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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

College can be an exciting and challenging time for students. Academic 

challenges are but one of the many new experiences students negotiate as they begin and 

progress through their programs. Other challenges include developing social skills, ways 

to understand themselves, making their own decisions and taking responsibility for them, 

all as part of developing identity (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). How students manage to 

negotiate these and other challenges can have impact on their college success and overall 

experience (Loo & Rolison, 1986; Tinto, 1975). Successfully meeting them can be 

facilitated by the individual’s feeling of connectedness to his or her environment, a sense 

of belonging (Tinto, 1975).  

Student Alienation 

Belonging is a significant aspect of human experience. It can be conceptualized in 

the positive terms such as “belonging,” “engagement,” or in terms of its antithesis – 

alienation. Alienation is defined as a state or experience of disconnection where 

connection is not only desired, but possibly expected; the object of such sense of 

disconnection can be people, things, organizations, institutions or other social entities, or 

even one’s own feelings or experiences (see Case, 2007, 2008; Mann, 2001; Seeman, 

1959, 1983). Furthermore, scholars consider alienation to be a complex and multifaceted 

umbrella construct that consists of six complementary, though independent, dimensions: 

powerlessness, meaninglessness, normlessness, social isolation, and self-estrangement; 

each of which can be relatively independent from each other (Seeman, 1983; 2001). For 

college students alienation can be a serious obstacle to success as it is associated with 
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increased attrition rates (Suen, 1983; Loo & Rolison, 1986), decreased self-confidence 

and self-worth (Galassi & Galassi, 1973; Gordon, 1998), lack of long range goals, feeling 

of support, and leadership and community service experiences (Gordon, 1998). In 

addition, alienation is a subjective and context-bound experience that often, but not 

always, is related to specific conditions in the environment (Burbach, 1972; Dean, 1961; 

Seeman, 1959, 1983). As a result, it is no surprise that college students from different 

backgrounds may experience different levels and aspects of alienation as they enter their 

new college or university environment.  

The environment of the school a student attends can contribute to their alienation. 

Tomlinson-Clarke and Clark (1996) compared alienation among students at a 2-year 

college, a comprehensive college, and a research university. Students at the 2-year 

college reported experiencing a lower sense of meaninglessness alienation than their 

counterparts at the other two institutions, whereas the students at the research university 

experienced greater powerlessness (Tomlinson-Clarke & Clark, 1996). In the same vein, 

Gordon (1998) found significant college-by-ethnicity and college-by-gender interactions 

among students attending three community colleges in the Northeast, suggesting that 

some features of the environment at each institution may have offered better 

opportunities to find a sense of belonging for representatives from different cultural 

groups and for women.  

Students’ background demographic factors have also been an important focus of 

research of college students’ alienation. At one time or another, students from any 

background can feel alienated. Men and women, for instance, have been shown to 

experience varying kinds and levels of feelings of alienation in different school 

environments and at different stages of their college careers (Galassi & Galassi, 1973; 
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Gordon 1998; Tomlinson-Clarke & Clark, 1996). However, research also has shown that 

students from African American, Hispanic, Asian, and international backgrounds—

representatives of minority groups that experience oppression and discrimination—as 

well as those who come from different (domestic or international) cultures, distinct from 

the white middle class culture that is at the foundation of the American academy, have 

experienced higher rates of alienation (Burbach & Thompson, 1971; 1973; Gordon, 1998; 

Loo & Rolison, 1986; Suen, 1983). This is particularly alarming as higher education is 

striving to increase diversity and diverse students’ success (Gordon, 1998).  

Alienation, a conceptual antithesis of the sense of belonging, can be a serious 

obstacle for college students as they progress through their programs, colleges, and 

universities. Although any student can experience difficulty forming meaningful 

connections with their new college environments, some, especially students from 

minority cultural or international backgrounds, are at higher risk (Burbach & Thompson, 

1971; 1973; Gordon, 1998; Loo & Rolison, 1986; Suen, 1983) of having a difficult time 

finding ways to make sense and fitting in with their peers, institutional cultures, and 

academic and social norms and processes. As a result, they may feel alienated, which can 

lead to poor performance and dropping out (Burbach & Thompson, 1971; 1973; Loo & 

Rolison, 1986; Suen, 1983). For these reasons it is important to consider different social 

aspects of the college experience that may facilitate students’ efforts to fit in, make sense 

of, and feel connected at their institutions. One of the most recent developments in the 

social landscape of college experience are social networking sites (SNSs), such as 

Facebook, which could potentially impact how students connect and interact with their 

peers and institutions (Selwyn, 2009; Yu, Tian, Vogel, & Kwok, 2010). 
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Social Networking Sites and Facebook 

The recent emergence and boom in Web 2.0 and social media, and particularly 

social networking sites, coupled with the popularity of these technologies among college 

students, have extended some of the college experiences and the challenges associated 

with them into a new, virtual, environment (Selwyn, 2009; Yu et al. 2010). Early on, 

SNSs, such as Facebook, were designed as a new way for public, semi-private, or private 

social interactions and as a way to connect with others and traverse one’s network of 

profiles of others (Ellison & boyd, 2013). With the advent of Web 2.0, the focus of SNSs 

shifted to more fluid user-generated content (Ellison & boyd, 2013). With these changes 

SNS systems have evolved new features and usage norms. The focus increasingly shifted 

from “traversing the profiles” and connections (which became more infrastructural, i.e. 

parts of the system that enable its technical and social functionality), to aggregated 

“media streams” consisting of snippets of user-generated and system-generated content 

and media, activity reports, such as “status updates,” “wall posts,” and shared photos and 

videos or other media (Ellison & boyd, 2013). This evolution also saw a huge growth in 

membership and popularity. In 2010 the amount of time spent on social networking sites 

by Internet users was staggering, accounting for about 23% of all time spent online 

(Nielsen, 2010). 

College students may be engaged in multiple social networks, but Facebook is 

one of the most popular social networking sites, on which 92% of all SNS users have a 

profile (Ellison, 2007). Unrivaled by other social network sites, Facebook’s size and 

reach are staggering. A system that started in 2004 to network Harvard students has 

grown in June 2016 to 1.13 billion monthly active users all over the world, with 1.3 

billion logging on daily, and 84.5% of whom are outside the United States (Facebook 
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Newsroom, 2016). In 2011 an average Facebook user actively participated by posting 

content 90 times a month, was connected to 80 groups, events, or other pages (Facebook, 

2011).  

