastman, 1989, p. 136), a targeting of prograns to those in a
particul ar age group, or of a particular gender, who are nore
prone to purchasing products pitched through advertisenents. In
ot her words, networks have a vested interest in those bel onging
t o denographic segnents with nore purchasing power. This in turn
leads to rather limted content, targeted only at the high
consuner, while tending to ignore other viewers.

Though denographi ¢ data has shown descriptive val ue,
“research using traditional socio-denographic background
vari abl es has proved singularly unrevealing when applied to the
consunption of the mass nedia and especially tel evision”
(El'liot, 1974, p.250). Since the Internet allows for the
creation of virtually unlimted nedia outlets (individual or
corporate), the suitability of denographic segnentation should
only decrease (Wbster, 1989).

Because of the Iimtations of denographic research,

qual itative neasures of nedia use were introduced. Though a
specific definition of what “qualitative” nmeasures represent is
not clear, qualitative queries focus on user reactions and
reasons rather than attention to different nedia, using neasures

such as: overall opinion of a newspaper (good, average, poor)



and how or why the newspaper is read (advertising is useful)
(Si mons Report, 1994). Mreover, qualitative inquiry enhances
our understanding of the qualities and intricacies of the user.

Qualitative neasures can also tap into audi ences’ |iKkes,

di slikes, and attitudes, focusing on psychol ogi cal rather than
physi cal / soci al distinctions. These neasures, terned
psychographi c, do not categorize the user according to age or
origin, but instead, attenpts to divide the popul ati on accordi ng
to particular beliefs, values, and interests. Psychographic
categori zati ons, such as those based on |lifestyles and val ues
have suffered fromthe |l ack of a consistent operationalization.
A variety of instrunents to neasure values and lifestyles are
avai |l abl e, such as the Values and Lifestyles Scal es (VALS;
Mtchell, 1981), Rockeach Value Scale (RVS; Rockeach, 1973), and
Li st of Values (LOV, Kahle, L. R, Beatty, S. E, & Honer, P.
1986). Still, many researchers have created their own
instrunments and neasures of |ifestyles and val ues, adding to the
uncertainty associated with this construct and limting the
generalizability and useful ness of the results.

Foll owi ng the uses and gratifications framework, Frank &
Greenberg (1980) devel oped an audi ence segnentati on schene based
on audi ences’ interests and needs, devel oped from an exploratory
and exhaustive neasure of all possible nedia interests and

| ei sure activities, such as sports and drana. As the authors



readi |y disclose though, “one can make an argument for i ncluding
virtually any interest or need” (p. 39) in a categorization such
as this.

Simlarly, Hornik and Schlinger (1981) exam ned the rol e of
psychographics and |ifestyles as predictors of nedia tine use
(MrU). The researchers rejected any previ ous operationalization
of lifestyles as “based on unrepresentative respondent sanples
and a relatively small nunber of lifestyles dinmensions” (p.

344). Even though the authors cite Frank and G eenberg’s
segnentati on as an exception, a new categorization of |ifestyles
defined by a “broad battery of itens” (p. 344) was used instead.

Li festyl es have al so been used as a segnentation tool in
mar ket i ng and purchasi ng research. Wasni k & Park (2000) used
lifestyle categories to differentiate between heavy and |i ght
consuners using descriptors such as outdoorsy, pet |over, and
active lifestyle.

O hers have attenpted to correl ate personal val ues using
terms such as “security” and “freedonf to segnment nedia users.
Val ues are construed as fairly stable individual characteristics
and, as such, could help predict future behavior and patterns of
medi a exposure (Kamanura & Mazzon, 1991).

In their study of the influence of val ues and denographics
in media exposure and selection, McCarty & Shrum (1993), using

the RVS, suggest that individual values play an inportant role



in nmediating tel evision viewi ng but conclude that “segnmentation
on val ues data al one may be problenmatic. G ven that the
interrel ati onshi ps anong denogr aphi cs, val ues, and behavior are
qui te conpl ex, segnentation schenes that enpl oy both

denogr aphi cs and val ues may be the nost fruitful” (p. 11).
Though RVS has been w dely used in marketing and segnentation
research, it has received criticismfor its [imtations in
“aggregate anal ysis and conpari sons between individual s”
(Kamanura & Mazzon, 1991, p. 209).

The predi canment of psychographi c segnentati on can be
partially blanmed at the nethod by which categories originate.
Denby (1974) suggest three nethods to create psychographic
categories: the researcher’s inmagi nation, group session and in-
depth interviews, and a review of the literature. Wile these
suggestions can be constructive, if psychographic neasures are
to be exhaustive and inclusive, researchers nmust turn to nore
systematic and w de-rangi ng i nspection nethods.

Psychogr aphi ¢ nmeasures have divi ded the audi ence into
categories by differentiating lifestyles and val ues contai ni ng
measures which are chosen rather haphazardly, in an attenpt to
“exhaust” all possible classification categories, limting the
generalizability of results. Moreover, nost psychographic
categories do no nore than extend denographic taxonomes to

i ncl ude personal preference or attitudinal nmeasures that are in
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turn, associated back to assorted denographic categories,
showi ng a continued reliance on the limted predictive val ue of
denogr aphi ¢ neasur es.

It comes as no surprise then, that psychographic research
has received little industry support because of high costs,
[imted predictive values, and seeming difficulty in
interpreting results (Beville, 1988; Eastman, 1989). Indeed, as
Frank & Greenberg (1980) conclude of research in audi ence
segnentation: “coefficients of determ nation for al nost any
aspect of individual behavior using variables such as
denographi cs or other general interest neasures as predictors
are typically quite low (p. 219), attesting to the limted
success of traditional psychographic segnmentation research.

Nevert hel ess, a conbi nati on of psychographi c and
denographic classification, though limted in its explanatory
val ue, is nore successful as a predictive neasure than the
|atter alone (Frank & Greenberg, 1980; Hornick & Schlinger,
1981).

Wnd & Geen (1974) criticized psychographic research,
concluding that |ifestyle segnentation projects could end up “as
a rather ad hoc and isol ated exercise, requiring repetition each
time a new problemarises” (p. 102). Still, the authors
hi ghlight that a “hierarchy of predictor variables — e.qg.

physi ol ogi cal, nmental, denographic, values, interests,
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activities, benefits sought — sounds like it m ght be worth

exploring” (p. 102).

Personal ity and I ndividual Differences

Gven the imtations of traditional psychographic
research, the use of personality variables has been seen as a
nore functional and efficient approach to | ooking at the
audi ence. The role of personality as a nedi ator and predictor of
medi a use has been investigated in a nunber of nedia studies,

i ncl udi ng nusi ¢ vi deos (Robi nson, Waver, & Zillmann, 1996),

nmovi es (Weaver, Brosius, & Mundorf, 1993), television, novies,
and nusic (Weaver, 1991), television renote control use (Waver,
Wal ker, McCord, & Bellamy, 1996), and nedia violence (Zllmnn &
Weaver, 1997), suggesting that personality traits shoul d,

i ndeed, be an essential part of nmedia gratifications research
(Wber, 1986; Waver, 1991). A recent review of personality
research in mass nedi a studi es shows increasing data suggesting
a connection between individual characteristics and consunption
of nedia fare (Waver, 2000).

A significant part of the study in the psychol ogy of nedia
use has been focused on the role of personality and individual
di fferences. Rosengren (1974) identified individual differences
as a principal conponent of any paradigmfor nedia uses and

gratifications research, concluding that incorporating
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personal ity variables into such research seened al nost “self-
evident” (p. 273). Indeed, individual differences and their
psychol ogi cal characteristics have been consistently placed
within an integrated nmedia gratifications nodel (Rosengren,
1974; Pal ngreen, Wenner, & Rosengren, 1985). Early ventures into
the study of personality as a factor affecting nedia exposure
suffered fromthe lack of reliable operationalizations of
personality variables (see Waver, 2000), leading to
i nconsistent results (see Wber, 1986). In order to serve as
useful predictors of nedia selection and perception, personality
traits, nmuch |i ke denographic characteristics, nust be organi zed
into a finite nunber of categories; therefore, a reliable
operationalization of personality traits is needed.

