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COMMUNICATION ARTS 970

Seminar in Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC)
Fall 2014, 3 credits

Fridays, 9:30 am – 12 pm, 4008 Vilas Hall

Instructor: Dr. Catalina Toma

                  6144 Vilas Hall

                  ctoma@wisc.edu
Office hours: Fridays, 1:30 – 3:30 pm, and by appointment

Course Description

Communication technologies have permeated both the personal and the professional spheres of our lives. Much of our self-expression and relationship management is accomplished through technological tools, ranging from email and instant messaging, to social network sites, online dating and mobile computing. This graduate seminar examines how technological affordances and limitations (e.g., anonymity, synchronicity, reduced cues) affect the way people understand and relate to one another. The course will examine user behavior in and preference for computer-mediated environments, and will unpack the effects of these environments on an assortment of interpersonal processes, such as self-presentation, impression formation, deception, emotional well-being, social support, and collaboration. 
Course Objectives

By the end of the course, students will:
· Become well-versed in the major theories and research findings in the field of computer-mediated communication.
· Acquire a sophisticated understanding of how technological affordances and limitations shape human social behavior, and also how human goals, needs, preferences, and abilities shape the usage of communication technologies.
· Recognize how technological environments propel the development of new theories of human social behavior, but also enable researchers to extend and refine existing theories by testing them in new environments.
· Sharpen their ability to read, understand, and critique research studies in the social sciences, through sustained reading and class discussions.
· Learn how to formulate an original and theoretically-meaningful research proposal in the field of computer-mediated communication.
· Develop a full research proposal, including a literature review, methodology, and testing instruments, that can lead to data collection and publication in the future.
· Become clear and confident public speakers in an academic group setting.
· Offer constructive peer feedback, and also implement peer feedback to improve upon their own work.
· Become conversant with publication criteria and publication outlets (i.e., journals, conference proceedings) in the field of computer-mediated communication.

Readings

Students will be required to complete four readings (50-100 pages) prior to each class. The readings primarily consist of empirical articles based on quantitative (and, more rarely, qualitative) methods. Occasionally, we will read book chapters that synthesize major theories, issues, and/or state-of-the-art literature reviews. 
The readings were chosen because they (1) present theories with high explanatory power; (2) are very impactful (i.e., highly cited) in the field; and/or (3) represent exciting new research. All the readings included here have valuable information to offer, yet all are subject to critique and improvement. I ask that you make a genuine attempt to understand the authors’ point of view and identify the valuable contribution of the research, before proceeding to engage in critique and offer suggestions for improvement.  

Please complete the readings in the assigned order, as this will facilitate comprehension.

For each topic, I have included a series of “supplemental” readings. You are NOT expected to read them for class or even for leading class discussion (see below). Rather, they are meant to help you locate pertinent material on research areas that may be of interest to you and to provide assistance with your research paper.  
All readings are available on Learn@UW.

Assignments
1. Participation (30%)
Since this is a seminar, your participation is pivotal and will be evaluated along three criteria: 
Class discussion: You are expected to be able to summarize, evaluate, and make connections between the assigned readings. Your contribution could consist of asking questions, introducing issues for debate, offering your interpretation and critique of the readings, engaging with your classmates’ opinions, connecting the readings with your own research interests, etc.
Class activities: During the last half hour of every class, you will partake in one of the following small group activities: (1) “most valuable insights,” where you are expected to extract what you consider to be the most important insights, concepts, findings, and observations from the week’s readings; or (2) “avenues for future research,” where you are expected to come up with ideas for future studies that meaningfully advance research in the week’s topic. 

Leading discussion: You will be required to lead class discussion once during the semester, on a topic of your choice. This will entail quickly summarizing the readings, moderating class discussion, and preparing stimulating questions for your classmates. 
Please note that while you will be evaluated on the thoughtfulness and comprehensiveness of your contributions, you will NOT be evaluated on the extent to which you agree with me, the readings, or your classmates. All opinions are welcome and encouraged.