Not surprisingly, Facebook’s pervasiveness and popularity among students has 

made it a key element of students’ socialization to being a student and the college 

environment (Yu, et al., 2010). Moreover, Facebook has become one of the vehicles for 

“informal, cultural learning of ‘being’ a student,” experimenting with identities, and 

learning values, norms, and roles of the new community students find themselves in 

(Selwyn, 2009, p. 18). Indeed, social learning is an important element of SNS use, which 

was confirmed by Burke, Marlow, and Lento, (2009) who found that users closely watch 

and learn from their friends the norms of the SNS as a medium early upon signing up, 

and that their behaviors in the first two weeks of Facebook membership predicted future 

activities. Consequently, this has prompted a growing interest in the impact of Facebook 

behaviors have on college student-users.  

Uses of Facebook among college students vary from connecting with friends to 

seeking emotional support, playing games, and sharing pictures (Lenhart, 2009), and 

more recently has been extended to collaboration and networking (Lampe et al., 2011). 

While Facebook is popular among people of a wide age range, one study showed that 

among college students, age and year in school made a difference in becoming a 

Facebook user and the amount and kinds of activities on the site, “with younger cohorts 

having more presence on the site than older cohorts” (Valenzuela, Park, & Kee, 2009). 

Curiously, among college student users, while women were more likely to have an 

account on Facebook (Valenzuela, Park & Kee, 2009) and considered Facebook a useful 

source of information and a potential resource to request information from their networks 
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(Lampe et al., 2012), men tended to be more likely to collaborate using Facebook (Lampe 

et al., 2011).  

Despite the features that have made it easier to manage large networks, Facebook 

users have struggled seeing beyond its use for strictly social purposes (Lampe et al., 

2012). Nevertheless, 73% of prospective college students considered Facebook friends a 

potential wellspring for college-related “resources,” such as information and advice, even 

despite the fact that first-generation prospective students reported having lower levels of 

such resources (Wohn, Ellison, Khan, Fewins-Bliss, & Gray, 2013, p. 16).  

As users seem to use Facebook for a range of purposes, research has begun 

moving past the descriptive studies of users and toward examining the relationships 

among their behaviors and psychological and psychosocial variables began to emerge. As 

any medium, Facebook use can offer benefits as well as hidden dangers for its users. 

Kross et al. (2013) studied the relationship between Facebook use and users’ well-being 

and conclude that it “may be more nuanced and potentially influenced by multiple factors 

including number of Facebook friends, perceived supportiveness of one’s online network, 

depressive symptomatology, loneliness, and self-esteem” (p. 1).  

Among the benefits of new opportunities to extend individuals’ offline networks 

of relationships created by Facebook, researchers have cited greater overall well-being 

(Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010); increases in bridging and bonding social capital, 

especially for students with lower self-esteem (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; Ellison, 

Steinfeld, & Lampe, 2007; Lampe, Vitak, & Ellison, 2013; Steinfeld, Ellison, & Lampe 

2008); life satisfaction (Ellison et al., 2007; Steinfeld et al., 2008; Valenzuela, Park, & 

Kee, 2009); and social trust and higher civic participation (Valenzuela et al., 2009).  
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In addition to general intensity of Facebook use, certain behaviors and activities 

on Facebook have been found to be related with specific outcomes. For instance, users 

who reported greater social capital reported being more present in their social network by 

engaging their Facebook friends and signaling their relational investment as they 

communicated their support for others or responded to information requests (Lampe, 

Vitak, Gray, & Ellison, 2012). Of the three Facebook communication strategies, social 

information seeking was the only one related to bridging social capital, while initiating 

and maintaining strategies (focused on close offline friends) showed no relationships with 

social capital (Ellison, Steinfeld, & Lampe, 2011). However, Facebook relationships 

maintenance behaviors (FRMBs) – activities intended to signal and create expectations of 

reciprocal attention, which can be as simple as wishing a friend happy birthday – were 

positively related to bridging social capital (Ellison, Vitak, Gray, & Lampe, 2014). 

Browsing one’s strong ties on Facebook enhanced users’ self-esteem, but browsing weak 

ties did not (Wilcox & Stephen, 2013). Moreover, browsing one’s network while 

focusing on strong ties (“actual” friends) and thinking about information the user him- or 

her-self shared can creates momentary increases in self-esteem (Gonzales & Hancock, 

2011). Furthermore, active “extractive searching,” such as checking specific friends' 

profiles, was shown to be associated with greater experience of pleasure (as measured by 

physiological indicators in a lab observation), as compared to passive consumption, such 

as purposeless browsing of the Newsfeed (Wise, Alhabash, & Park, 2010). Directed 

communication behaviors (vs. passive consumption of Facebook) were positively related 

to bridging social capital and negatively related to loneliness (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 

2010). Numbers of Facebook friends were predictive of bridging self-efficacy—

“students' perceived ability to form helpful social ties on campus” (p. 4) and, indirectly, 
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of academic self-efficacy (DeAndrea et al., 2011); and social capital (Burke, Marlow, & 

Lento, 2010; Ellison, Steinfeld, & Lampe, 2011). While the number of “actual” friends 

whom users considered to be close, was more predictive of greater social capital than the 

total number friends (Ellison, Steinfeld, & Lampe, 2011), the total number of friends was 

also inversely related with loneliness (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010).  