O the many traits taxonom es used in personality research
t he psychobi ol ogi cal nodel devel oped by Eysenck & Eysenck (1985)
has been nost promnently used in mass nedia personality
research, and has shown consistent results across a variety of
cul tures and sanples (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; Barrett,
Petrides, Eysenck, & Eysenck, 1998). Eysenck’s nodel is based on
t he hierarchical organization of traits (such as sociability,
anxiety, and creativity), which point to “nore-or-1|ess
consi stent and recurrent patterns of acting and reacting that
si mul taneously characterize individuals and differentiate them

fromothers” (McCrae & Costa, 2000). Different individuals are
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better represented by some traits then others, which is not to
say that every individual action or reaction can be predicted
based on personal traits. In other words: “traits are
essentially dispositional factors that regularly and
persistently determ ne our conduct in many different types and
situations” (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985, p. 17), as opposed to
states which define tenporary or “singular occurrences” (p. 17).
For exanple, an individual described as cheerful will not be
cheerful all the tine; the descriptor points to the
predi sposition to be cheerful and the likelihood to act in a
cheerful manner.

The correlation or clustering of traits leads to a
personality type. Eysenck identified three personality types
| abel ed neuroticism (N) as opposed to stability, extraversion
(E) as opposed to introversion, and psychoticism (P) in
opposition to inmpulse control (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985). These
three types have been connected to neurobiol ogical factors such
as the difference in cortical arousal in introverts and
extroverts (Bartusek, Beeker, Diedrich, Naumann, & Meier, 1996;
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985) and psychopat hol ogi es, where extrene
scores can represent psychopathy, dysthymi a, hysteria, and other
dysfunctions (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985).

Extraversion relates to an individuals’ “ability to engage

the environnment” (C ark & Watson, 1998, p. 403). Extraverts
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di splay high levels of sociability, participation, and positive
sel f-esteem (Weaver, 1998) and are characterized as soci abl e,
lively, active, assertive, carefree, dom nant, surgent,
vent uresone and sensati on-seeking (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985, p.
15). The extrovert is preoccupied with external appearance and
how ot hers perceive their actions.

Neuroticismidentifies the degree to which an individual
“perceives the world as threatening, problematic, and
di stressing” (Clark & Watson, 1998, p. 403). Those scoring high
in the neuroticismdinmension tend to display high anxiety and a
negati ve sel f-image (Waver, 1998). The neurotic type is
conposed of the first-order traits: anxious, depressed, qguilt
feelings, |ow self-esteem tense, irrational, shy, noody, and
enotional (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985, p. 15). The neurotic val ues
the confort of their environnent and dislikes the prospect of
engaging in a setting beyond his or her control.

Bot h neuroticismand extraversion types are present within
a variety of other trait taxonom es, and have shown a renarkabl e
| evel of consistency with other personality neasures, including
those originating froma | exical rather than pathol ogical or
guesti onnai re-based construction, suggesting the validity and
reliability of their nmeasures (Zuckerman, 1988; Draycott &
Kl ein, 1994; Avia, Sanz, Sanchez-Bernardos, Martinez-Arias,

Silva, & Grafia, 1995; Saggi no, 2000).
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Particular to Eysenck’s nodel is the psychoticismfactor, a
third dinension to the trait taxonony. Psychoticismpoints to an
i ndividual’s | evel of egocentricity, autonony, social deviance,
and inpulsivity (Waver, 1998), and is characterized as
aggressive, cold, egocentric, inpersonal, inpulsive, antisocial,
unenpat hetic, creative, and tough-m nded (Eysenck & Eysenck,
1995, p. 14). Individuals scoring high on the psychoticismscale
show a disregard for authority and society’s rules and
regul ations, exhibiting a need to be on the edge. Psychotics are
unlikely to feel guilt, enpathy, or sensitivity to the feelings
of others (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985; Richendoller & Waver,

1999). In disagreenent with Freud, Eysenck postul ates the
psychotic disorders are not nmerely quantitatively superior to
neurotic conditions. Instead, psychoticismneasures a conpletely
different set of conditions, such as mani c-depressive and

schi zoid di sorders (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1985; Eysenck, 1998).
Though present only on Eysenck’ s typol ogy, Zuckerman (1988) has
denonstrat ed supported for the anti-social and inpul sive nature
of the psychotic, showi ng high correl ati ons between psychotici sm
and boredom susceptibility, autonony, and risk taking (see also,
Zucker man, 1993).

A wel | -structured, high-ordered hierarchy of personality
types can offer a nore robust exploration of val ues and

lifestyles as segnmentation schenes. As Rockeach (1973) explains,
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traits can be seen as reflections of values. For exanple, a
person described as authoritarian, m ght consi der obedi ence,
cl eanliness, and politeness as inportant val ues. Further

exam nation of the connection of values and traits is limted,
but Wseman & Bogner (in press) have suggested that attitudes
equate to traits (lower hierarchy), and values are associ ated
wth types (such as P, E, and N)

Researchers have al so pointed to the correl ati on between a
variety of lifestyle factors and personality types. Using a
three-factor nodel (N NE, E/PE, DvC, neuroticisninegative
enptionality, extraversion/positive enptionality, disinhibition
versus constraint), based on Eysenck’s P, E, and N, C ark and
Wat son (1998) reported a striking disparity of substance abuse
anong col | ege students of different personality types.
Specifically, the authors found a higher positive relationship
bet ween marijuana, cigarette, psychedelic drug, and caffeine
pill use by DvC col |l ege students (r = 0.23 to 0.33), as conpared
to their NNNE and E/ PE counterparts (r < |0.10]). The authors
al so reported substantially higher correlations between al cohol
use and DvC col | ege students (r = 0.44), as conpared to high
NNE (r = -0.04) and E/PE (r = 0.05) scorers.

It is clear then, that an intrinsic connection exists
bet ween the concepts of lifestyles, values, and personality

types. Instead of “doing away” wi th other typol ogies, the
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exam nation of personality dinmensions as a segnentation schene
can al so advance our understandi ng of psychographics,
particul arly when exam ni ng the connections between personality

di mensi ons, values, and lifestyles.

Personal ity and Medi a Use

Because of their stable qualities and rich construction,
personality traits (and consequently, personality types) have
been exam ned as a nore reliable segnentation neasure by nedi a
resear chers.

For exanple, Waver (1991) studied 119 nal e students’
tel evision, novie, and nusic preferences according to popul ar
and accessi bl e nedia content. Those scoring high on neuroticism
expressed strong interest in information/ news television, and
“downbeat” nusic (e.g. If you |l eave ne now — Chicago, It’s too
late — Carol King), while tending to avoid “lighthearted conedy
and action/adventure fare” (p. 1298). Those scoring high on
psychoticism who are characterized by socially deviant
behavi or, showed a stronger preference for graphically violent
horror novies (e.g. Alien and Nightmare on Elm Street) and | ess
interest in typical television content such as situation-comnmedy
(e.g. Cosby Show), and both romance (e.g. Dirty Dancing) and

comedy novies (e.g. Crocodil e Dundee).
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In a simlar fashion, analysis of rock nusic preferences by
Robi nson, Weaver, and Zillmann (1996) showed that those scoring
hi gh on the psychoticism scal e enjoyed defiant rock-nmnusic
vi deot apes (“Paradise Cty” - @Quns and Roses, “I Hate Myself for
Loving You” — Joan Jett & the Black Hearts) nore than those
scoring |lower on the sane scale. Mreover, those scoring high in
psychoti ci sm enj oyed nondefi ant rock-music videos (“You' re the
| nspi ration” — Chicago, “Lost in Your Eyes” — Debbie G bson)
| ess than those scoring lower in the sane scale.

