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A framework for studying differences in
people’s digital media uses

Introduction

Information technologies have become a staple of adolescents’ lives with young people
among the most connected in countries that have seen high levels of Internet and cell
phone diffusion by the first decade of the 21* century (Livingstone and Bober 2004;
National Telecomsunications and Information Administration 2004). However,
merely knowing various digital media’s rates of use savs littfe about how young
people are incorporating 1 into their everyday lives. Ignoring nuanced measures of
use, itis difficult to determine whether digital media are leveling the playing field for
youth or whether they are raising new barriers for some while advantaging the societ-
al positions of others. While many have sugpested that we must move past the binary
classification of haves and have-nots when it comes to information technology uses,
few have offered a detailed conceptual framework for such an undertaking, one that
can then inform empirical studies of usage differences. This chapter considers the
various demains in which users of the Internet may possess different levels of know-
how. In addition to presenting the conceptual framework, it also draws on unique
data about a diverse group of young people’s Internet uses to illustrate existing diffe-
rences along the lines of the discussed dimensions.

Refined approaches to the digital divide

Initial work looking at differences in the Internet’s diffusion looked at the so-called
“digital divide” focusing on a binary classification of haves and have-nots regar-

* The author would like to thank Brigid Barron, Greg Duncan, Karen Mossbherger and Connle Yo-
well for helpful conversations on this topic, Ann Feldman and Tom Moss for supporting the study
at UIC, and Laurell Sims, Dan Li, Vanessa Pineda and Erika Priestlev for assistance with data
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Foundation, the Northwestern University Research Grants Conunittee, the Noriliwestem School of
Communication Innevation Fund and the Nerihwestern Department of Comimunication Research
Fund for their support.
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ding digital technologies (for a review, see DiMaggio et al. 2004)_. Findings from
the first investigations showed that while the Internet was diffusing to an increa-
sing number of users, the spread of the medinm happened at ime.qu?.l raies depﬁ%l—
ding on the population segment (Bimber 2000; Bucy 2000_; Hargitta 2()()3; Hargit-
tai 2004b; Loges and Juag 2001; NTIA 2000; 2004; SDI‘I‘IS 2001; Wilhelm 2000).
Moving the agenda forward, recent work has increasmgly.broadfened thg research
program to focus on refined meastres of access a%ld use mcludmg‘qualuy of ac-
cess, context and intensity of use, types of utilization and user abilities (Attew»i.:ﬂ
2001; Bonfadelli 2002; Bunz 2004; DiMaggio et al. 2004; Hargittai 2002; Ha%glt-
tai 2004b; Howard, Rainie and Jones 2001; Katz and Rice 2002; Mossberger, Tol-
bert and Stansbury 2003; van Dijk 2005; Warschauer 2003; Wellman :_3t al. 2002).
In these investigations, the differences are no Ionge.r consi_dered as a dichotomous
property; rather, they exist on a spectrum. In fact, Dnggglo ‘et. al. (2004} advocate
the use of the term “digital inequality” instead of “digital le.ldE” .to rnrzﬁect.m.or‘e
accurately the varying levels of use and their potential social 1mp%1c.at1(?ns. In t?us
chapter, [ continue the tradition of exploring refined measures of dlg,ltgl mequalﬁy.
In particular, I focus on ways in which differences in users’ un@erstandmg of onlm‘e
tools and services may encourage or hinder the extent to which people can opti-
mally benefit from their use of digital media. _ N
Refined data about average users” online behavior show that while some ac.twb
ties are pearly universal (e.g. the majority of users say t.hey have sent or received
email), many activities are a much less common practice (Ma(%dep 2003). Even
activities in which a large proportion of users engages are not distributed equally
among people depending on their background characterx_sncs. For example, on the
aggregate, one study found that eighty percent of American users have looked fi or
some type of health-related information online (Fox 2005). However, once_thts
activity is broken down by type of user, we find that 87 percent of those Withj a
hroadband connection at home sought some health infomlahqn on the Web, while
only 72 percent of those with a home dial-up connection dl(i. 80, Alsf), Internet
veterans (in the case of Fox’s study people who have b.een online for six ot m(;re
years) are considerably more likely to have engaged in such an activity (86%)
compared to those who have 2-3 years of online experience ‘(66%}. ?‘hese ﬁgures
suggest that certain attributes of users’ Internet-related experiences (i-e. quaht}_/ of
connection, history of Web use) influence the types of activities they pursue online.
Of course, more refined analyses are necessary o draw conclusions about the
independent effect of any particular facior on people’s online engagements. In‘ the
above case, those who started using the Internet later and who do not have high-
speed connections at home may differ from others in various ways {(c.g. lower
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income, fower education), which may then be related to their propensity to search
for health information in the first place. Nonetheless, these relationships are im-
pottant to note and suggest that growth in basic user statistics does not necessarily
mean that everybody is taking advantage of the medium in similar ways. Since
those who have become users in the vecent past are not equivalent in demographics
to early adopters, uses by veteran status may differ not only due to different levels
of experience, but as a result of differences in user attributes as well.