Some students feel passionately about certain issues and positions. I welcome this passion and appreciate its energizing effect on the classroom. However, I ask that you treat your classmates with the utmost respect at all times and that you exhibit tolerance for others’ opinions. 
2. Weekly reflection papers (20%)
To help you think through the readings and come up with ideas to be introduced in class discussion, you are requested to write a brief (i.e., 3-400 words) reflection paper each week. This paper should contain insights, interpretations, or critiques the readings. Please refer to at least two of the readings assigned for that class. You are encouraged to look for themes and connections amongst the readings. This paper will be posted on a public discussion forum on Learn@UW.
At the end of each reflection paper, you are required to post 3-5 questions that you consider appropriate for class discussions. You are welcome to bring up these questions during class. The discussion leader for the week may also choose to highlight some of your questions. 
Finally, you are required to write at least one short response on a classmate’s post of your choosing. Your response should take one of the following forms: (1) “agree and expand,” where you support one of the positions espoused by the original poster, and then develop, refine, or elaborate on that position; or (2) “critique and resolve,” where you disagree with one of the positions espoused by the original poster, and then you provide your own interpretation and potential solution to the issue. 
Due dates:

· Reflection paper: by midnight on the Wednesday before class

· Response to classmate’s paper: by class time on Friday
3. Research paper (40%)
Your work in this class will culminate in a 12-15 page term paper. You are expected to write a research proposal on a topic of interest to you. This should include a careful literature review, theoretical framework, hypotheses, and a proposed methodology. You are not required to collect any data. Rather, the purpose of this paper is to offer a solid basis for future data collection. 
The paper includes the following components:

· Proposal (due Oct. 17). This one page assignment should detail your research question and proposed theoretical framework, and should make a case for the importance of this topic of study. You will receive copious feedback from me as well as two of your peers (see below). 
· Peer feedback on proposal (due Oct. 24). You are expected to read and provide feedback to two of your classmates’ research proposals. Your feedback should be one page long for each proposal. You will provide additional verbal feedback in class, during the proposal workshop (Oct. 24). 
· IRB certificate (due Oct. 24). In order to become familiar with ethical guidelines for conducting research, you must complete University of Wisconsin-Madison’s IRB certification. Please email me your completion certificate for the Social & Behavioral Sciences. If you have already obtained your certificate prior to this class and it is still valid, simply email it to me. Please note that the certificate is valid for three years.
· Literature database (due Nov. 7). You are required to identify all the literature relevant to your research paper. Please create a folder on your computer and save all relevant articles and book chapters in it. Then, simply submit this folder to me on a flash drive or via Dropbox.
· Paper draft (due Nov. 14). You are required to complete a full draft of the research paper. You will receive peer feedback on this draft (see below), which you are expected to incorporate into the final draft. 
· Peer feedback on paper draft (due Nov. 21). You are required to read two classmates’ paper drafts and provide feedback on them. Your feedback should be offered at a sentence and paragraph-level using Word’s “track changes” function. You should also provide comprehensive feedback at the end of the paper. Additionally, please be prepared to provide verbal feedback to your classmates during class time.
· Final paper (due Sunday, Nov. 30). Please use all the feedback you have received to improve your final paper. Please submit your final paper to me via email. 
4. Presentation (10%)
At the end of the course, you will present your proposed research to your classmates. The presentation will last approximately 20 minutes and will be accompanied by PowerPoint slides. This is a time for you to practice your presentation skills for future conferences, lectures and thesis defenses. 
Course Policies

Attendance

Attendance is mandatory and will be taken in the beginning of each class. You are allowed one unexcused absence during the semester. Additional absences will only be excused in the case of emergency situations beyond your control, and only if you provide appropriate documentation. Your participation grade will be lowered by 10% for each unexcused absence.