While SNSs and Facebook use are touted for positive outcomes, research shows 

that it can also have negative effects. For instance, the short-term increases in self-esteem 

from browsing one’s strong ties led to short term lapses in self-control in a range of 

domains, from health, to mental persistence, to spending and finances (Gonzales & 

Hancock, 2011). In addition, although SNSs have been thought of as a unique 

opportunity for individuals with low self-esteem to express themselves and find social 

support, this potential is often unrealized (Forest & Wood, 2012). Users with low self-

esteem appear to use Facebook as much as those with average or high self-esteem, but the 

negativity of their disclosures on Facebook make them less liked by strangers and does 

not appear to change the dynamic from the off-line communication where negative 

statements attract less attention and elicit less support from closer friends, while the 

positive status updates are better liked and elicit more supportive responses than the 

negative comments (Forest & Wood, 2012). Furthermore, in an in-vivo experience-

sampling study conducted over a period of 14 days, researchers found that Facebook use 

predicted declines in affective well-being—“how people feel moment to moment” 

particularly once they experienced moderate to high levels of direct/offline social contact, 

and cognitive well-being—“how satisfied that are with their lives” (Kross et al., 2013, 

p.4).  
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Online social networking, as new as it is, has permeated virtually every aspect of 

people’s lives and, as the brief discussion above suggests it has changed the manner in 

which people interact with one another and maintain relationships (Donath & boyd, 

2004). As with any new pervasive technology, it offers users new opportunities and 

potential challenges, including in the realm of social and psychological well-being. For 

instance, different patterns of Facebook use are associated with gratification or distress 

(Kross et al., 2013; Wise, Alhabash, & Park, 2010); increases or decreases in one’s sense 

of having social resources and support (Ellison et al., 2007); increases or reductions in the 

sense of social trust and life satisfaction (Valenzuela et al., 2009); etc. Yet, it is unknown 

whether SNSs and Facebook make a difference in a college student’s sense of connection 

to of alienation from his or her school.  

College students as a major group of SNS and Facebook users appear to be at the 

forefront of the evolution of these systems, especially as these sites have become a major 

tool for socialization into college (Selwyn, 2009; Yu et al. 2010). In many ways they 

have become an important part of the college experience, or its social environment. Yet 

there is little research concerning the implications of Facebook use, or SNS use in 

general, on college students’ experiencing a connection with and sense of belonging at 

their institutions, or, on the opposite side, feeling alienated. Furthermore, although 

students use different features of the Facebook SNS in a variety of ways and for a wide a 

range of purposes, little is known whether and how these are related to alienation or any 

of its dimensions. Meanwhile, institutions and their various departments and offices, from 

Information Technology (IT) to administrators, to faculty, to librarians, to counselors and 

student affairs staff, have grappled with developing appropriate policies and strategies for 

using SNSs (including Facebook) appropriately and efficiently to meet their own goals, 
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often reaching out and making themselves available to students in different ways. 

Although they may have considered how their Facebook activities may influence 

students’ sense of belonging, they have limited empirical data upon which to base their 

decisions and efforts (DeAndrea, Ellison, LaRose, Stein, & Fiore, 2010). 

These problems are especially notable since the implications of alienation for 

students can be very serious, ranging from robbing them of educational opportunities, 

leading them to pass up developmental opportunities, and even contributing to students 

dropping out. This is particularly problematic considering that students from diverse 

backgrounds, who may already face additional challenges, are more likely to feel 

alienated (Gordon 1998; Loo & Rolison, 1986; Suen, 1983; Tomlinson-Clarke & Clark, 

1996). Consequently, focusing on a single SNS, Facebook, this study explores Facebook 

usage and alienation among college students.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between Facebook use 

and students’ sense of alienation from their institutions and educational experiences. 

More specifically, it explored whether any relationships exist between Facebook 

relationship maintenance behaviors (FRMBs), as measured by the FRMB scale (Ellison. 

Et al., 2014), and three alienation dimensions of meaninglessness, powerlessness, and 

social isolation as presented in the University Alienation Scale (UAS; Burbach et al. 

1972).  

Research Questions 

The research questions of this study explored relationships among college students’ 

Facebook use and behaviors and their sense of alienation in relation to their university:  
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1. What is the relationship between the independent variable of students’ Facebook 

relationship maintenance behaviors scale score and the dependent variable of 

alienation along the dimensions of meaninglessness, powerlessness, and social 

estrangement? 

2. Are there significant differences based on gender and year in school in students’ 

alienation scores along the dimensions of meaninglessness, powerlessness, and 

social estrangement and on Facebook relationship maintenance behaviors scale 

scores? 

Since the research question 1 (RQ) is primarily concerned with relationships between 

variables, but also due to the limitedness of theoretical research available on the subject 

of online social networking (Wilson et al., 2012), and the novelty and ever-changing 

nature of online social networks (Ellison & boyd, 2013), a descriptive correlational 

research design was the most appropriate (Heppner, Wampold, & Kivlighan, 2008).  

RQ 2 is designed to examine differences in students’ Facebook use and feelings 

of alienation based on the variables of gender and year in school, since these have been 

shown to be associated with both alienation (Galassi & Galassi, 1973; Gordon 1998; 

Tomlinson-Clarke & Clark, 1996) and patterns of Facebook use (Lampe et al., 2011; 

Lampe et al., 2012; Valenzuela, Park, & Kee, 2009). Further, this study’s analyses were 

based on the probability theory, and Null Hypothesis Statistical Testing (Heppner, et al., 

2008) was used to evaluate two null hypotheses: 

H0a: No significant relationship exists between Facebook use and alienation 

dimensions of meaninglessness, powerlessness, and social estrangement. 

More specifically, the data pertinent to the RQ 1 in this study were analyzed using 

regression—a statistic well suited for exploring relationships between two (or more) 
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variables, a predictor variable and a criterion variable (Heppner, et al., 2008). RQ 1 

sought to determine the relationship of Facebook Relationship Maintenance Behaviors 

scale score (FRMB; Ellison, Vitak, Gray, & Lampe, 2014), the predictor variable; and the 

dependent variables of alienation. More specifically, the University Alienation Scale 

(Burbach, 1972) subscale scores of meaninglessness, powerlessness, and social 

estrangement dimensions of alienation were be used as the dependent variables for the 

regressions. 

H0b: No significant differences exist based on the demographic variables of 

gender and year in school in students’ FRMB scale score (Ellison, Vitak, Gray, & 

Lampe, 2014), as well as scores on alienation dimensions of meaninglessness, 

powerlessness, and social estrangement measured by the UAS (Burbach, 1972).  

RQ2 is designed to test this hypothesis by analyzing the demographic data with 

descriptive statistics to describe the participant characteristics and grouping them. 