Simlar interactions between nmedia fare and psychoti ci sm
wer e evidenced by Waver, Brosius, & Mundorf (1993) in their
study of novie preferences in both Anerican and Gernan
audi ences. Subjects were shown vignettes prom sing a variety of
medi a content (e.g. conedy, horror, drama, etc.). Vignettes
prom sing violent nedia fare proved to be of high appeal to
t hose scoring high on psychoticismin both cultures. Moreover,
hi gh- psychoti ci sm Ameri cans showed “significantly stronger
preferences for sexual -conedy than did their |ow psychoticism
counterparts” (p. 312). Those scoring high on extraversion, in
both cultures, tended to prefer vignettes associated with
sexual - conmedy.

Simlarly, in examning the role of personality and
tel evision view ng notives, Waver (2001) found that those

scoring high in psychoticismand extraversion tended to reject
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“traditional” notives for television use, such as to pass tine
for conpanionship, to relax, to find information, and/or to seek
stinmulation. Also notable, is the strong difference between the
neurotic, and the extrovert and psychotic groups. Those scoring
hi gh on neuroticism a trait characterized by anxiety and | ow
self esteem scored higher on traditional television notives and
were consistently different fromthe psychotici smand
extraversi on groups.

Simlar results were found in an analysis of television
remote control uses and gratifications. Waver, Wl ker, MCord,
& Bellany (1996) showed that those scoring high in neuroticism
used the renpote control to avoid objectionable content,
differing fromthe psychoticismgroup, a finding simlar to that
of Weaver (2001). Moreover, viewers scoring high on psychoticism
tended to use the renote control device to “control others — or
nore precisely, to annoy and tease co-viewers” (p. 487), while
t hose scoring high on extraversion reject the notion of
controlling others through renote control use, a finding which
is consistent with the definitions of these two personality
t ypes.

Though research in the area of personality and nedi a
pref erences has been limted, studies such as these have pointed
to the relationship between personality and content preference

intraditional nmedia fromthe framework of Eysenck’s personality
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trait taxonony. These encouraging results in the study of
traditional media pronpt the overarching question to be
addressed in this study: Do individual differences effectively
di scrimnate users according to content and medi a preferences

within the Internet?

Personal ity and the Internet

As Weaver (2000) highlighted, the desirability of new
communi cation tools and nedia, such as those avail abl e through
the Internet can present substantially different appeal to those
of different personality types.

In their study of Internet uses and gratifications,
Papachari ssi and Rubin (2000) found that those nore satisfied
with their outward, social life preferred to use the Internet
for nore instrunental purposes (e.g. information seeking). On
t he ot her hand, those less satisfied with life and felt |ess
valued in face-to-face interactions used the Internet as a
substitute for social interactions and to pass tine. Though
personal ity types were not exam ned as predictors of Internet
use, the results provided by this study suggest a connection
bet ween extraversi on and purposive Internet use (instead of pass
time), and a possible connection between neuroticismto pass

time and interpersonal use.
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Simlar interactions were found in a study of the
substitute val ue of conputer-nedi at ed- conmuni cati on and face-to-
face interaction. Flahery, Pearce, & Rubin (1998) found that
externally oriented people (who believe their environment
controls them feel powerless) used the Internet for inclusion
nmore than internally oriented people. These findings suggest a
connection between neuroticism a type characterized by anxiety
and perceiving “the world as threatening, problematic, and
distressing” (Cark & Watson, 1998, p. 403), and use of the
I nternet for social inclusion.

O particular interest to the current study is Hanburger &
Ben-Artzi’s (2000) research into the relationship between
personality types and Internet notives. The researchers found
that those scoring high on extraversion tended to prefer |eisure
services (sex websites, randomsurfing), and that those scoring
hi gh on neuroticismhad a negative association with information
services (work-related information, studies-related
information). Mre specifically, for male subjects, extraversion
was positively associated with |eisure services, and neuroticism
was negatively associated with information services. For female
subj ects, extraversion was positively associated and neuroticism
negati vely associated with social services (chat, discussion
groups, peopl e-address seeking). Waver (2001) found simlar

sex-notives interactions in his study of television use: nales
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were notivated to watch television for information and
stinmulation, while femal es rather watch tel evision for
conpani onship and to pass tine.

The results provided by the Hanburger & Ben-Artzi (2000)
study are an inportant first step, but suffer many shortcom ngs.
First, it islimted to the inspection of two of Eysenck’s
personality types (E and N) using the EPI (an ol der version of
t he Eysenck Personality Questionnaire), even though psychoticism
has been shown to be an inportant predictor in other nedia
studies (cf. Robinson, Waver, & Zillmann, 1996, Zillmann &
Weaver, 1997). Secondly, the nunber and distribution of subjects
is rather limted (n = 73). Finally, categories of Internet use
were originated froma survey of the subjects, which limts
responses to a small nunber of Internet use notives.

A five-factor exploration of personality and Internet use
(Swi ckert, Htner, Harris, & Herring, in press) denonstrated a
negative correlation (r = -0.14, p < 0.04) between a leisure
services factor (instant nessagi ng and ganes) and neuroticism
Though the authors did not inspect the role of sex as a
potential discrimnator, the findings seemto contradict those
exposed by Hanmburger & Ben-Artzi (2000). It nust be highlighted
t hough, that the three Internet usage factors extracted by
Swickert et. al. (technical, information exchange, and | eisure),

seemto | ack conceptual validity. A factor ternmed “technical”
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contai ned the elenments of bulletin board use, chat room
visitation, web page creation, and nulti user dungeon
visitation. Wile factor anal ytical procedures can help us
distill a large nunber of factors into nore manageabl e concepts,
it is inportant not to abuse this statistical nmethod in an
attenpt to uncover an underlying factor that is not conceptually
sound, grouping factors that have little to do with each ot her
(Eysenck, 1952).

A simlar investigation using the five-factor nodel (Tuten
& Bosnj ak, 2001) found a weak rel ationship between neuroticism
and two world wi de web application categories: “gathering
product and brand information” (r = -0.11), and “I| earning,
reference, and education” (r = -0.11).

Though current research in the real mof personality and
Internet use is limted, personality can be a “highly rel evant
factor in determ ning behavior on the Internet” (Am chai -

Hanmbur ger, 2002), and therefore, deserves careful exam nation.

Usability and I ndividual Differences

Personal ity research reaches beyond the scope of marketing,
or advertising. Personality and individual differences can al so
play a role in the design of tools and software used to navi gate
the Internet. The growth of the personal conputer has opened the

door to a plethora of users of different backgrounds, experti se,



24

know edge, and nmental nodels detailing how conputer systens
should work. In turn, conputer software has becone nore and nore
conplex, in an attenpt to satisfy the diversity of users and
their goals (Redish, 1998). Shneiderman (1998, 2000) suggests
that in order to nake these systens as approachabl e and usabl e
as possible, achieving what he terns “universal usability,”
desi gners nust be able to accommodate the intricacies of
conputer users, including their culture, expertise, and
personality, anong others.