Late assignments 

Time management is an important skill to be developed in this course. Late assignments will only be accepted if submitted within three days of the deadline (i.e., by the Monday following class), and will receive a 10% penalty for each day of lateness. Exceptions from the penalty rule will be made only if you have obtained prior approval from me, or in the case of an unforeseen emergency. Appropriate documentation will be necessary in both cases. For assignments due during class time (i.e., presentation, verbal feedback), lateness will not be accepted. 
Incompletes 

Incompletes will not be offered in this class. The only exception will be made if circumstances beyond your control (e.g., illness, accident) prevent you from submitting the final draft of the research paper. To qualify for such an incomplete, you must (1) have completed all coursework except the final draft of the paper; (2) be in good academic standing in this class (C average or above); and (3) provide appropriate documentation for your unforeseen circumstances.

Laptops & Cell phones 

You are welcome to use your laptops or tablets during class for note-taking, referencing the readings and the discussion forum on Learn@UW, or researching class material. Please refrain from non-class-related uses. Please switch off your cell phones for the duration of class.
Academic integrity 

You are required to abide by University of Wisconsin’s code of academic integrity (http://students.wisc.edu/doso/students.html). While you are encouraged to collaborate with your peers and to draw upon relevant literature, any work that you submit for academic credit must be your own, written entirely in your own words (unless clearly marked as quotations and properly attributed to sources). You must at all cost avoid copying peers’ work or cheating on exams. All cases of plagiarism will result in an automatic F in the assignment and will be officially reported to the Dean of Students. There will be no warnings, no second chances, and no opportunities to rewrite.

WEEKLY SCHEDULE

Sept 5: Introduction: Theoretical foundations, History, Affordances.
Sturken, M. & Thomas, D. (2004). Introduction: Technological visions and the rhetoric of the new. In M. Sturken & D. Thomas (Eds.). Technological visions: The hopes and fears that shape new technologies. Available online: http://www.temple.edu/tempress/titles/1686_reg.html 
Kiesler, S., Siegel, J., & McGuire, T.W. (1984). Social psychological aspects of computer- mediated communication. American Psychologist, 39, 1123-1134. 

Supplemental Readings
Treem, J. W., & Leonardi, P. M. (2012). Social media use in organizations. Communication Yearbook 36, 143 - 189.

Baym, N. K. (2010). Personal Connections in the Digital Age. Cambridge: Polity Press. Ch. 2 “Making New Media Make Sense” (pp. 22-49).

Barak, A., & Suler, J. (2008) Reflections on the psychology and social science of cyberspace. In A. Barak (Ed.), Psychological aspects of cyberspace: Theory, research, applications. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Whittaker, S. (2003). Theories and methods in mediated communication. In A. C. Graesser, M. A. Gernsbacher, & S. R. Goldman (Eds.), Handbook of Discourse Processes (pp. 243-286). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Spears, R, Lea, M., & Postmes, T. (2001). Social psychological theories of computer-mediated communication: Social pain or social gain. In W. P. Robinson and H. Giles (Eds), The New Handbook of Language and Social Psychology (pp, 601-623), Chichester: John Wiley and Sons.

Walther, J. B. (2010). Computer-mediated communication. In C. R. Berger, M. E. Roloff, & D. R. Roskos-Ewoldsen (Eds.), Handbook of Communication Science (2nd ed., pp. 489-505). Los Angeles: Sage.

Sept 12: Impression formation
Walther, J. (1996). Computer-mediated communication: Impersonal, interpersonal and hyperpersonal interaction. Communication Research, 23, 3-43.

Tidwell, L. C., & Walther, J. B. (2002). Computer‐mediated communication effects on disclosure, impressions, and interpersonal evaluations: Getting to know one another a bit at a time. Human Communication Research, 28(3), 317-348.

Walther, J. B., Slovacek, C. L., & Tidwell, L. C. (2001). Is a picture worth a thousand words? Photographic images in long-term and short-term computer-mediated communication. Communication Research, 28(1), 105-134.

Walther, J. B., Van Der Heide, B., Hamel, L. M., & Shulman, H. C. (2009). Self-generated versus other-generated statements and impressions in computer-mediated communication a test of warranting theory using Facebook. Communication research, 36(2), 229-253.