Further, these demographic data were used as bases for comparisons of the respondents’ 

scores on the Facebook intensity and behavior variables grouped by their demographic 

variables of gender and year in school using a series of factorial analyses of variance 

(ANOVA)—a statistic especially suited for making comparisons of several independent 

and dependent variables and the interactions between them (Cronk, 2006). 

Limitations of the Study 

The sample for this study is drawn from undergraduate students at a regional 

Midwestern university. Several factors associated with this sample may affect the 

generalizability of the findings. As a convenience sample, it consisted of traditional-aged 

students, limiting the age range. Furthermore, the university student body is not very 

diverse. These factors limits the generalizability of the findings and the potential for 
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uncovering differences in student alienation as well as Facebook use patterns by race/ 

ethnicity, and age.  

Although exploring the relationship between alienation and Facebook use would 

not demonstrate causality, it would contribute to our understanding of the implications of 

Facebook use for college students, and makes it possible to further pursue research into 

causal relationships among these and other variables. In addition, elucidating the 

relationships among Facebook use and alienation enable higher education professionals 

and stakeholders make informed decisions regarding IT or social network policies, as 

well as strategies for using Facebook or other similar SNSs in ways that diminishes 

alienation and its effects, and increases students’ sense of connection to their institutions. 

In addition, this study contributes to educators’ understanding of Facebook and offer 

insights for using it and other social networking sites for programming and student 

activities targeting student sense of belonging, adjustment, overall development. 

Furthermore, it is possible that the findings of this project contribute to identifying 

Facebook use patterns that may indicate a risk for alienation and inform intervention 

strategies to alleviate this risk or address students’ feelings of alienation.  

Definitions of Terms 

Online Social Network Sites (SNSs):  Ellison and boyd (2013) offer an 

authoritative definition of SNSs as networked communication platforms, which provide 

technical means for participants to create and continually update profiles containing 

personal information and media, as well as other user- and system-generated content; to 

articulate and display relationships with others by connecting to their profiles and setting 

access and editing privileges; and to “consume, produce, and/or interact with streams of 
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user generated content provided by their connections on the site.” [authors’ original 

emphases in italics] (p. 159) 

 

Facebook: Facebook is one of the most popular SNSs at the time of this writing, 

was started in 2004 as a college student network at Harvard, and later offered access to 

students at other colleges and universities, before eventually becoming open to the public. 

By June 2016 Facebook has grown to serve 1.13 billion monthly active users all over the 

world, 1.03 billion of whom log on daily; and 84.5% of whom are outside the United 

States (Facebook Newsroom, 2016). 

 

Alienation. Alienation has been referred to as a state or experience of 

disconnection where connection is not only desired, but possibly expected; the object of 

such sense disconnection can be people, things, organizations, institutions or other social 

entities, or even one’s own feelings or experiences (see Case, 2007, 2008; Mann, 2001; 

Seeman, 1959, 1983;). Alienation is a multifaceted construct consisting of a number of 

dimensions, including powerlessness, meaninglessness, normlessness, social isolation, 

self-estrangement (Seeman, 1959, 1983), and cultural disengagement (Seeman, 2001) 

each of which can be relatively independent from each other. 
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CHAPTER II: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As students embark on their higher education journeys they come across a range 

of encounters, negotiating which can contribute or detract from their potential and 

success. The college experience can be exciting and challenging at the same time, 

consisting of many lessons to learn, problems to solve, and experiences to negotiate. 

Through these experiences students get to know themselves and learn new, independent, 

ways to relate to each other and the world in novel ways and contexts, and ultimately, 

develop their own sense of identity (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Many factors 

contribute to these processes, one important of which is the sense of connection with their 

peers and engagement with their college community and institution as a whole (Loo & 

Rolison, 1986; Tinto, 1975). In contrast to engagement, a sense of disconnection, known 

as alienation, can play an important role in making students’ college progress more 

challenging (Loo & Rolison, 1986; Tomlinson-Clarke & Clark, 1996).  

In this light, the popularity of online social networking systems (SNSs) that offer 

new ways to interact with larger communities of people than ever before (Ellison & boyd, 

2013), becomes more than a pop-culture trivia curiosity. College students were pioneers 

of this new medium since the early days of Friendster and Facebook (boyd [sic.], 2008). 

Considering the popularity of SNSs among college students today, it is not difficult to 

imagine that students’ SNS use has the potential for making a difference in the ways 

students engage with each other, their institutions, their academic communities, as well as 

network with other people with whom they might have had few opportunities to interact 

with before. Consequently, it is possible that SNSs can also affect students’ sense of 

disengagement and alienation, which have important implications for educators.  
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Unfortunately, currently there is no published research that explores the 

relationship between SNS use and students’ sense of alienation or engagement. In order 

to develop a deeper understanding of the phenomena involved, this chapter reviews the 

research on alienation and online social networking, particularly in the context of higher 

education.  

Alienation 

Belonging is a significant aspect of human experience. It has been conceptualized 

both in the positive terms of “engagement” or “connectedness,” and in terms of its 

antithesis – alienation (Seeman, 1983). In various texts the phenomenon of alienation has 

been referred to as a state or experience of disconnection where connection is not only 

desired, but possibly expected; the object of such sense disconnection can be people, 

things, organizations, institutions or other social entities, or even one’s own feelings or 

experiences (see Casey, 2007, 2008; Mann, 2001; Seeman, 1959, 1983). Research has 

shown the multifaceted nature of alienation, and six inter-related but relatively 

independent dimensions of alienation have been defined to conceptualize the various 

aspects of this phenomenon (Seeman 1983, 2001).  

In his seminal and frequently cited systematic definition of alienation from a 

social-psychological perspective, Seeman (1959) initially proposed that alienation 

consisted of five dimensions, to be thought of as an “individual’s expectancies” (p. 784). 