As the amount of information oniine has grown exponentially over the years,
the need for tools to sift through the material and keep track of updates has gotten
larger. Search engines and portal sites have evolved to meet some of the needs of
users in this more complex environment (Hargittai 2004a), nonetheless, they still
require a certain level of understanding and skill for efficient uses (Hargittai 2002).
Although, the Internet offers information on every imaginable topic, it is easy to
get lost in the vastness of resources and not always trivial to find that special nug-
get of material of particular interest to the user. 1fthose in need of certain types of
material are unable to find it, the mere availability of the content will not aide
them. Moreover, increases in volume have also meant the rising presence of incor-
rect information {whether inaceuraie intentionally or not) and scams. Evaluating
the credibility of online content itself poses a challenge to the utility one might be
able fo derive from time spent online.

Thus, people’s ability to find desired types of information and their capacity to
evalfuate the credibility of the material they come across compose an important

part of the medium’s potential to contribute {o people’s everyday needs and well-
being, and ultimately improve their life chances. Conversely, the lack of ability in
these domains may disadvantage others. A nuanced approach to digital inequality
takes a critical look at how people are able to benefit from digital media once they
have gained access (o them. The following section breaks down the realms in which
advanced know-how is necessary for informed participation in the digital world.

Informed User Participation

Differential know-how and practices have the potential to fragment users and per-
petuate existing social inequalities, As discussed above, nuanced measures ol use
arc necessary to delineate exactly how different people may benefit to varying
degrees from their engagement with digital media. Tn order to know what diffe-
renices to observe and track empirically, it is important to have a conceptual frame-
work for the types of ways in which digital media uses may diverge across users.
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This section presents an eleven-item list that encompasses numerous ways in which
people’s online activities and know-how may differ. All gf these aspects of use may
contribute to differences in onine abilities and thereby hinder those who lack them
and advantage those who possess them. o

The following items contribute to users’ ability to make '{h@ most of thf:n’ time
spent online. While these categories are not mutually gxciuslye, j{lley fall n"xto va-
rious substantively distinct domains that are worthy of investigation on their own,
Studies can focus on just one or two of these dimensions, or they may attempt to
encompass most or all of them. The latter approach allows fo_r comparisons across
the domains. The focus on just a few enables more in-depth investigations, howe-
ver, so both may lead to valuable insights. . '

The description of each point below is not meant to be an exh'austwe elaborati-
on of what types of activities fall under the respective heac?mgs. The gxamples are
just meant as illustrations to guide the reader in understanding the various domains
of know-how. Moreover, while cases mainly focus on use of the Internet on a per-
sonal computer, they also apply to the use of other digital media such as PDAS gnd
cell phones, platforms that are becoming increasingly common fo? communicaling
with others as well as accessing and sharing content. Finally, while many of Ehes'e
factors are relevant with respect to the use of other media as well, the focus here is
on developments of the last decade in the digital landscape.