Supplemental Readings
Van Der Heide, B., D’Angelo, J. D., & Schumaker, E. M. (2012). The effects of verbal versus photographic self‐presentation on impression formation in Facebook. Journal of Communication, 62, 98-116.

Tong, S. T., Van Der Heide, B., Langwell, L., & Walther, J. B. (2008). Too much of a good thing? The relationship between number of friends and interpersonal impressions on Facebook. Journal of Computer‐Mediated Communication, 13, 531-549.

Hancock, J. T., & Dunham, P. J. (2001). Impression formation in computer-mediated communication revisited: An analysis of the breadth and intensity of impressions. Communication Research, 28, 325-347.

Utz, S. (2010). Show me your friends and I will tell you what type of person you are: How one’s profile, number of friends, and type of friends influence impression formation on social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 314-335. 

Walther, J.B. Van Der Heide, B., Kim, S., Westerman, D., & Tong, S.T. (2008). The role of  friends’ appearance and behavior on evaluations of individuals on Facebook: Are we known by the company we keep? Human Communication Research, 34, 28-49.

Sept 19: Self-presentation

Walther, J. B. (2007). Selective self-presentation in computer-mediated communication: Hyperpersonal dimensions of technology, language, and cognition. Computers in Human Behavior, 23, 2538-2557.

Back, J. M.  Stopfer, J., Vazire, S. Gaddis, S. Schmukle, S.  Eglo, S, & Gosling, S. (2010). Facebook profiles reflect actual personality, not self-idealization. Psychological Science, 21, 372 – 274.

Vitak, J. (2012). The impact of context collapse and privacy on social network site disclosures. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 56, 451-470.
Ellison, N. B., Hancock, J. T., & Toma, C. L. (2012). Profile as promise: A framework for conceptualizing veracity in online dating self-presentations. new media & society, 14, 45-62.

Supplemental Readings

Hogan, B. (2010). The presentation of self in the age of social media: Distinguishing performances and exhibitions online. Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society, 30, 377-386.

Marwick, A. E. & boyd, d. (2011). I tweet honestly, I tweet passionately: Twitter users, context collapse, and the imagined audience. New media & society, 13, 114-133.

Krämer, N. C., & Winter, S. (2008). Impression management 2.0: The relationship of self-esteem, extraversion, self-efficacy, and self-presentation within social networking sites. Journal of Media Psychology: Theories, Methods, and Applications, 20, 106.

Rosenberg, J., & Egbert, N. (2011). Online impression management: personality traits and concerns for secondary goals as predictors of self‐presentation tactics on Facebook. Journal of Computer‐Mediated Communication, 17, 1-18.
Ellison, N., Heino, R., & Gibbs, J. (2006). Managing impressions online: Self-presentation processes in the online dating environment. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 11, article 2.

Sept 26: Self-disclosure
Bazarova, N. N., & Choi, Y. H. (2014). Self‐Disclosure in Social Media: Extending the Functional Approach to Disclosure Motivations and Characteristics on Social Network Sites. Journal of Communication, 64, 635-657.

Jiang, L., Bazarova, N. N., & Hancock, J. T. (2011). The Disclosure–intimacy link in computer‐mediated communication: An attributional extension of the Hyperpersonal model. Human Communication Research, 37, 58-77.

Das, S., & Kramer, A. (2013). Self-censorship on Facebook. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Weblogs and Social Media (ICWSM), Association for the Advancement of Artificial Intelligence, pp. 120-127.

Stuart, H. C., Dabbish, L., Kiesler, S., Kinnaird, P., & Kang, R. (2012, February). Social transparency in networked information exchange: a theoretical framework. In Proceedings of the 2012 conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work (pp. 451-460). ACM.

Supplemental Readings

Nosko, A., Wood, E., & Molema, S. (2010). All about me: Disclosure in online social networking profiles: The case of FACEBOOK. Computers in Human Behavior, 26, 406-418.

Schouten, A. P., Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2007). Precursors and underlying processes of adolescents' online self-disclosure: Developing and testing an “Internet-attribute-perception” model. Media Psychology, 10, 292-315.