Custom zabl e interfaces, which allow users to define the
pl acenment of icons, the appearance of nenus, and other aspects
of the interface, are limted in their adaptation to user’s
needs. It conmes as no surprise that Jacob Nielsen, a usability
expert, clains that over ninety percent of websites have
“m serabl e usability” (Anderson, 2000). Designers have been sl ow
to adapt their websites and interfaces to match a variety of
users, nostly because of cost and tine constraints. Still,
operating systenms (such as Wndows) and | arge websites (such as
My Yahoo, and other portals) provide sonme support for individual
differences. The ability to change the screen col or and
contrast, font sizes, and the positioning of elenments on the

screen, allows for custom zation and sonme | evel of adaptability.
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| nterface designers have al so recogni zed the inportance of
adapting user interfaces to different cultural needs and
nuances. As Ito & Nakakoji (1996) explain, though:

“Al though tenpting, it is msleading to sinply generalize
such differences as “cultural differences.” Cultural differences
often stem from nuch deeper and nore conpl ex background soci al
context, not just “preference of speed versus friendliness.” On
the other hand, there are differences anong different groups of
people. What is inportant for user interface design is to have
mechani smto understand such differences and acconmodat e t hem
when identified. Such nechanisnms, then, will, |evel out
di fferences whether they are cultural or individual.” (p. 107)

As the researchers conclude, custom zation is a step
forward. But an investigation of patterns of individual
di fferences can help us design systens that account for the
collective cultural diversity of users, as well as their
i ndi vi dual needs.

Previ ous research has investigated the personality of
conput er programmers (Lee & Shneiderman, 1978; Curtis, 1984),
but few systematic studies of interface design accounting for
the personality of software users have been made. One notabl e
exception is an experinment by Vostok & Fukuda (2001) that
adapted the design of a Tetris ganme to a variety of personality
types. Specifically, users were asked to play two ganes: a
straightforward version of the block-building Tetris game, and

one that displayed different “faces” (happy, sad, accepting,

cute) in the background depending on the users’ ability, taking
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into account their personality type, nmeasured by using the

Kei rsey tenperanent sorter (available at
http://ww. kei rsey.com. Researchers found that users preferred
the latter, personality-adapted node, nore than the generic
version of the gane.

I f individuals of different personality types use Internet
tools for differently, then those who design Internet based
content and interfaces should account for this divergence in the
design of their products. For exanple, if the neurotic does
i ndeed nake nore use of community-oriented |Internet prograns,
preferring virtual rather than face-to-face contact and
interaction, designers should attenpt to add features that
pronote the sense of belonging that the neurotic is searching
for. If, as postul ated, psychotics are interested in nore
advanced, novel, and conpl ex computer applications, and the
extravert, makes |less use of the Internet for interpersonal
interaction, designers of chat systens should all ow users to
choose nmenu structures and functions that adapt (e.g. nore or
| ess functions, exploratory options) objectives, experience, and
confort level. By exam ning the |links between personality types
and the notivation behind using Internet-based prograns and
tools, software designers could better appeal to and satisfy the
need and characteristics of those who constitute the primary

user-base of their particular system
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| f, as previous research has denonstrated, different
personality types nmake use of the nedia (and the Internet) for
different reasons, then designers should attenpt to include at
| east a user of each personality type in their usability
studies, in order to get a nore conprehensive inspection of

design flaws and usability probl ens.

Resear ch Expectations

Consi dering the encouraging results of previous traditional
and new nedi a studies reported here, and the limtations of
previous research into personality and Internet use, the current
study addresses the follow ng question: Do Eysenck’s personality
types serve as useful discrimnators of Internet use?

Because of their high sociability and external orientation,
it is expected that extraverts will be nore likely to view the
I nternet as an extension rather than substitute for soci al
interaction (Flaherty, Pearce, & Rubin, 1998).

Neuroticism characterized by anxiety and rejection of
social interaction is expected to be associated with a need to
use the Internet for social activities, such as chat, e-mail
and ot her interpersonal comunication tools.

It is also expected that neurotics would have | ess interest
inusing the Internet as a service tool, and as an informational

servi ce (Hanmburger & Ben-Artzi, 2000).



Psychotics, who are characterized by breaking societies’
nmores and rules, are expected to reject traditional nedia use
nmotives (Weaver, 2001) and use the Internet for
anonymty/identity control and stinulation. The stinulation
factor here can differ considerably fromits traditional
conception, in that the Internet allows for significantly nore
defiant, provocative, and rebellious action than traditional
medi a (i.e. hacking, posting to non-mainstream newsgroups,

devel opi ng defiant websites).

28
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Met hod

Project Participants

Participants were col |l ege students enrolled in two
i ntroductory-Ievel comrunication studies courses at a |arge
Sout heastern university, where approxi mately 60% of
under graduates are nmale, and roughly 75% are Caucasi an. One
class is a requirenent for all comunication studies nmgjors,
whil e the other is conposed mainly of engi neering and busi ness
students. Respondents received extra credit in their respective
cl asses for assisting with this project. A total of 211 subjects
participated in this study, resulting in 210 usable
guestionnaires (101 fermales and 109 nal es), since a participant

failed to identify his or her sex.

Questionnaire

Participants were greeted by a mal e investigator and
instructed to read and sign an infornmed consent form Once all
assigned subjects arrived, the investigator announced that they
woul d be participating in three different studies. Subjects were
then given three questionnaires and one opscan sheet to mark
their answers. In order to give participants plenty of tine,
each session was allotted one hour, but participants rarely took

| onger than thirty mnutes to conplete all questionnaires.
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Comput er and I nternet Sophistication

Since all participants were required to own a conputer, and
the university provides free and easy access to the Internet,
partici pants were asked four questions ainmed at measuring
overal |l experience with the Internet and conputers.

When asked how they would rate their conputer expertise,
1. 9% of the students identified thensel ves as having “none,”
1.0% as “novices,” 27.6% as “sonewhat famliar,” 45.7% as
“famliar,” and 23.8%as “very famliar.’

Most partici pants had been using the Internet for a
consi derabl e anount of tine, specifically, 0.5% had been using
the Internet for |less than one year, 2.9% for nore than one year
but less than two, 22.4%for nore than two but | ess than three,
24.8% for nore than three but no nore than four, 12.9% for nore
than four but not nmore than five, and 36. 7% for nore than five
years.

The university conputer requirenment and the ease by which
anyone can access the Internet m ght help account for the high
| evel of conputer and Internet experience. Moreover, these
factors m ght attenuate gender differences in engaging with
conput er technol ogy, particularly the Internet (Teo & Lim
2000).

Considering that e-mail is one of the nost popul ar Internet

applications, a neasure of participant’s use of this application
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was called for. O her studies (cf. Swickert et. al, in press)
measured e-nmai|l use by asking how many m nutes a parti ci pant
spent using e-mail, which is a troubl esone neasure: would a
respondent be able to accurately report the anount of tine spent
on e-mai |l ? A better neasure of dependency on e-mail can be
cal cul ated by asking how many tines a day a person typically
checks her or his e-mail. While this mght not be as specific as
a tinme neasure, participants m ght be able to nore accurately
report their level of e-mail use.

Agai n, reported usage was high, denonstrating a | evel of
dependency on e-nail: 0.5%reported checking e-mail |ess than
once a day, 2.9%once a day, 22.4%tw to three tinmes a day,
24.8% four to five tines a day, 12.9%six to seven tines a day,
and 36. 2% nore than seven tines a day.

Since the university provides free hosting for student web
pages, respondents were asked for how | ong they had a personal
web page (if at all), as a final neasure of Internet
sophistication. A mgjority of respondents (64.8% reported not
havi ng a personal web page, 12.9% reported having one for |ess
t han one year, 7.1%for nore than one but |less than two years,
4.3% for nore than two but less than three years, 6. 7% for nore
than three but |less than four years, 0.5%for nore than four but

| ess then five years, and 3.8% for nore than five years.
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I nternet Use

Participants were also asked to identify specific Internet
(Appendi x B) and Wrld Wde Wb (Appendi x C) applications that
t hey used nobst. Answers were recorded on a nine point Likert-
type scale ranging from“never” (1), to “sonetines” (5), to
“very often” (9).