1. Effective and safe ways of communicating with others

While basic email communication may seem simple, a sophisticated approach to
exchanging messages with others involves more than simply km)“fving how {0 com-
pose and send a note to another user. Rather, issucs fror.n profe.?swnai_lsm to priva-
cy all have to be taken into consideration when managing one’s e;r.un% exchanges.
Potential concerns range from writing a clear subject line that maxinizes chances
of receiving a response to not divulging too much information in certain types of
interactions. . ‘

One particular feature of email that is unknown to many s the option to copy
multiple recipients blindly —or “becing” a list of people — when sending out a note.
There are occasions when one might want to send out the same message to several
people, but it is not advisable for everyone to see all other peop}e’s names on jthc
fist. Anexample of such a situation may concern applicants to a jobwho are b_emg
emailed in bulk. Ttis not possible to maintain confidentiality in such a case ifall
recipients are included in the “cc” line, the one that makes ait addresses visible to
all others on the list. Nonetheless, such mistakes are common and lead to embar-
rassment on behalf of both the sender and some of the recipients.
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2. Knowledge of how to contribute fo group conversations and share content

One of the unique aspects of online communication as compared to more traditional
media is that users can contribute their own opinions and content much more easily
than in many other domains. Such contributions can best be grouped into two rela-
tively distinct although not necessarily mutually exclugive categories: (1) commen-
ting in response to material created and shared by others; and (2) posting one’s own
content for others to access. While the Tnternet makes such contributions much more
straight forward than other media, effective communication and participation still
presupposes some skills.

Some recent developments in Internet services are good examples of this point.
Users may read blogs, but it is an additionat step to know that leaving a comment is
an option. Also, users may consult sites that are compiled by numerous people (e.g.
wikis lilke Wikipedia), but knowing how to edit a page on such a site is a whole other
step in the process with which many are not familiar.

1t is also possible to take a more active role in this realm, but enly for those who
possess certain necessary skills. For example, users may create mailing lists or entire
Web sites with adjoining forums dedicated to a topic of interest. There are lots of
opportunities for this online (whether within a particular site such as the photo-sha-
ring site Flickr or less structured out on the open Web through, for example, Yahoo!
Groups or Google Groups), but different users are not equally aware of them nor
would they necessarily know how to navigate such services.

3. Knowledge about and use of tools

In addition to services such as blogs and wikis that all have their own particular
systems, there are additional tools available to users nowadays that allow more
efficient navigation of online content (and beyond). From feed readers (e.g. Blog-
lines) to social bookmarking sites (e.g. del.icio.us), new tools are allowing sophi-
sticated users to employ a multitude of approaches to finding and following online
content. Similarly, additions to software {in some cases free software, e.g. Firefox)
also improve considerably upon certain navigational practices. For example, ex-
tensions to the Firefox browser program make all sorts of functionalities accessi-
ble at the click of a button. For example, a user can create an image snapshot of the
entire Web page on the screen for archiving purposes — as opposed to an image of
simply what is viewable in the browser window —, or a user can render Web pages

differently from their original layout, but many of these functionalities do not come

bundled with the software and so users need to know how they can find extensions

of interest and what they have to do to the program to implement them.
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4. Knowledge of what is available online

When encountering a question in everyday life, how fikely is a user to realize that
answers to the question are likely available online? While some users may automa-
ticaily turn to the Web no matter the type of information, ot_hers may only think to
look for answess online in particular instances. These queries can range from fac-
tual informatjon to opinion pieces, from contact ini"ormalio_n to free tools anci‘ ser-
vices. For example, would it occur to all users that sophm%zcaled photo-editing
programs exist online that can be obtained free legally (e.g. Gimp)? Do users know\
about afternate liceasing schemes for content that allows non—commer.mal use of
material for free (e.g. Creative Commons licenses)? Would alt users think to look
online for legally free copies of entire books (e.g. Alice in Wonderland) beforc
proceeding to purchase a copy in a store (whether oniine or not}? Thes‘e questions
all concern a user’s know-how about what is even possible before taking the next

step of searching for it.

5. Ability to find content

Once a user recognizes that it is worth looking online fora part%cx_ﬂar type qf con-
tent, the next step concerns finding this content in the chaos of billions and biflions
of Web pages. Although search engines have improved over the vears tremendous-
ly, they are far from being able to guess the exact intentions of a user and therefore
particular skills are required on the past of the user to find the sough‘t aftmj content,
especially on topics that are less mainstrean. For example, finding the erail .addr.ess
of a person is not always trivial, especially if it is for a person whose name is fairly
common and the person is Jess prominent online.