Suler, J. (2004). The online disinhibition effect. Cyberpsychology & behavior, 7, 321-326.

Gibbs, J. L., Ellison, N. B., & Lai, C. H. (2010). First comes love, then comes Google: An investigation of uncertainty reduction strategies and self-disclosure in online dating. Communication Research, 38, 70-100.
Nguyen, M., Bin, Y. S., & Campbell, A. (2012). Comparing online and offline self-disclosure: A systematic review. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 15, 103-111.
Oct. 3: Deception
Hancock, J. T. (2007). Digital deception: When, where and how people lie online. In K. McKenna, T. Postmes, U. Reips & A.N. Joinson (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Internet Psychology (pp. 287-301). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Toma, C. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2010). Looks and lies: The role of physical attractiveness in online dating self-presentation and deception. Communication Research, 37, 335-351.

Toma, C. L., Jiang, C., & Hancock, J. T. (forthcoming). Lies in the eye of the beholder: The intensifying effect of media on self-other asymmetries regarding deception. Communication Research.
Zhou, L., & Zhang, D. (2008). Following linguistic footprints: Automatic deception detection in online communication. Communications of the ACM, 51, 119-122.

Supplemental Readings

Toma, C., Hancock, J., & Ellison, N. (2008). Separating fact from fiction: An examination of deceptive self-presentation in online dating profiles. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 34, 1023-1036.

Donath, J. (forthcoming). Signals, cues and meaning. To appear in Signals, Truth, & Design, MIT Press. http://smg.media.mit.edu/People/judith/signalsTruthDesign.html 

Warkentin, D., Woodworth, M., Hancock, J., & Cormier, N. (2010). Warrants and deception in computer-mediated communication. In Proceedings of the 2010 Conference on Computer-Supported Collaborative Work (CSCW2010). New York: ACM Press. 

Ott, M., Choi, Y., Cardie, C., & Hancock, J. T. (2011, June). Finding deceptive opinion spam by any stretch of the imagination. In Proceedings of the 49th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies-Volume 1 (pp. 309-319). Association for Computational Linguistics.

Toma, C. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2012). What lies beneath: The linguistic traces of deception in online dating profiles. Journal of Communication, 62, 78-97.
Hancock, J.T., Thom-Santelli, J., & Ritchie, T. (2004). Deception and design: The impact of communication technologies on lying behavior. In Proceeding of the ACM  Conference on Computer Human Interaction (CHI 2004), pp. 130-136. New York: ACM Press.

Oct 10: Romantic relationships

Papp, L. M., Danielewicz, J., & Cayemberg, C. (2012). “Are we Facebook official?” Implications of dating partners' Facebook use and profiles for intimate relationship satisfaction. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 15, 85-90.

Valenzuela, S., Halpern, D., & Katz, J. E. (2014). Social network sites, marriage well-being and divorce: Survey and state-level evidence from the United States. Computers in Human Behavior, 36, 94-101.

Cacioppo, J. T., Cacioppo, S., Gonzaga, G. C., Ogburn, E. L., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2013). Marital satisfaction and break-ups differ across on-line and off-line meeting venues. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110, 10135-10140.
Jiang, L., & Hancock, J. T. (2013). Absence makes the communication grow fonder: Geographic separation, interpersonal media, and intimacy in dating relationships. Journal of Communication, 63, 556-577.
Supplemental Readings
Guadagno, R. E., & Sagarin, B. J. (2010). Sex differences in jealousy: An evolutionary perspective on online infidelity. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40, 2636-2655.

Baker, A. J. (2008). Down the rabbit hole: The role of place in the initiation and development of online relationships. In A. Barak (Ed.), Psychological aspects of cyberspace: Theory, research, applications (pp. 163-184). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Heino, R., Ellison, N., & Gibbs, J. (2010). Relationshopping: Investigating the market metaphor in online dating. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 27, 427 - 447.

Fiore, A. T., Taylor, L. S., Mendelsohn, G.A., & Hearst M. (2008). Assessing attractiveness in online dating profiles. In Proceedings of Computer-Human Interaction (CHI 2008), pp. 797-806. New York: ACM Press.