Students reported nmaki ng frequent use of e-mail (M= 8.59,
SD = 1.10), nusic sharing services (M= 7.44, SD = 2.13), web
browsers (M= 7.92, SD = 1.81), and stand-al one (non web-based)
t ext nessagi ng prograns such as |1 CQ and I nstant Messenger (M =
8.13, SD = 1.96). Anobng applications and services that can be
accessed using a web browser (web applications), search engi nes

were reported as the nost popular (M= 7.98, SD = 1.40).

Personal ity Measures

In order to assess personality type, subjects were asked to
conplete a short version of the Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire (EPQ R) containing slight changes in | anguage,
adapted to an Anerican sanple, using a likert-type response
scale. The EPQ R consists of 36 self-report itens, with 12
nmeasures for each personality type (P, E, N). Subjects were
asked to report how well each item described thenselves on a
ni ne point scale ranging from*®“strongly disagree” (1), to

“neutral (5), to “strongly agree” (9).
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Consi stent with Eysenck et. al (1985), responses were
grouped and added to forminterval |level scales, identified as
Extraversion (E; al pha = 0.90), Neuroticism (N, alpha = .83),
and Psychoticism (P; alpha = 0.66). Pearson correlation
coefficients conputed between the three variables revealed a
significant, but weak correlation between extraversion and

neuroticism(r = -0.20, p < .005).

I nternet Mbtives Questionnaire

An Internet Motives Questionnaire (I MY Appendix A was
designed to exam ne notivations for Internet use. The | M)
consi sted of 45 questions conpiled and adapted from previous
studi es (Paparachissi & Rubin, 2000; D Anbra & Rice, 2001,
Weaver, 2001; Bourdeau, Chebat, & Couturier, 2002), designed to
nmeasure a wide variety of notivations associated with
i nt erpersonal and nass nedi a use. Questions were conceptually
divided into four categories: interpersonal/comunication
utility, entertainnent utility, information utility, and
conveni ence. Participants were asked to report which itens
notivated themto use the Internet based on a nine point Likert-
type scale ranging from*“strongly disagree” (1), to “neutral”

(5), to “strongly agree” (9).
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Resul ts

Personality and Internet Use

In order to explore the |inks between personality and
I nt ernet usage notives, stepw se regression anal yses were
conduct ed between each personality type and the 45-itenms in the
| MQ (Appendi x A), the 14 neasures of Internet use (Appendi x B)
the 16 categories of Wrld Wde Wb use (Appendix C, and the
four aforenentioned neasures of Internet sophistication. Sex was
forced into the regression nodel to investigate the possibility
of sex differences anong each personality type. A dumry variable
was created to neasure the sex of participants. A negative val ue
i ndicates fenmal es, and a positive value indicates nales.

The regression anal ysis was stopped once any of the
i ncl uded variabl es (other than sex, which was forced into the
nodel ), failed to neet the set |evel of significance (p < 0.05).
The results of these anal yses, presented on Tables 1, 2, and 3,
denonstrate differing Internet usage notives for each
personality type. Negative paraneter estimtes convey a reversa
of the questionnaire item For exanple, a negative value for the
“belong to a group” itemindicates that respondents rejected
this itemas a reason to use the Internet. Simlarly, a negative
val ue for “text messagi ng” suggests that participants nmade | ess

use of programs such as 1CQ (I Seek You) and Instant Messenger



Ext raver si on

Seven vari abl es | oaded into the regression nodel for
extraversion (Table 1), explaining approximately 20% of the
variance (F(7,210) = 7.14; p < 0.0001; R® = 0.20). The results
indicate that sex was not a significant discrimnator anong
extraverts, failing to reach the set |evel of significance (p <
0.05). The nodel draws attention to the negative associ ation
bet ween extraversion, and “to belong to a group” (beta = -1.21)
and “because | feel nore confortable talking to people online”
(beta = -1.28) denonstrating the extraverts’ rejection of the
Internet as a substitute for personal interaction. |nstead,
t hose scoring high on extraversion prefer to voice their opinio

(“to l et people know what | think,” beta = 1.31). Moreover,
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n

extraverts tend to use the Internet to do research (beta = 1.06)

and to share nusic with others (beta = 1.29).

Neuroticism

The regression nodel for neuroticism(Table 2) resulted in
ei ght regressor variables, accounting for approxi mately 24% of
the variance (RP = 0.24, F(8,210) = 7.88, p < 0.0001). The
negati ve sex val ue denonstrates a |arger nunber of fenale
neurotic participants (beta = -3.12).

In contrast with the extravert, those scoring high on

neurotici smshow particular interest in conmunal activities on
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the Internet. This is indicated by their desire to escape

| oneliness (beta = 0.98), and to “belong to a group” (beta =
1.55). Paradoxically, neurotics reject “text nessaging” (beta =
-1.40), a popul ar one-on-one and group comruni cation tool, and
show little interest in engaging in online discussions (“to
participate in discussions,” beta = -1.24). Finally, those
scoring high on N denonstrate an interest in alternative news
(beta = 1.55) and a need to | earn about potential threats (“so

that | can | earn about what could happen to ne,” beta = 1.16).



Table 1

Extraversion and Internet Usage Mdtives: Linear Equation Follow ng Stepw se Regression

|t em Par anet er St andar d Mbdel R F
estimate error

SEX -1.21 1.01 0. 05 1.45

Because | feel nore confortable -1.28 0.42 0.09 9.41*

tal king to people online

Musi c-sharing services 1.29 0. 46 0.13 8.01*
Resear ch 1.06 0.41 0. 15 6. 80*
Mai nst ream news -0. 84 0. 38 0.17 4. 79*
To | et people know what | think 1.31 0.50 0. 18 6. 81*
To belong to a group -1.21 0. 58 0. 20 4. 39*
| nt er cept 61. 95 5.60 112. 32**

Note. Sex was coded as a dummy variable (-1 female, and -1 nal e).
*p<0. 05 **p<0. 001.



Table 2

Neuroticismand Internet Usage Mdtives: Linear Equation Follow ng Stepw se Regression

I tem Par anet er St andar d Model R F
estimate error
SEX -3.12 0.93 0.01 11. 19**
To belong to a group 1.55 0.52 0. 08 8.81*
Al ternative news 1.55 0. 45 0.13 11. 89**
Text nessagi ng -1.40 0. 46 0. 16 9. 25*
To participate in discussions -1.24 0. 40 0.18 9. 48*
So that | can | earn about what coul d 1.16 0. 42 0. 20 7.54*
happen to ne
Because it is cheaper -0.79 0. 36 0. 22 4. 83*
Because it nakes ne feel less lonely 0. 98 0. 46 0. 24 4. 66*
| nt er cept 59. 32 4.72 158. 18**

Note. Sex was coded as a dummy variable (-1 female, and -1 nal e).
*p<0. 05 **p<0. 001.
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Psychoti ci sm

Tabl e 3 shows the results of the regression analysis for
psychoticism N ne variables accounted for 38% of the variance
(RP=0.38, F(9,210) = 12.43, p < 0.0001). Unlike the extravert
and the neurotic, the psychotic showed a general disinterest in
i nt er personal / conmuni cation utility notives for using the
Internet. The only interpersonal/conmrunication nmeasure
associated with those scoring high on psychoticismwas a
di sregard for Internet as a nediumto “| eave nessages”

(beta = -1.12).

Those scoring high on P reported nore di verse usage
notives, including pass tinme (“to pass tinme away,” beta = 1.08),
nudi ty and pornography web sites (beta = 0.79), and file-sharing
services (beta = 0.50). Psychotics disregard using the Internet
for fun (beta - -1.83), using it to ook for information (beta =
-1.10), and to participate in nmulti-user domains (beta = -0.83).

Finally, the nodel denonstrates the psychotic’s interest in
| earni ng about what could happen to hinlherself (“so | can |earn
about what could happen to ne,” beta = 0.81), but a disinterest
as to what could happen to others (“so | can |l earn about what is
happening in the world,” beta = -0.75).