6. Efficiency in Web navigation

Being able to find material on the Web is one thing, doing so'eﬂj:cif:nt[y is another.
Many people lead busy lives that do notallow for much time in front of the compu-
ter. When fhat is the case, a user cannot spend too much time on any one query. If
relevant results do not start showing up in response to various initial clicks and
queries, the user might abandon the task and may seek the desired intormation
using another method altogether (e.g. going and talking to someone) that may ot
may not result in a satisfactory outcome and may take even longer to a.chleve.
Refined information-seeking skills are necessary to find content quickly. For ex-
ample, knowing how to exclude terms from a search canbe 'imporrant in the case of
ambiguous queries (i.e. where the termmay have multiple mear_ung_s), but few people
know that typing a hyphen right before a word (no spaces) will yield such a resuit.
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7. Ability to assess source and message credihility

With the growing potential to make money online, more and more content provi-
ders — and in some cases outright scammers — have flooded the network. On occa-
sion intentionally, in others by accident, the content a user encounters is not neces-
sarily correct. There are several steps involved in dealing with such a situation.
First, users have to recognize that cases of misinformation exist online and they
should not take for granted material they see on the Web, After recognizing that
online content may not always reflect quality content, users need to know how to
collect information about the source of material to determine whether it is legiti-
mate. This is not always a trivial undertaking.

These skills are important not only while users are out on the open Web, but
alse while they are checking their email. Lots of scams come through on email and
people must recognize that email messages cannot be trusted inherently either.
From requests for help originating across the globe to notifications about a neces-
sary password change on the user’s account, users are often bombarded with de-
ceitful messages. One indication of many users’ inability to stop and consider email
content is the prevalence of people forwarding chain messages that contain not-
hing but hoaxes and often unnecessary and imsubstantiated ramors about situati-
ons supposedly in need of assistance. Both the belief that these are real crises and
the assumption that forwarding an email will help such a situation suggest a lack of
critical approach to messages on behalf of users.

8. Understanding of privacy issues

Online services have becotne increasingly sophisticated in tracking the actions of
their users. But to what extent do people realize these practices and are they aware
of the particular types of technologies that are making their actions ever-more track-
able? Do people consciously think about not divulging too much information while
they swf the Web? This issue raises concerns not oaly in the realms of financial
life {e.g. the loss of one’s credit card information), but also in the realm of political
and religious expression and the domain of health, just to name a few.

Options certainly exist for restricting the amount of information that sites and
companies collect about users, but one has to possess a certain level of know-how to
{1) recognize that there is an issuc that needs to be addressed; and (2) know where to
turn — what tools or actions — to protect oneself. While there are a myriad of ways in
which unwanied junk matl may end up in users” mailboxes, some of the reasons can
be traced back to users’ actions easily. However, not being aware of how these things
happen, users continue to engage in actions that do not serve their best interests.
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In another example, many users seem to have a false sense of anonymity vai]e
online. People have been known to lose jobs over divul ging too much informaﬁon
in settings where anonymity was assumed incosrectly. While users can take steps
to minimize the traceability of their onfine actions, how many are aware of the
necessary steps to do this well and how many realize that being completely anony-
mous is nearly impossible?

9. Understanding of security issues

Related to the previous point is the question of security. Not divulging tqo much
information is essential to maintaining the security of sensitive information. Do
users stop to think about the context of, for example, a message thjat requests con-
fidential information from them? If everyone was aware of these issues and care-
fisl as a consequence then phishing emails — messages that pretend to be from a
reputable source to extract confidential information from USeTs - wou i(_i not Ieaq to
people giving up their passwords to Web sites that contain private infotmation
suech as bank accounts.

10. Knowledge of where and how.to seek assistance with questions

No matter one’s level of user sophistication, it is unlikely that users exist who do
not, al least on occasion, require some assistance with an online service, a search,
or a tool to contribute to conversations. Lots of options exist on the Web to seek
assistance from other users, however, these opportunities are not always obv?ous.
From the serious to the trivial, communities have come together to offer insights
on each others’ queries. Some of these are more reliable than others. Bui many
provide valuable information often for free. Examples includg Yahoo! Answers for
any topic imaginable to a very specialized site solely f001151ng on the use’ of one
spreadshect application, MrExcel.com. But in order to benefit from p?hea‘s kﬂo_w-
how, usets have to cither know about these options or have the ability to realize
such communities exist (see #4 above) and know how to find them (as per #5

above).