Slatcher, R. B., Vazire, S., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2008). Am “I” more important than “we”? Couples’ word use in instant messages. Personal Relationships, 15, 407–424.

Oct 17: Friendship & Social networks
PAPER PROPOSAL DUE

Donath, J. (2007). Signals in social supernets. Journal of Computer‐Mediated Communication, 13, 231-251.
Vitak, J. (2014). Facebook makes the heart grow fonder: Relationship maintenance strategies among geographically dispersed and communication-restricted connections. In Proceedings of the 17th ACM Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work and Social Computing. New York: ACM.

Gilbert, E., & Karahalios, K. (2009, April). Predicting tie strength with social media. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 211-220). ACM.

Baym, N., Zhang, Y. B., Kunkel, A. D., Lin, M.-C, & Ledbetter, A. (2007). Relational quality and media use in interpersonal relationships. New Media & Society, 9, 735-752.
Supplemental Readings

Antheunis, M.L., Valkenburg, P.M., & Peter, J. (2010). Getting acquainted through social network sites: Testing a model of online uncertainty reduction and social attraction. Computers in Human Behavior, 26, 100-109. 

Hancock, J.T., Toma, C., & Fenner, K. (2008). I know something you don’t: The use of asymmetric personal information for interpersonal advantage. In Proceedings of CSCW 2008, 413-416. 

Ramirez, A., & Wang, Z. (2008). When online meets offline: An expectancy violations theory perspective on modality switching. Journal of Communication, 58, 20–39.
Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2009). The effects of instant messaging on the quality of adolescents’ existing friendships: A longitudinal study. Journal of Communication, 59, 79–97.

Chan, D. K., & Cheng, G. (2004). A comparison of offline and online friendship qualities at different stages of relationship development. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 305-320.

Oct 24: Ethics of Internet research & Proposal workshop

PEER FEEDBACK TO PROPOSAL DUE

IRB COMPLETION CERTIFICATE DUE

Kramer, A. D., Guillory, J. E., & Hancock, J. T. (2014). Experimental evidence of massive-scale emotional contagion through social networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 201320040.
Responses to the study: Tal Yarkoni, University of Texas at Austin

                                       Zeynep Tufekci, University of North Carolina

                                       Tarleton Gillespie, Cornell University 

Oct 31: Social capital & Social support
Wellman, B., Haase, A. Q., Witte, J., & Hampton, K. (2001). Does the internet increase, decrease or supplement social capital? Social networks, participation, and community commitment. American Behavioral Scientist, 45, 436-455.

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook "friends:" Social capital and college students' use of online social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4).

Burke, M., Kraut, R., & Marlow, C. (2011). Social capital on Facebook: Differentiating uses and users. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 571-580). ACM.

Trepte, S., Reinecke, L., & Juechems, K. (2012). The social side of gaming: How playing online computer games creates online and offline social support. Computers in Human Behavior, 28, 832-839.

Supplemental Readings
Wright, K. B. & Bell, S. B. (2003). Health-related support groups on the Internet: Linking empirical findings to social support and computer-mediated communication theory. Journal of Health Psychology, 8, 39-54. 

Walther, J. B., & Boyd, S. (2002). Attraction to computer-mediated social support. In C. A. Lin & D. 
Atkin (Eds.), 2002. Communication technology and society: Audience adoption and uses (pp. 153-188). Cresskill, NJ:  Hampton Press.

Bessiere, K., Kiesler, S., Kraut, R., & Boneva, B. S. (2008). Effects of Internet use and social resources on changes in depression. Information, Communication & Society, 11, 47 - 70.
Eichhorn, K. C. (2008). Soliciting and providing social support over the Internet: An investigation of online eating disorder support groups. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 14.