Unli ke neuroticism no sex effect was evident for high P

scorers.



Tabl e 3

Psychoticismand Internet Usage Mtives: L

near Equation Foll ow ng Stepw se Regression

ltem Par anet er St andard Model F
esti mate error
Sex 1.06 0.71 0.09 2. 24
To | eave nessages -1.12 0. 34 0. 16 11. 15**
Because it passes tine away 1.08 0. 28 0. 22 14, 3***
Because it’s fun -1.83 0. 43 0. 27 17.92**
To | ook for information -1.10 0. 46 0. 29 5. 68*
Nudi t y/ Por nogr aphy 0.79 0. 26 0. 32 9.57*
So | can |l earn about what can happen to ne 0.81 0. 28 0.34 8. 20*
Mul ti-user donains -0.83 0. 32 0. 35 6. 96*
Fi | e-sharing services 0.50 0. 20 0. 37 6. 39*
So | can |l earn about what is happening the -0.75 0. 36 0. 38 4. 27*
wor | d
| nt er cept 62. 47 4.43 198. 59**

Note. Sex was coded as a dummy variable (-1 fenmal e,
*p<0. 05 **p<0. 001.

and -1 nal e).
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Di scussi on

Personality and Internet Use

I n accordance to their outgoing and sociable qualities, and
research expectations, extraverts seened to reject the Internet
as a substitute for human contact. H gh E scorers did not see
the Internet as a “confortable” nmediumto comuni cate and
socialize with other. Wen using the Internet as a nedi ated
i nt er personal conmmuni cati on nmedi um the extravert reported a
desire to voice an opinion, rather than to seek support or
escape | oneliness. Mreover, those scoring high on extraversion
seemto use the Internet for instrunmental purposes, such as
research and nmusi ¢ downl oads, while using nore common | nternet
tools, such as the web browser. Interestingly, extraverts reject
using the Internet to view nainstream news (no association
bet ween extraverts and interactive or alternative news is
evident). This is consistent with Weaver (2001), in that
extraverts rejected the nost traditional notives associated with
tel evision view ng, including information.

These findings conflict, in part, with those reported by
Hanburger & Ben-Artzi (2000), in that here, extraverts did not
report a strong interest in “randomsurfing” or “sex web sites.”
These characteristics seemto be nore closely related to those

scoring high in the psychoticismscale. It nust be acknow edged
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that in their exploratory study, Hanburger & Ben-Artzi made use
of an older inventory (EPI; Eysenck Personality Inventory) that
does not neasure the psychoticismscale.

The data shows that those scoring high on the psychoticism
scal e coul d be described as using the Internet for nore

alternative or deviant purposes, rejecting the idea of using it

for "fun.” High P scorers show a preference for web sites

di spl ayi ng pornography and nudity, while making use of file-
sharing, as opposed to nusic-sharing services. This is an

i nportant distinction for a nunber of reasons. First, nusic-
sharing has becone a popul ar service for college students, who
are benefited by |arge-bandw dth connections, exploring free and
fast access to a variety of nusic files (e.g. MP3). Wile
sharing nusi c has becone al nost mainstream file-sharing is nost
commonly connected with the distribution of pirated software,

vi deos, images, and other illegally-distributed, copyrighted
material. Secondly, file-sharing services listed as exanples in
the questionnaire (e.g. Giutella network) point to nore

sophi sticated applications than those under the rmnusic-sharing

| abel (Appendix B). The preference for defiant, or non-

mai nstream content, was al so evidenced in other nedia studies

(Weaver, 1991; Weaver, Brosius, & Mundorf, 1993; Robi nson,

Weaver, & Zillmann, 1996; Waver, 2001).
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Unl i ke Weaver (2001), who studied television use, the
present study finds that those scoring high on psychoticismuse
the Internet as a nediumto pass tinme. Wile this finding m ght
seem contradi ctory at first, psychotics could clearly find in
the Internet a much nore chall enging and satisfying pass tine
medi um t han tel evi sion.

I nteracti ons between psychotici sm and interpersonal/
communi cation needs were limted to a rejection of the Internet
as a nediumto “l eave nessages.” Though high P scorers reported
using the Internet “to | earn about what could happen to ne,”
they also rejected the need to ook for information or to learn
about what is happening in the world. Though this inherent
disinterest in society and rebellious attitude is a
characteristic of the psychotic (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985;
Zuckerman et al., 1988), a need to | earn about potential threats
could be closely related to the deviant, and perhaps, illegal
activities the psychotic m ght engage in. The Internet allows
for far nore “policing” of activity than other media, such as
tel evision. By |ooking at conputer |logs and activity reports,
one could “trace” a user’s action online. Perhaps the high P
scorer, in an attenpt to | earn about “what could happen,” is
perform ng an act of self-preservation, nore than worryi ng about

t he consequences of their actions.
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Unl i ke those scoring high on psychoticism high N scorers
denonstrated a need for information and bel ongi ng. Neurotics
showed a preference for alternative news, as opposed to
“mai nstreanf or “interactive” news, perhaps evidencing the need
to seek novel, uncommon information, beyond that to be found in
mai nstream news. Taken together with their need to be inforned

“about what could happen to nme,” the need for information could
be understood as an attenpt to bal ance the anxiety and
insecurity that the neurotics experience. These findings
partially conflict with those presented by Tuten & Bosnjak
(2001). The authors found a weak but significant correlation
bet ween neuroticismand “learning, reference, and education”
websites. A direct contrast of these findings is troublesone, in
that the category neasured by the authors concatenate a variety
of web site categories (learning, reference, and education) into
on nmeasure. Unlike here, the authors found no association
bet ween “current events and news” websites and neuroticism
These results agree with findings on tel evision research by
Weaver (1991), but disagree with those reported by Hanburger &
Ben-Artzi (2000). Nevertheless, it nust be considered that the
“information services” factor utilized by the authors of the
|atter study was conprised of “work” and “study rel ated
information,” rather than “news” which is nost |ikely unrel ated

to work or study information seeking.
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It was hypot hesi zed that neurotics would report using the
I nternet for communication and interpersonal notives. The
results suggest a paradox: neurotics turn to the Internet when
they are lonely, and in order to belong to a group, but do not
make use of text nmessaging tools (interpersonal/group
comruni cation), or to engage in discussions (the negative
associ ati on between neuroticismand instant nessagi ng agrees
with findings by Swickert et. al [in press]). Wile these
findings mght appear contradictory at first, an exam nation of
the neurotics’ perception of the Internet as a conmuni cation
medi um t hrough the |l ens of social presence and nedia richness
t heories m ght prove particularly insightful.

Soci al presence theory stipulates that comrunication mnedia
differ in respect to their ability to convey both verbal and
non-verbal cues in a comruni cative exchange in order to convey
t he cl oseness (presence) of individuals engaging in
communi cation (Short, et al., 1976). Social presence is neasured
by the inherent qualities of the medium (what it affords) and an
i ndi vi dual s perception of the conmuni cative act when the nmedi um
is used (situational factors). Social presence is typically
mar ked by scal es such as “unsoci abl e-soci abl e, insensitive-
sensitive, cold-warm and inpersonal -personal” (Short et al.
1976, p.66). The theory suggests then, that individuals wll

choose to conmuni cate through a nediumthat permts the desired
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| evel of social presence, depending on the chosen task (i.e.
i nformati onal exchange, argunentation).