11. Customization

More and more services are allowing customization by users, This feature has beep
around since the early days of the Web with one prominent example the personali-
zed home pages that big portals provided to their users. One cquid get weatl‘uer,
stock, sports, movie information plus quick access to one’s email account on just
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one page. These services have continued to expand and many others nowadays
give users the option of creating customized rules to meet their particular needs.
For example, mail applications allow users to configure spam filters or filters to
organize incoming email messages upon their arrival. Feed readers are another
example, giving users the opportunity to follow numerous sources of information
through just one interface. While available to al} users, many of these services have
not scen mass diffusion. As with every other dimension mentioned here, certain
levels of skili are necessary to take advantage of these services so those who lack
thein are much less likely to adopt them and benefit from their assistance.

Some of the above areas have seen considerable investigation by scholars (e.g. on
information seeking) while others remain largely unexplored. Moreover, many rela-
ted studies limit their scope to convenience samples of college students leading to
results with limited generalizability. Additionally, many such projects do not collect
detailed data on users” background characteristics making it impossible to consider
how observed variation about online abilities relates to users’ atiributes. These short-
comings of the existing corpus of work in this realm limit our understanding of how
skill factors relate to questions of social inequality, which is why gathering data on
these dimensions in conjunction with user background characteristics is essential.
The next section draws on precisely such data to illustrate briefly the types of diffe-
rences by user attributes that we find regarding some online abilities.

Differences in Young People’s Internet Uses

To illustrate that users do, in fact, differ on the usage dimensions discussed above,
this section provides empirical evidence from a unique data set. Findings presen-
ted here are based on data collected by the author in February-March, 2006, A
survey was administered to a diverse group of students at the University of Illinois,
Chicago, an urban public research university in the United States, Participating
students were all enrolled in the one required class on campus: the Firs(-Year Wri-
ting Program. Given that this course is required of all students, surveying this group
poses no selection bias concerning the university’s student population.

College students offer the ideal population to study differential IT uses given
their high — often 100 percent - connectivity levels and frequent uses of the medi-
um. Does ubiquitous connectivity mean ever-increasing skills and intense partici-
pation or do differences in abilities and contributions remain even when we control
for access to the medium? This data set allows us to address these questions and
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illustrate differential know-how regarding some of the skill dimensions discussed
in the previous section.

The data presented here represent 1,160 first-year students who took the sur-
vey. Table 1 includes some descriptive statistics about the demographics of the
group suggesting considerable divetsity in socio-economic background and aca-
demic achievements while largely comirolling for age. Table 2 includes some infor-
mation about the sample’s IT access and uses. The figures in Table 2 clearly sug-
gest that this is very much a wired generation given the number of years the avera-
ge user has been online, how frequently students use the Internet, the number of
locations of access and high levels of computer and cell phone ownership. Conse-
quently, nuanced measures of use are especially relevant since basic measures of
use may obfuscate very real differences in actual usage and skill and do not allow
us to distinguish too much among sample respondents. Looking at such a wired
group of users allows us to control for basic access to digital media and focus on
details of use and know-how instead.

Previous work has shown that measures of a respondent’s self-perceived online
ability is not an optimal proxy for actual skills (Hargittai 2005) with particulgr
concerns about the gender bias in such measures (Hargittai and Shafer 2006).
Therefore, in addition to presenting figures about self-perceived skill, we also look
at other variables that indicate various levels of online know-how.

‘When asked what level of expertise they consider themselves to possess, 6.4
percent of the sample indicated to be not at all or not very skilled, 52.2 percent
claimed to be fairly skifled, 33.0 percent believed themselves Lo be very skilled and
the remaining 8.5 percent thought of themselves as experts. While not an optimal
proxy for actual skills, these measures do give us an idea of how college students
think about their online abilities. Insofar as attitude infiuences activity, this measure
is worthy of note since it suggests that some people approach their online activities
with much more confidence than others. Self-perceived Internet skill is positively
correlated, at a statistically significant level, with parental education and performance
on the college entrance exam (as measured by the American College Testing score).