Burke, M., & Kraut, R. (2013). Using Facebook after losing a job: Differential benefits of strong and weak ties. In Proceedings of the 2013 conference on Computer supported cooperative work (pp. 1419-1430). ACM.
Nov 7: Emotional well-being
LITERATURE DATABASE DUE

Toma, C. L. (2013). Feeling better but doing worse: Effects of Facebook self-presentation on implicit self-esteem and cognitive task performance. Media Psychology, 16, 199-220.

Sagioglou, C., & Greitemeyer, T. (2014). Facebook’s emotional consequences: Why Facebook causes a decrease in mood and why people still use it. Computers in Human Behavior, 35, 359-363.

Choi, M., & Toma, C. L. (2014). Social sharing through interpersonal media: Patterns and effects on emotional well-being. Computers in Human Behavior, 36, 530-541.

Reinecke, L. (2009). Games and recovery: The use of video and computer games to recuperate from stress and strain. Journal of Media Psychology: Theories, Methods, and Applications, 21, 126.

Supplemental Readings

Toma, C. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2013). Self-affirmation underlies Facebook use. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39, 321-331.

Kross, E., Verduyn, P., Demiralp, E., Park, J., Lee, D. S., Lin, N., ... & Ybarra, O. (2013). Facebook use predicts declines in subjective well-being in young adults. PloS one, 8(8), e69841.
Masur, P. K., Reinecke, L., Ziegele, M., & Quiring, O. (2014). The interplay of intrinsic need satisfaction and Facebook specific motives in explaining addictive behavior on Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 39, 376-386.
Amichai-Hamburger, Y., & Ben-Artzi, E. (2003). Loneliness and Internet use. Computers in human behavior, 19, 71-80.

Young, K. S., & Rogers, R. C. (1998). The relationship between depression and Internet addiction. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 1, 25-28.
Nov 14: Collaboration & Workplace relationships
PAPER DRAFT DUE

Daft, R. L., Lengel, R. H., & Trevino, L. K. (1987). Message equivocality, media selection, and manager performance: Implications for information systems. MIS quarterly, 355-366.

Kock, N. (2005). Media richness or media naturalness? The evolution of our biological communication apparatus and its influence on our behavior toward e-communication tools. Professional Communication, IEEE Transactions on, 48(2), 117-130.

Setlock, L. D., Fussell, S. R., & Neuwirth, C. (2004). Taking it out of context: Collaborating within and across cultures in face-to-face settings and via instant messaging. Proceedings of CSCW 2004 (pp. 604-613). NY: ACM Press.

Kalman, Y. M., & Rafaeli, S. (2010). Online pauses and silence: Chronemic expectancy violations in written computer-mediated communication. Communication Research, 38, 54-69.

Supplemental Readings
Kahai, S. S., & Cooper, R. B. (2003). Exploring the core concepts of media richness theory: The impact of cue multiplicity and feedback immediacy on decision quality. Journal of Management Information Systems, 20, 263-300.
Burgoon, J.K., Bonito J.A., Bengtsson, B., Ramirez, A., Dunbar, N.E., & Miczo, N. (2000).  Testing the interactivity model: Communication processes, partner assessments, and the quality of collaborative work. Journal of Management Information Systems, 16, 33-56.

Walther, J. B., & Bunz, U. (2005). The rules of virtual groups: Trust, liking, and performance in computer-mediated communication. Journal of Communication, 55, 828 - 846. 

Bryant, S., Forte, A., & Bruckman, A. (2005). Becoming Wikipedian: transformation of participation in a collaborative online community. Proceedings of GROUP ‘05, 1‐10.

Ling, K., Beenen, G., Ludford, P., Wang, X., Chang, K., Li, X., Cosley, D., Frankowski, D., Terveen, L., Rashid, A. M., Resnick, P., & Kraut, R. (2005). Using social psychology to motivate contributions to online communities. Journal of Computer -Mediated Communication, article 10.

Nov 21: Peer feedback workshop
PEER FEEDBACK TO PAPER DRAFT DUE 

Nov 28: THANKSGIVING BREAK, NO CLASS
FINAL PAPER DUE (SUNDAY, NOV. 30)
Dec 5: Student presentations

Dec 12: Student presentations