Medi a richness theory suggests that nedia differ based on
their ability to transfer information content. A brochure, or a
paper nmeno woul d be considered a | ean nmedium suited for the
delivery of unequi vocal nessages (where the procedure is known
but limted information is available), but less effective as a
mediumto treat equivocal tasks (resolve personal conflicts). A
richer medium (i.e. face to face) would be nore suitable for
such problem solving interactions since it permts a variety of
visual, verbal, and non-verbal cues to be exchanged.
Essentially, nedia richness theory suggests that information
will best be transmitted by a nediumthat matches the
communi cative requirenents (Trevino, Lengel & Daft, 1987;
Savol ai nen, 1999).

No consi stent scale of nmedia richness or social presence
exi st, though generally, face-to-face is recogni zed as having
hi gher social presence and richness, followed by video and audi o
nmedi a (tel ephone, television, video conferencing), text-based
el ectroni c comuni cation (instant nessaging, text chat, e-nmail)
and paper-based nedia (Short et al, 1976; Trevino, Lengel, &
Daft, 1987; Rice, 1992; Suh, 1999). Mich of this classification
is due to two constructs: imedi acy of feedback, and synbol

variety. Therefore, face-to-face conmunication, which allows for
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rapi d feedback and a variety of verbal and non-verbal cues,
scored highest. Conputer based communi cation, such as e-mail

has been rated both higher and | ower than paper-based nedia in
different studies (for a review, see Rice, 1992). The anbiguity
in ranking of different media is evident in other studies, which
have al so reported inconsistent results (R ce, 1984; Suh, 1999;
Dennis and Val al i ch, 1999).

It would seemrather intuitive to hypothesize that the
neurotic would prefer to conmunicate through a nedium of |ess
soci al presence and nedia richness, that could offer a safe-
haven fromthe pressures of face-to-face comunication (demand
for rapid response, personal exposure, etc.). The findings of
this study suggest that perhaps, the inconsistent rankings and
results offered by research into nmedia richness and soci al
presence could be due to the neurotic’s avoi dance of various
medi a for comruni cative purposes (not only those with high
soci al presence/nedia richness), particularly because it is not
only a safe haven for the receiver, but also for the sender. In
ot her words, because people mght feel nore confortabl e speaking
in an online environnment, they mght also be nore prone (feel
nore at ease) to starting argunents, show ng disdain, or openly
of fending others, without the restraint that would take place in
face-to-face contact. Studies have denonstrated an increased

| evel of wuninhibited behavior in a computer-nedi ated
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comuni cation environnent, including a decrease in conformty,
and an increase in personal attacks/flamng (for a review, see
Connel I, Mendel sohn, Robins, & Canny, 2001).

The anxi ety and apprehensi on that characterize high N
scorers mght translate into an avoi dance of all comrunication
As Weaver (1998) describes, neurotics m ght perceive thensel ves
as easily falling into a “spiral of m scomrunication” (p. 113),
because they judge thensel ves i nadequate communi cators (cf.
Coupl and, Gles, & Wenann, 1991, p. 13) Therefore, neurotics
m ght attenpt to avoid discussions or interactions that could

|l ead to confrontation, argunents, or other “negative” outcones.

Usability and Personality

The results suggest that a difference exists in the pattern
of Internet usage anong individuals of different personality
types. The data denonstrates that those scoring high in
extraversi on have | ess conputer experience, and nmakes use of
nore conmon Internet tools, such as the Wrld Wde Wb and
musi c-sharing. Software designed for the extravert user should
enphasi ze a goal oriented use of the Internet, perhaps designed
to contain a smaller set of tools and options, not necessarily
cont ai ned under a “novi ce” node, but rather, one that enphasizes

nmore instrunmental, and | ess exploratory use.
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Neurotics, who turn to the Internet for conmunicative and
communal purposes, do not seemto nake use of current instant
messagi ng prograns. Wiile we can only conjecture as to why this
is so, an exam nation of the roots of this inconsistency is
called for. The negative relationship and text nessaging
prograns could reside in the design of popul ar instant nessagi ng
prograns, which include too many features and gadgets, deviated
fromsinple text-based communi cation (phone, groups, chat,
shoppi ng, web exposure). This “creeping featurisn could strike
a negative chord with the neurotic’s anxiety and avoi dance of
conpl exity.

Contrasting with both the neurotic and extravert, those
scoring high on psychoticismseemto have a taste for nore
devi ant and advanced applications, also using the Internet to
sinply pass tine. A nore feature-rich application allow ng for
expl oration and unusual or unique environnents m ght appeal to
the high P scorer.

Though the application and investigation of such findings
is beyond the scope of this paper, this analysis suggests that
usability researchers can benefit frominvestigating user’s
personality types in order to create custom zed interfaces
(Kostov & Fukuda, 2001). The exploratory nature of this study
limts the ability to nake sweeping generalizations as to the

exact prograns and features used by those of different
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personal ity types. Neverthel ess, the data pattern suggests that
a conprehensi ve nodel of Internet usage can be attained by
further research into specific application areas (e.g. design of
web pages, nenu structure preferences).

The know edge that users of a specific personality type
prefer one type of Internet application over another, and use
the Internet for different reasons, should encourage designers
to expand the concept of usability to include the conplexities
of human personality. For exanple, Nielsen (2000) asserts that a
usability study with five users (identified as anyone who wil |
make use of the system can detect nost usability shortcom ngs
in a system He further suggests that when a system has several
di stinct groups of users (such as children and parents, nales
and females), there will still be “great simlarities between
t he observations fromthe two groups.” The data fromthis study
suggests that inspecting denographic differences (such as age
and sex) are not sufficient to fully understand the user
experience. Wile a great nunber usability oversights m ght be
uncovered by inspecting five actual users, one nust expand this
definition to include individual differences, such as
personality types (see Shnei dernman, 2000).

We can no longer Iimt ourselves to chose a random
sel ection of users during tests. This does not necessarily nean

that nore participants should be investigated in a usability
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test. What is suggested instead is that the software designer
shoul d attenpt to include a user of each personality type in
usability testing. This could be a first step in directing us

toward uni versal usability (Shneiderman, 2000).
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Concl usi on

Taken together, the results clearly suggest a pattern of
di fferences between each personality type and Internet usage and
usage notives. Al as, sone caveats nust be acknow edged. Wile an
extensive list of web and Internet applications was used
(Appendi x B, Appendi x B), the ever-expandi ng nature of the
Internet allows for an even greater list of itens to be
i ncluded. Wiile other neasures could have been included here,
only the nost salient and preval ent were incorporated, for the
sake of questionnaire conpletion tine.

Also, this study relied on self-reported neasures of usage
and “perceptions” of usage notives, which m ght not reflect
actual behavior and usage patterns. A nore reliable nmeasure of
| nt ernet program preference m ght be investigated
experinmentally, allowing users to select an application froma
list of available prograns (e.g. Instant nessagi ng, web browser,
online ganes, e-nmail), and anal yzing patterns of program
preference according to different personality types. Another
alternative could include diaries, given to pre-selected P, E
and N participants, used to record daily Internet use (for a
criticismof this nmethod see Ang, 1991).

As highlighted previously, other trait typol ogi es exi st,
and nerit investigation. A five-factor nodel of personality has

been suggested as an alternative taxonony of personality types.



53

Specifically, the five-factor nodel includes E and N, but
identifies three other dinensions: openness, agreeabl eness, and
consci enti ousness (John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 2001). An
investigation of the relationship between these five factors and
I nternet use could prove instructive, especially when wei ghed
agai nst the results presented above.