Attitudinal differences may translate into variations in online bebavior especi-
ally regarding what types of activities a user may attempt. In that sense, itis valua-
ble to note that there is considerable variance in how students perceive their Inter-
net user skills and that this perception is not randomly distributed among study
participanis. In particular, those from less privileged backgrounds and with I(')wer
academic aptitude are more skeptical about their online abilities potentially disad-
vantaging them with respect o how they embrace digital media and the extent to
which they derive benefits from them.
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Next, let us consider students’ level of understanding regarding various Fater-
net-refated items. It is valuable to split these terms into two categories signifying
different types of familiarity with the Internet: (13 terms about basic Internet use;
(2} terms describing more recent Web developments. By considering these two
constructs separately, we can disaggregate a more general type of familiarity with
the Internet from a higher-level understanding that concerns recent developments.
Both are measured here using an index variable that was constructed from several
items. These items ask respondents to rank their level of understanding of various
terms on a 3-point scale from no understanding to full undesstanding. These mea-
sures were derived from methods developed in earlier work on proxies for actual
skill measures (Hargittai 2003).

The index measure of basic Internet terms contains the following items: fra-
mes, preference settings, pdf, spam, jpg, bookmark, newsgroup, mp3, and brow-
ser. Cronbach’s alpha for this construct is .88. Not surprisingly, the resulting index
is somewhat skewed with the majority of people scoring high. This is expected
since the terms making up this variable will be familiar to many long-time users,
which is characteristic of this samiple’s majority. The value of this index ranges
from 9-48. Its mean is 32 with 75 percent of respondents scoring a 26 or above.
Nonetheless, some differences are apparent. Moreover, these differences are stati-
stically significantly related to some user aitributes. In particular, students with
lower reported grades, with lower reported college entrance exam scores and with
lower parental educational backgrounds indicate lower levels of understanding
even regarding the understanding of very basic Internet terms. This suggests that
even at the fevel of basic Internet use, a one hundred percent wired group is not on
the same footing when it comes to basic know-how.

The second construct includes terms focusing on more recent Web develop-
ments: bookmarklet, feed reader, malware, mashup, phishing, podcasting, RSS (real
siraple syndication), social bookmarking, tabbed browsing, torrent, tagging, Web
feeds, widget, and wiki. Cronbach’s alpha for this index is .91. This index is also
skewed, although this time in the other direction with the majority of users clai-
ming low levels of understanding. This measure ranges from 14-70 with a mean of
28. In this case, more than 75 percent of respondents got less than half the maxi-
muim score with a value of 34 at the 75" percentile. Similarly to the other variable,
we find a statistically significant positive relationship between this score and some
background variables, namely: parents’ educational background and college ad-
missions test score. Students whose parents have higher educational degrees and
students who score higher on the ACT exam report a higher fevel of familiarity
with recent Web developments. Similarly to observations presented in the previous
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paragraph, these findings again suggest a better position with respect to the Inter-
net for those who are already more privileged. :

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter has been to offer a framework for thinking about and
studying user abilities in our digital world. There are nltiple dimensions along
which users may differ and studying each is irnperative for a more holistic picture
of where inequalities may lie with respect to the new opportunities offered by in-
formation technologies. The following are the dimensions described in detail in
this piece, all periaining to actions performed online: '

Effective and safe ways of communicating with others

Knowledge of how to contribute to group discussions and share content

1

2

3. Knowledge about and use of tools
4. Knowtledge of what is available

5

Ability to find content
6. Efficiency in Web navigation
7. Ability to assess source and message credibility
8. Understanding of privacy issues
9. Understanding of security issues
10. Knowledge of where and how to seek assistance with questions

11. Customization

These eleven areas all pose both challenges and opportunities {0 users. Those who
possess a high level of familiarity and understanding of each dimension of use
described here will be in a considerably better position to derive benefits from
digital media than those who lack expertise in these domains. In fact, depending on
the extent to which certain users may not appreciate some of the nuances of usage,
they may even suffer negative consequences due to scams and fraud.