He proposed that alienation could take the forms of powerlessness, meaninglessness, 

normlessness, social isolation, and self-estrangement, each of which can be relatively 

independent from each other (although, normlessness and social isolation were found 

comparatively more independent from the rest; Seeman, 1959). In a later work, Seeman 

(2001) also distinguished the sixth dimension – cultural disengagement.  
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The alienation dimension of powerlessness is related to Marx’s and Weber’s 

conceptions of alienation as separation from the means of activity in which an individual 

is active (Seeman, 1959). Powerlessness, then, is “the expectancy of the probability held 

by the individual that his own behavior cannot determine the occurrence of outcomes, or 

reinforcements, he seeks” (Seeman, 1959, p. 784). Importantly, powerlessness is 

subjective, based on one’s perceptions, though the objective conditions can be “relevant 

… in determining the degree of realism involved in the individual’s response to the 

situation” (Seeman, 1959, p. 784). Departing from the Marxian definition, Seeman (1959) 

also notes that the socio-psychological definition of powerlessness need not include the 

value of control and the individual’s judgment or reaction to the lack of control over the 

consequences (Seeman, 1959, p. 784). However, he did not argue against the possibility 

of exploring the value and reaction to powerlessness; rather, he warned against confusing 

the two with the construct itself (Seeman, 1959, p. 785) and warned against confounding 

the concept of powerlessness with maladjustment that leads an individual to feel that he 

or she “has a generally low expectation that he can, through his own behavior, achieve 

any of the personal rewards he seeks.” (Seeman, 1959, p. 785) 

The next concept of meaninglessness is conceptualized as a dimension of 

alienation developed from Mannheim’s thinking of meaninglessness as based on the 

increasing complexity of the society taking away the individual’s “capacity to act 

intelligently in a given situation on the basis of one’s own insight into the interrelations 

of events” (Mannheim, in Seeman, 1959, p. 786). Meaninglessness, consequently, refers 

to the lack of understanding of the situation at hand sufficiently clearly for rational, 

confident, and insightful decision making (Seeman, 1959, p. 786). The individual, 
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therefore, “has a low expectancy that satisfactory predictions about the future can be 

made” (Seeman, 1959, p. 786). 

Normlessness as a dimension of alienation is related to the sociological concept of 

anomie, expressed in terms of social-psychological expectancies (Seeman, 1959). 

Normlessness is an individual’s strong belief that only “socially unapproved behaviors” 

make it possible to achieve his or her goals (Seeman, 1959, p. 788). Citing Goffman’s 

discussion of normlessness even on the smallest level of human interaction, the 

conversation, Seeman (1959) suggests, that anomie can be experienced on a variety of 

levels of human experience, beyond the social and economic domains. (Seeman, 1959, p. 

788). He also notes that normlessness is more or less independent from the other 

dimensions of alienation. (Seeman, 1959, p. 789) 

The alienation dimension of social isolation refers to estrangement from the 

society and the culture it carries (Seeman, 1959). From the socio-psychological 

perspective (i.e. as an expectancy or value), Seeman (1959) defined this concept as 

“assigning low reward value to goals or beliefs that are typically highly valued in the 

given society” (Seeman, p. 788). Durkheim, and based on his work, Middleton (1963) 

conceptualized social isolation or estrangement as a sense of loss of community in 

modern society, a subjective feeling "of loneliness," of "lack or loss of companionship" 

(p. 974). Seeman (1959) also contrasts and warns of confounding isolation as alienation 

and isolation as a “‘lack of social adjustment’—of the warmth, security, or intensity of an 

individual’s social contacts” (Seeman, 1959, p. 788). The cultural disengagement as a 

dimension of alienation was later distinguished from the umbrella of social isolation as an 

individual’s sense of distance or detachment from the dominant values of the society 

(2001).  
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APPENDIX A. TABLES  

Table 1 

A-priori Power Analysis G*Power: Exact - Correlation: Bivariate Normal Model 

Options: exact distribution 

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size  

Input: 

 Tail(s) = Two 

 Correlation ρ H1 = 0.3 

 α err prob = 0.016 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.8 

 Correlation ρ H0 = 0 

Output: 

 Lower critical r = -0.2261816 

 Upper critical r = 0.2261816 

 Total sample size = 113 

 Actual power = 0.8018255 
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Table 2 

A-priori Power Analysis G*Power: F tests - ANOVA: Fixed Effects, Special, Main Effects 

and Interactions 

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size  

Input: Effect size f = .3 

 α err prob = 0.0125 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.80 

 Numerator df = 2 

 Number of groups = 6 

Output: Noncentrality parameter λ = 13.7700000 

 Critical F = 4.5152887 

 Denominator df = 147 

 Total sample size = 153 

 Actual power = 0.8021734 
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Table 3 

FRMB Scale Item-Total Statistics  

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

Item 1 12.18 12.205 .653 .480 .689 

Item 2 12.73 12.645 .580 .449 .715 

Item 3 12.93 12.700 .607 .421 .707 

Item 4 11.88 14.683 .321 .127 .801 

Item 5 12.40 12.587 .568 .385 .719 
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Table 4 

FRMB Scale Score Descriptives 

 Statistic Std. Error 

FRMB Scale Score. Mean 15.5286 .36992 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 14.7972  

Upper Bound 16.2600  

5% Trimmed Mean 15.5794  

Median 16.0000  

Variance 19.157  

Std. Deviation 4.37692  

Minimum 5.00  

Maximum 25.00  

Range 20.00  

Interquartile Range 5.00  

Skewness -.269 .205 

Kurtosis -.023 .407 
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Table 5 

 

FRMB Extreme Values 

 Case Number Value 

FRMB Scale Score. Highest 1 16 25.00 

2 61 25.00 

3 115 25.00 

4 133 25.00 

5 41 24.00 

Lowest 1 67 5.00 

2 62 5.00 

3 51 5.00 

4 34 5.00 

5 143 7.00a 

a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 7.00 are shown in the 

table of lower extremes. 

 

  



123 

Table 6 

 

FRMB Descriptives with Outliers Removed 

 Statistic Std. Error 

FRMB Scale Score. Mean 15.8382 .34666 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 15.1526  

Upper Bound 16.5238  

5% Trimmed Mean 15.8252  

Median 16.0000  

Variance 16.344  

Std. Deviation 4.04277  

Minimum 7.00  

Maximum 25.00  

Range 18.00  

Interquartile Range 5.00  

Skewness -.054 .208 

Kurtosis -.203 .413 
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Table 7 

UAS Descriptive Statistics 

 Meaninglessness 

Alienation Score 

Powerlessness 

Alienation 

Score 

Social 

Estrangement 

Alienation 

Score 

University 

Alienation 

Scale Total 

Score 

N Valid 147 147 147 147 

 Missing 4 4 4 4 

Mean  17.59 22.37 18.38 58.34 

Median 18 22 18 58 

Mode  20 21 17 64a 

Std. Deviation 5.86 6.08 4.35 13.73 

Minimum 8 10 8 32 

Maximum 38 42 28 95 

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown   
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Table 8 

Meaninglessness and Powerlessness Alienation Score Descriptives 

 Statistic Std. Error 

Meaninglessness 

Alienation Score. 