Finally, its nust be highlighted that participants in this
study denonstrate substantial experience with the Internet and
conputers, partially due to a university-w de requirenent for
personal conputers, and wi dely avail able Internet connections.
Furt her studies should investigate a wi der Internet user base,
such as newconers and different age groups, in order to verify

the replicability of these results.
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Appendi x A
Tabl e Al

I nternet Mbtives Questionnaire

St at enent

| nt er personal / Communi cation Utility

Because | can avoid neeting/tal king to people

To belong to a group

To express nyself freely

To | et people know what | think

To nmeet new peopl e

To participate in discussions

Because it nakes ne feel less lonely

To read about what other users have to say
Because | feel nore confortable talking to

peopl e online

Because sonetines it's easier to talk online
than to tell people

Because people don't have to be there to
recei ve a nessage

To communi cate with friends and famly
To | eave nessages

When | need to have a short conversation

Because ny friends use it

Because | can say things online | wouldn’'t
normal |y say

T

.11

. 76

.14

.41

. 26

. 38

. 88

.07

.39

. 80

. 95

.21

.24

.11

. 40

. 89

. 96

. 26

.14

. 35

. 50

.21

. 30

. 46

. 54

.05

. 48

. 86

.14

.42

. 63
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St at enent

SD

Entertainment Utility
Because it gives ne sonething to do
Because it passes the tine away
When | have nothing better to do
Wien | just want to get away from everyt hing
When |’ m bored
Because it rel axes ne
Because it cal ns ne down
Because it excites ne
Because it’s thrilling
It’s entertaining
Because | just like to use it
Because it is fun
Because it is enjoyable

Information UWility
To |l ook for information
To see what is out there
To get information for free

Because it’s a new way to do research

.19

.01

. 94

.14

. 89

. 35

. 30

.19

. 67

. 82

. 68

.12

. 83

. 86

. 64

. 05

.81

. 20

.31

. 94

.41

.97

. 37

.21

. 26

.24

. 80

.05

. 94

.73

.37

. 96

. 36

. 40
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St at enent

SD

Information UWility

So that | can | earn about what coul d happen
to nme

So that | can |ean how to do things |I haven’'t
done before

To find information | can’'t find el sewhere

So | can | earn about what is happening in the
wor | d

Because it’'s easy to find things online

Conveni ence

Because | can remai n anonynous

Because | do things online I wouldn't do in
per son

Because it’'s a confortabl e environnent
Because it’s cheaper

Because | can always find a conputer
connected to the | nternet

To purchase products or services

Because it allows nme to do things w thout
| eavi ng ny hone

.92

.31

. 85

. 66

.15

. 80

. 24

.34

.39

.21

.12

. 85

. 29

.02

.39

. 89

. 65

. 26

. 63

. 20

. 54

. 30

.44

. 99



Appendi x B
Tabl e Bl

Usage of Internet-based prograns and services

70

St at enent M SD
E- mai | 8.61 1.08
Newsgr oups 3.15 2.25
Mul ti-user domai ns ( MJD/ MOO) 2.46 1.91
| nt ernet graphi c ganes 4.11 2.48
Musi ¢ sharing services (for exanple: 7.45 2.09
Audi ogal axy, Napster)

File sharing services (for exanple: 5. 47 3.14
Ghut el |l a, Bear Share, Morpheus)

FTP prograns 3.70 2.62
Wb browser 7.92 1.81
G oup chat (for exanple: |IRC 3.37 2.71
Text nessagi ng (for exanple: Instant 8.12 1.99
Messenger, | CQ

Vi deo chat 2.11 2.07
Voi ce/ audi o chat (Internet phone) 2.54 2.20
Internet radio 3.11 2.53
Internet tel evision 2.06 1.82

Note. Participants indicated their responses on 9-point scales (l=never,

5=soneti nmes, 9= al ways).



Appendi x C

Tabl e C1

Usage of Wb based prograns and services

St at enent M SD
Mai nst r eam news 4. 66 2.52
Al ternative news 2.51 2.08
I nteractive news 2.00 1.52
Hacki ng/ cracking sites 1.90 1.82
Governnental sites 3.32 2.17
Shoppi ng 5.40 2.43
Veb- based chat 3. 26 2.49
Conedy 4.12 2.39
Dati ng services 1.60 1. 47
O hers’ personal web pages 4.72 2.52
Nudi t y/ por nogr aphy 3.36 2.79
Musi ¢ downl oads 6. 45 2. 67
| ndustry 4. 37 2.62
Fi | e downl oads 4.70 2.76
Sear ch engi nes 7.98 1.40
Resear ch 5.90 2.39

Note. Participants indicated their responses on 9-point scal es (l=never,

5=soneti nmes, 9= al ways).



EDUCATION

EMPLOYMENT

TECHNOLOGY

GRANTS

TEL AMIEL

tel@vt.edu

PhD Instructional Technology (expected May 2006)
University of Georgia (Athens, Georgia)

M_.A. English, Option in Communication Studies
Virginia Tech (Blacksburg, Virginia)
Overdl GPA —3.70/4.00

Certificate in Human-Computer Interaction, Computer Science

B.A. Communication Studies (August 1996-December 1999)
Concentration — Computer Science

Virginia Tech (Blacksburg, Virginia)

Overdl GPA —3.26/4.00 (In Major — 3.5/4.0)

Online Cour se Development — Public Speaking Basic Course I nitiative

Director (Spring 2002-Summer 2002)

= Initiate the development and design of the ontline component to the university’ s public spesking
course

Public Speaking Teacher

Department of Communications Studies, Virginia Tech

Assigtant (Fall 2000-Present)

= Lecture three classes of twenty students each, meeting twice a week
Instructor (summer | & 11 2001, summer | 2002)

=  Teach three classes of approximately twenty students each, meeting daily

Webmaster (September 1999-M ay 2000)
Department of Communications Studies, Virginia Tech
=  Re-design of the departmenta web system; web server manager

Computer Laboratory Manager (September 1997-M ay 2000)
Corporate Research Center, Blacksburg, VA
=  Assg sudentswith technicad problemsin various software (PC/MAC)

Adobe Photoshop, Pagemaker, Acrobat

Macromedia Dreamweaver, Coldfusion, Freehand, Authorware, lllustrator
HTML, Clipper, COBOL, XHTML

Internet, word processing, spreadsheets, presentation software

PC, Macintosh, UNIX Workstations

Cabell Brand Center for International Poverty and Resource Studies
[www.CBCenter.org]

VirginiaMuseum of Natural History - $500 (Spring 2001)

=  Multimedia presentation

Seek Education, Explore, Discover (SEEDS) - $500 (Fall 2001)

= Online community and computer-mediated-communication



HONORS

AFFILIATIONS

SERVICE-LEARNING

Ed Ewing Service Award (2000)

=  Depatment of Communication Studies
Academic Dean’sList

= Fall 1998, Spring 1999, Fall 1999
The Order of the Gavel (1998-1999)
= Campus-wide leadership honor society

National Communication Association (Fall 2001-Pr esent)

Laboratory for the Study of Human Thought and Action (LSHTA)
[http://shta.vt.edu]

Research Assgtant (January 2000- Present)

= Research projectsin communication and human computer interaction

Communication Studies Graduate Student Council (CSGSC)
Founding President (Fall 2000- Present)
=  Representative to communication sudies graduate students at Virginia Tech

Council of International Student Organizations (Cl SO)

President (August 1998-1999)

=  Save asthe representative for the internationa community on campus
=  Coordinate mgjor campus events, including International Week

Public Relations Officer (August 1997-1998)
=  Publicity for mgor campus events

Cranwdl International Center — Virginia Tech (Fall 2001)
[http:/Awww.uusavt.edu/cranwell]
=  Webste re-design and development of online guide for internationd students

Seek Education, Explore, Discover (SEEDS) (Spring 1999)

[http:/Avww.seedsguys.org]
=  Publicity design for SEEDS Kenya Immerson Program

VOLUNTEER WORK  Layout Designer (Fall 1999/Fall 2001)

LANGUAGES

REFERENCES

= QOccasiond Word — Communication Studies Alumni Newdetter

Orientation Leader (Fall 1997-Present)

=  Hepincoming internationd students

Portuguese: Native
English; Huent
Spanish: Conversationd
Chinese: Badc

Available Upon Request