As the Internet has matured and has made way for an increasing number of
opportunities, it has also opened up possibilities for deception. The options are
limitless; both in the realm of the geod and in the reatm of the bad especially whiie
traditional institutions such as legal systems take time to catch up with many new
developments. While technical improvements and government policy may address
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some of the above issues, those interventions take time necessitating the need for
an informed user bagse. Whether “Cyberworld Unlimited” tums out to be benefici-
ai for all people, and all youth in particular, will depend on more than mere usage.
Different dimensions of skill will influence the outcome. And since skill seems to
mirror a student’s existing societal position, it is unlikely that benefits will be dis-
tributed equally on their own. Rather, training intervention may be necessary to
provide an equal playing field so all youth have a chance to avoid the pitfalls of the
digital terrain, and instead, have a chance to reap its benefits.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics about the sample

Percentage

Female (N=1,157) 599
Age (N=1,160)

[§:3 67.2

19 30.1

20 and older 27
Parcntal education (N=1,145)

Neither parent has high school degree 7.7

Beoth parents have no more than high schooi 251

degree

One parent has college degree, other does not 235

Rath parents have at least a college degree 27.1
Grades {N=1,138)

Mostly As 201

Ag and Bs 333

Mostly Bs i8.2

Bs and Cs or lower 284
ACT scores {N=030) - analyzed as a continuous
variable

16-19 i12

20-23 19.1

24-27 404

28 and higher 5.3
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Table 2. Basic 1T access & use statistics for sainple participants

Has cell phone (N = 1,]158)

Percentage

Number of years online (N = 1,156}

1-4 10.1

5 22.8

6 or more 67.0
Nuiber of Internet access locations (N = 1,160)

1-2 13.4

3-4 378

5 or more 48.9
Number of Internet use locations (N = 1,160}

1 20.0

2 42.2

3 or more 378
Regular access location has high-speed connection (N = 1,093) 95.2
Uses chat (N = 1,152) 82.3
Uses VolP (N = 1,160} 17.2
Goes online more than once a day (N = 1,138} 837
Owns a computer (faptop or desktop or both) (N =1,160) 98.0

96.6
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Heinz Bonfadelli/Priska Bucher

Alte und neue Medien im Leben von
Jugendlichen mit Migrationshintergrund

Im vorliegenden Beitrag werden der theoretische Hintergrund sowie empirische
Befunde aus einer guantitativen Studie zum Stellenwert von alten und neven Medien
im Leben von Jugendlichen mit Migrationshintergrund, die am IPMZ — Institut fiir
Publizistikwissenschaft und Medienforschung der Universitéit Ziirich durchgefiihrt
worden ist, priisentiert und diskutiert. Die Untersuchung ist Teil eines Schweizeri-
schen Nationalfondsprojekts; sie umfasst zudem einen qualitativen Teil, der von
der Piadagogischen Hochschule Ziirich realisiert worden ist und auf Leitfaden-
gespréichen und Beobachtungen tirkischer Familien basiert.

1. Ausgangsiage
1.1 Gesellschafiliche Fbene

Migration ist ein Phiinomen, das fiir die meisten industrialisierten Lander Europas
speziell sert dem Wirtschaftswachstum nach dem IT. Weltkrieg charakteristisch ist.
In der Schweiz gehért heute jeder dritte Einwohner zu einer Migrationsgruppe
oder hat einen durch Immigration gepriigten Familienhintergrund. Die Migrati-
onsbewegungen und die daraus resultierende Koexistenz zwischen der 50g. ,cin-
heimischen” Bevolkerung und den vielfach als , Fremden® betrachteten Migranten
schaffen soziale Probleme wie Bildungsbenachteiligung, Wertkonflikte oder gar
Rassismus. Und diese Konflikte wiederum haben in letzter Zeit in der Offentlich-
keit vermehrt zu Diskussionen tiber die Fahigkeit und den Willen zur Integration
verschiedener Einwanderungsgruppen gefiihrt. Fingste Anliisse und Beispiele fiir
solche Konflikte sind und waren etwa die Juger dunruhen in den Pariser Vorstid-
ten, die Ermordung des Filmemachers Theo van Gogh in Holland, die Gewalt rechts-
radikaler Gruppen gegen Auslénder oder das nicht automatisch an auslindische
Jugendliche der zweiten und dritten Generation verlichene Biirgerrecht in der
Schweiz.
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