Mean 17.5850 .48314 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 16.6302  

Upper Bound 18.5399  

5% Trimmed Mean 17.4104  

Median 18.0000  

Variance 34.313  

Std. Deviation 5.85772  

Minimum 8.00  

Maximum 38.00  

Range 30.00  

Interquartile Range 9.00  

Skewness .360 .200 

Kurtosis -.141 .397 

Powerlessness 

Alienation Score. 

Mean 22.3741 .50144 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 21.3831  

Upper Bound 23.3652  

5% Trimmed Mean 22.3073  

Median 22.0000  

Variance 36.962  

Std. Deviation 6.07962  

Minimum 10.00  

Maximum 42.00  

Range 32.00  

Interquartile Range 9.00  

Skewness .159 .200 

Kurtosis -.349 .397 
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Table 9 

 

Social Estrangement and UAS Total Score and Descriptives 
 

Social Estrangement 

Alienation Score. 

Mean 18.3810 .35917 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 17.6711  

Upper Bound 19.0908  

5% Trimmed Mean 18.3375  

Median 18.0000  

Variance 18.963  

Std. Deviation 4.35471  

Minimum 8.00  

Maximum 28.00  

Range 20.00  

Interquartile Range 7.00  

Skewness .075 .200 

Kurtosis -.324 .397 

University Alienation 

Scale Total Score. 

Mean 58.3401 1.13268 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 56.1016  

Upper Bound 60.5787  

5% Trimmed Mean 58.2343  

Median 58.0000  

Variance 188.596  

Std. Deviation 13.73302  

Minimum 32.00  

Maximum 95.00  

Range 63.00  

Interquartile Range 21.00  

Skewness .058 .200 

Kurtosis -.699 .397 
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Table 10 

Meaninglessness Alienation score Descriptives with Outlier Removed 

 Statistic Std. Error 

Meaninglessness 

Alienation Score. 

Mean 17.4452 .46564 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 16.5249  

Upper Bound 18.3655  

5% Trimmed Mean 17.3379  

Median 17.5000  

Variance 31.656  

Std. Deviation 5.62633  

Minimum 8.00  

Maximum 30.00  

Range 22.00  

Interquartile Range 9.25  

Skewness .151 .201 

Kurtosis -.841 .399 
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Table 11 

Powerlessness Alienation Score Descriptives with the Outlier Removed 

 Statistic Std. Error 

Powerlessness 

Alienation Score. 

Mean 22.2397 .48641 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 21.2784  

Upper Bound 23.2011  

5% Trimmed Mean 22.2336  

Median 22.0000  

Variance 34.542  

Std. Deviation 5.87726  

Minimum 10.00  

Maximum 36.00  

Range 26.00  

Interquartile Range 9.00  

Skewness -.013 .201 

Kurtosis -.832 .399 
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Table 12 

Model Summaryb of Linear Regression of Meaninglessness 

Alienation on FRMB Scale Score  

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .076a .006 -.002 5.53747 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 

b. Dependent Variable: Meaninglessness Alienation Score. 
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Table 13 

ANOVAa for Linear Regression of Meaninglessness Alienation on FRMB Scale 

Score 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 22.761 1 22.761 .742 .391b 

Residual 3924.932 128 30.664   

Total 3947.692 129    

a. Dependent Variable: Meaninglessness Alienation Score. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 
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Table 14 

Model Summaryb of Linear Regression of Powerlessness  

Alienation on FRMB Scale Score  

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .071a .005 -.003 5.80650 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 

b. Dependent Variable: Powerlessness Alienation Score. 
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Table 15 

ANOVAa for Linear Regression of Powerlessness  Alienation on FRMB Scale 

Score 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 21.990 1 21.990 .652 .421b 

Residual 4315.579 128 33.715   

Total 4337.569 129    

a. Dependent Variable: Powerlessness Alienation Score. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 
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Table 16 

Model Summaryb of Linear Regression of Social 

Estrangement Alienation on FRMB Scale Score  

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .003a .000 -.008 4.26247 

a. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 

b. Dependent Variable: Social Estrangement Alienation 

Score. 
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Table 17 

ANOVAa for Linear Regression of Social Estrangement Alienation on FRMB Scale 

Score 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression .020 1 .020 .001 .974b 

Residual 2325.588 128 18.169   

Total 2325.608 129    

a. Dependent Variable: Social Estrangement Alienation Score. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), FRMB Scale Score. 
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Table 18 

Factorial ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: FRMB Score by Gender and Year in 

School   

Dependent Variable:   FRMB Scale Score.   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 238.463a 7 34.066 2.219 .037 

Intercept 21965.824 1 21965.824 1430.843 .000 

Gender 88.465 1 88.465 5.763 .018 

Year in school 51.010 3 17.003 1.108 .349 

Gender * Year in school 56.255 3 18.752 1.221 .305 

Error 1857.552 121 15.352   

Total 34610.000 129    

Corrected Total 2096.016 128    

a. R Squared = .114 (Adjusted R Squared = .063) 
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Table 19 

Factorial ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Meaninglessness by Gender and 

Year in School   

Dependent Variable:   Meaninglessness Alienation Score.   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 282.415a 7 40.345 1.348 .234 

Intercept 30745.246 1 30745.246 1027.632 .000 

Gender 148.396 1 148.396 4.960 .028 

Year in school 74.380 3 24.793 .829 .481 

Gender * Year in school 116.968 3 38.989 1.303 .277 

Error 3620.143 121 29.919   

Total 44519.000 129    

Corrected Total 3902.558 128    

a. R Squared = .072 (Adjusted R Squared = .019) 

 

  



137 

Table 20 

Factorial ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Powerlessness by Gender and 

Year in School   

Dependent Variable:   Powerlessness Alienation Score.   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 560.010a 7 80.001 2.571 .017 

Intercept 48579.048 1 48579.048 1560.906 .000 

Gender 102.036 1 102.036 3.279 .073 

Year in school 133.650 3 44.550 1.431 .237 

Gender * Year in school 208.393 3 69.464 2.232 .088 

Error 3765.804 121 31.122   

Total 69295.000 129    

Corrected Total 4325.814 128    

a. R Squared = .129 (Adjusted R Squared = .079) 
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Table 21 

Factorial ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects: Social Estrangement by Gender 

and Year in School   

Dependent Variable:   Social Estrangement Alienation Score.   

