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What do we mean
by social media?




o

Social media are interactive digitally -mediated technologies
that facilitate the creation or sharing/exchange  of
Information, ideas, interests, and other forms of expression

via virtual communities and networks.

(Kietzmann & Kristopher , 2011; Obar & Wildman, 2015)
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DAILY TIME SPENT USING SOCIAL MEDIA

AVERAGE AMOUNT OF TIME (IN HOURS AND MINUTES) THAT GLOBAL INTERNET USERS SPEND USING SOCIALMEDIA EACH DAY
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Discussion One

1. What social media
_platform do you usethe D LA

2. Why do you use it?
rF

Please post your comments in
__the group Chat! e
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A Individuals Users
A Other Users
A Groups of Users

A Mark Zuckerberg 2005 Facebook
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Quantified numbers

Socia esteemﬂ)pularity

Now soeial media companies have
enormous amounts of information

about what'people click on and what
engages them

2009% Facebook adds like button
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_on social media?

* 2. Can you recall ever seeing
an ad or information on social
media that was eerily relevan t
to your private life? How dld it

_make you feel? I——
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Significance

We show, via a massive (N = 689,003) experiment on Facebook, that emotional states can
be transferred to others via emotional contagion, leading people to experience the same
emotions without their awareness. We provide experimental evidence that emotional

contagion occurs without direct interaction between people (exposure to a friend

AAninternal report produced by Facebook executives reportedly states the

expressing an emotion is sufficient), and in the complete absence of nonverbal cues. company can monitor posts and photos when young people feel 'stressed,

'defeated’ and 'useless. Photograph: Paul Sakuma/AP




Concepts and
Consequences

The Bio-Psycho-Social Impact
of Social Media
















Poll: Time Spent on
Social Media

Q: How much time do you think
you spend on social media per
day on average?

a) 1 hour or less per day
b) 1- 2 hours per day

c) 2 A 3 hours per day
d) 3 A 4 hours per day
e) 4 A5 hours per day







| Poll: How old were you?

Q: How old were you when you started
using a smart phone or downloaded a
social media application?

a) 10 or younger

b) 10 A 13 years old
c) 13A 16 years old
d) 16 A 24 years old
e) 24 A 35 years old
f) 35 years or older




=== Negatively Effects:

1. Patterns in attention

2. Memory

3. Abllity to solve problems
4. Social connection

5. Neurological development

Study participants checked their phones
110 to 221 times per day, over 1,500
times per week, and every six to seven

seconds.




== Soclal Connection

Children under the age
of 14 spend twice as
long on devices (3
hours and 18 minutes
per day) as they do in
face -to-face
conversation (1 hour
and 43 minutes per

day).

US Children/Teens Who Have Spent More than Four
Hours Daily Using Electronics Devices Before vs.
During the Coronavirus Pandemic, by Age, June 2020
% of respondents in each group

04

13%

26%

5-10
44%
47%
Total
44%
M Prior to COVID-19 M Since COVID-19

Note: devices such as tablet, smartphones, etc.; according to their parents
Source; ipsos and The Global Myopia Awareness Coalition (GMAC), July &,

FRYE0 wanw emMarketer.com






| Dependence

1/3 felt notably N a n x iifdhays r

had not checked Facebook In
the last 2 hours

31% self-reported using
Facebook while driving and 16%
while making love

40% checked emails during
family dinners

10% a t t heir c avent ¢

6% while their spouse was in
labour

6% whi | e at a fuhemal



Self -Image

ABetween 2016 -20109, hired to conduct surgery to
look attractive on social media

AThe greatest increase in patients were under the age of 30,

ALed to a significant increase in

AThe longer users spend on Instagram the more likely they are to
develop



U.S. Suicide Rates
Deaths Per 1,000,000 Girls

60

o0

Girls Age 15-19 ® oot

40

L

20

GC)
=1
W
>
L=
(0
-
|
-

- ’//
’ W' /1) " 1:("/‘//,

/ 1/- i ”:V ”//)/'////////’

Compared to

Average
2001-2010

+151%

10 ;
- -  — a T - —y
0 1 ) L] A L} A L J L L 1 L) ] LJ Ll L) L) )
1998 200! 2003 2005 2007 (2008 ] 201 2013 2015

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevantion



Year: 2019

Suicide deaths by sex, Australia, 2005 to 2019 Age group: 15-19
Sex: Females
Age-standardised rate (per 100,000) M Females Age-specific rate (per 100,000): 6.6
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iesions for Non-Fatal Self Harm

Per 100.000 Girls
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Intentional self-harm hospitalisations in young people, 2008-09 to 2018-19

Age-specific rate (per 100,000)

Females
82%+
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Things to keep In mind

ANot Causality But Not Controversial.
AThis is Personal.
AAddicted or Aware and Able to Help



Recommendations:

A Look at Global Responses

A Disallow measures of engagement

A Educate the public about
technology -driven manipulation
techniques

A Prevent companies from sharing
large amounts of personal data
between products

A Data as a right of property
A Create platforms that build

consensus on controversial topics
and drive legislative change

Centre for
Responsible
Technology

[r)  DIVIDEND

PROJECT

meAustralia
Institute

Research that matters

Center for
alfINERE

Technology




What and Why?
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Pulling back
from the
brink




I Recommendations:
Individual Level

ALearn how the technology works

ATake a nDigital
no social media use to figure out
what your priorities are

ATake measures to de -stress and
protect yourself persuasion
(mindfulness/meditation training)




Recommendations: Group
and Community Level

A Talk about your relationship with
social media with your friends and
family members.

A Community events that bring
together generations to discuss
these issues publicly

A Raise the minimum age for owning a
social media account to 2018 EU
General Data Protection Regulation
standards (16 years of age) and
establish more stringent age
verification processes



(Ambitious)
Recommendations:
Company and Culture

A Disallow measurements of
engagement A Just as the measure
of GDP can no longer serve as a
basis for human and planetary
welfare. Engagement can no longer
be the currency of success for social
media.

A Redefine social media as a public
good/social utility

A Break up social media monopolies
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