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 85.302a 7 12.186 .672 .695 

Intercept 32418.633 1 32418.633 1787.711 .000 

gender 11.485 1 11.485 .633 .428 

Year in School 73.858 3 24.619 1.358 .259 

Gender * Year in School 38.906 3 12.969 .715 .545 

Error 2194.233 121 18.134   

Total 47941.000 129    

Corrected Total 2279.535 128    

a. R Squared = .037 (Adjusted R Squared = -.018) 
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APPENDIX B. FIGURES 

 
Figure 1: FRMB scale score histogram with the normal curve overlay. 
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Figure 2: FRMB scale expected normal probability plot. 
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Figure 3: FRMB scale detrended expected normal probability plot. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



142 

 

FRMB Scale Score. Stem-and-Leaf Plot 

 

 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 

 

     4.00 Extremes    (=<5.0) 

     2.00        7 .  00 

     5.00        8 .  00000 

     4.00        9 .  0000 

     7.00       10 .  0000000 

      .00       11 . 

     6.00       12 .  000000 

    14.00       13 .  00000000000000 

    10.00       14 .  0000000000 

    14.00       15 .  00000000000000 

    14.00       16 .  00000000000000 

     9.00       17 .  000000000 

    21.00       18 .  000000000000000000000 

     5.00       19 .  00000 

    10.00       20 .  0000000000 

     5.00       21 .  00000 

     4.00       22 .  0000 

     1.00       23 .  0 

     1.00       24 .  0 

     4.00       25 .  0000 

 

 Stem width:      1.00 

 Each leaf:        1 case(s) 

Figure 4: FRMB scale score stem-and-leaf plot. 
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Figure 5: FRMB scale score box plot. 
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Figure 31: Powerlessness alienation score box plot. 
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Figure 32: Powerlessness alienation score histogram with the outlier removed. 
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Figure 33: Powerlessness alienation score expected normal probability plot with the 

outlier removed. 
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Figure 34: Powerlessness alienation score detrended expected normal probability plot 

with the outlier removed. 
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Powerlessness Alienation Score. Stem-and-Leaf Plot 

 

 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 

 

     2.00        1 .  01 

    10.00        1 .  2222333333 

    12.00        1 .  444444445555 

    10.00        1 .  6677777777 

    12.00        1 .  888888899999 

    24.00        2 .  000000000011111111111111 

    14.00        2 .  22222222223333 

    16.00        2 .  4444455555555555 

    13.00        2 .  6666666777777 

    17.00        2 .  88888999999999999 

     7.00        3 .  0000011 

     7.00        3 .  2222222 

     1.00        3 .  4 

     1.00        3 .  6 

 

 Stem width:     10.00 

 Each leaf:        1 case(s) 

 

Figure 35: Powerlessness alienation score stem and leaf plot with the outlier removed. 
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Figure 36: Powerlessness alienation score box plot with the outlier removed. 
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Social Estrangement Alienation Score. Stem-and-Leaf Plot 

 

 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 

 

      .00        0 . 

     2.00        0 .  89 

     8.00        1 .  00011111 

    10.00        1 .  2233333333 

    21.00        1 .  444444555555555555555 

    24.00        1 .  666666667777777777777777 

    23.00        1 .  88888888899999999999999 

    22.00        2 .  0000000000000001111111 

    21.00        2 .  222222222333333333333 

     8.00        2 .  44444455 

     3.00        2 .  677 

     5.00        2 .  88888 

 

 Stem width:     10.00 

 Each leaf:        1 case(s) 

 

Figure 37: Social estrangement alienation score stem and leaf plot. 
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Figure 38: Social estrangement alienation score box plot. 
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University Alienation Scale Total Score. Stem-and-Leaf Plot 

 

 Frequency    Stem &  Leaf 

 

     4.00        3 .  2344 

    12.00        3 .  556667789999 

    13.00        4 .  0122222233344 

    12.00        4 .  555556677999 

    18.00        5 .  000112223333444444 

    20.00        5 .  55666777777888899999 

    16.00        6 .  0111122334444444 

    21.00        6 .  555555566677788889999 

    11.00        7 .  00011233344 

    11.00        7 .  66677788899 

     6.00        8 .  000114 

     2.00        8 .  56 

      .00        9 . 

     1.00        9 .  5 

 

 Stem width:     10.00 

 Each leaf:        1 case(s) 

 

Figure 39: University alienation scale total score stem and leaf plot. 
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Figure 40: University alienation scale total score box plot.   
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Figure 41: Scatterplot of FRMB score and meaninglessness alienation score. 
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Figure 42: Scatterplot of FRMB score and powerlessness alienation score. 
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Figure 43: Scatterplot of FRMB score and social estrangement alienation score. 
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Figure 44: Scatterplot of regressions standardized residuals and predicted values for 

meaninglessness alienation scores 
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Figure 45: Scatterplot of regressions standardized residuals and predicted values for 

powerlessness alienation scores. 
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Figure 46: Scatterplot of regressions standardized residuals and predicted values for 

social estrangement alienation scores. 
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APPENDIX C. PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

The Relationship between Facebook Use and Alienation 

Survey Consent Form  

We invite you to participate in this research study (IRB#786927) involving a 

survey of Facebook use and your feelings of alienation. If you agree to participate you 

will be asked questions about the ways you interact with others on Facebook. In addition, 

you will be asked about your feelings of alienation. It can take 30 minutes to complete 

the questionnaire.  

 

If you wish to participate in this study conducted by Dr. Jacqueline Lewis and 

Oleksandr Komarenko, doctoral student at Minnesota State University, Mankato, it is 

necessary that you read and complete this consent form, and the attached demographic 

sheet. Thank you for your cooperation in this project. 

 

This research project is being directed by Dr. Jacqueline Lewis. You can contact 

Dr. Lewis at 507-389-2324 or Jacqueline.Lewis@mnsu.edu for a copy of your consent 

form or about any concerns you have about this project. You also may contact the 

Minnesota State University, Mankato Institutional Review Board Administrator, Dr. 

Barry Ries, at 389-2321 or barry.ries@mnsu.edu  with any questions about research with 

human participants at Minnesota State University, Mankato. 

 

Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you have the right to stop at 

any time. Your participation (or lack of it) will in no way hinder your grade in this 

course, affect your relationship with Minnesota State University, Mankato, or otherwise 

reflect on you in any way. While there are no direct benefits to you as a result of 

participation in this research, the primary benefit of this study is for educators to 

determine the role of Facebook in students’ feeling of alienation.  

 

None of your answers will be released and no names will be recorded other than 

on this form, which will be kept separate from your survey responses. The data will be 

kept in a locked filing cabinet in the Principal Investigator's office for three years, after 

which it will be destroyed. Project personnel agree to maintain strict confidentiality about 

characteristics and other information of any person participating in this research project 

so as not to conflict with State and Federal laws and regulations. The risks of 

participating in this study are about the same as are encountered in daily life.  

 

If you are at least 18 years old and agree to participate in this research, please sign below, 

and return the signed copy in one of the self-addressed envelope and your survey in the 

other. Please keep the other copy for your records.   

 

mailto:Jacqueline.Lewis@mnsu.edu
mailto:barry.ries@mnsu.edu
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Your Name (printed) ________________________  

 

Your Signature _____________________________ Date _____________  

 

MSU IRBNet ID# 786927 

 

Date of MSU IRB approval: 02/03/2016  
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APPENDIX D. INSTRUMENT: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET 

Demographic Information: 

1. Gender:  ___Female ___Male ___Other 

2. Age:   ___ 

3. Ethnicity: ___African American  ___Asian  ___Caucasian  ___Latina/o 

 Other: ___________________ 

4. Year in school:  ___Freshman  ___Sophomore  ___Junior  ___Senior 

General Information about Your Use of Online Social Networking Sites: 

5. Do you use Facebook? ___ Yes  ___ No 

(If you answered “No,” please skip Sections III and IV, and proceed to Section V) 

 

6. In addition to Facebook, please write any other online social networking sites you use 

regularly:  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Do you use Facebook more than other online social networking sites? ___ Yes ___ No 

8. If Facebook is not your “primary” online social network site, please write the name of the 

online social networking site you use the most: __________________ 

9. About how many total Facebook friends do you have at MSU or elsewhere?  _____ 

10. Approximately how many of your TOTAL Facebook friends do you consider actual  

friends?   _____ 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements. 

 

 Strongly 

disagree 

 

Some-

what 

agree 

 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

 

Some-

what 

agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

11. Most of my friends with whom I regularly 

interact on Facebook are MSU students. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX E. INSTRUMENT:  

UNIVERSITY ALIENATION SCALE 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements by 

circling the appropriate number. 

  

 Strongly 

disagree 

Some-

what 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Some-

what 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

1. The size and complexity of this 

university make it very difficult for a 

student to know where to turn.  

 1 2 3 4 5 

2. It is only wishful thinking to believe 

that one can really influence what 

happens at this is university.  

 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Classes at this university are so 

regimented that there is little room for 

the personal needs and interests of the 

student.  

 1 2 3 4 5 

4. The faculty has too much control over 

the lives of students at this university. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The bureaucracy of this university has 

me confused and bewildered. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I feel that I am an integral part of this 

university community.  

 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Things have become so complicated at 

this university that I really don't 

understand just what is going on  

 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I seldom feel "lost" or "alone" at this 

university. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Students are just so many cogs in the 

machinery of this university  

 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I don't have as many friends as I would 

like at this university. 

 1 2 3 4 5 



189 

  

 Strongly 

disagree 

Some-

what 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Some-

what 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

11. Most of the time I feel that I have an 

effective voice in the decisions 

regarding my destiny at this university.  

  1 2 3 4 5 

12. Life at this university is so chaotic that 

the student really doesn't know where 

to turn. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

13. Many students at this university are 

lonely and unrelated to their fellow 

human beings.  

  1 2 3 4 5 

14. More and more, I feel helpless in the 

face of what's happening at this 

university today. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

15. There are forces affecting me at this 

university that are so complex and 

confusing that I find it difficult to 

effectively make decisions. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

16. I can't seem to make much sense out of 

my university experience. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

17. My experience at this university has 

been devoid of any meaningful 

relationships. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

18. The administration has too much 

control over my life at this university. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

19. This university is run by a few people 

in power and there is not much the 

student can do about it. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

20. The student has little chance of 

protecting his personal interests when 

they conflict with those of this 

university. 

  1 2 3 4 5 
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 Strongly 

disagree 

Some-

what 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Some-

what 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

  

21. In spite of the fast pace of this 

university, it is easy to make many 

close friends that you can really count 

on. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

22. My life is so confusing at this 

university that I hardly know what to 

expect from day-to-day. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

23. In this fast-changing university, with so 

much conflicting information available, 

it is difficult to think clearly about 

many issues. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

24. This university is just too big and 

impersonal to provide for the individual 

student. 

  1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX F. INSTRUMENT:  

FACEBOOK RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE BEHAVIORS SCALE 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements. 

 

 Strongly 

disagree 

 

Some-

what 

disagree 

 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

 

Some-

what 

agree 

 

 Strongly 

agree 

1. When I see a friend or acquaintance 

sharing good news on Facebook, I try 

to respond. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

2. When I see a friend or acquaintance 

sharing bad news on Facebook, I try to 

respond. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

3. When I see someone asking for advice 

on Facebook, I try to respond. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

4. When a Facebook friend has a 

birthday, I try to post something on 

their wall. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

5. When I see someone asking a question 

on Facebook that I know the answer 

to, I try to respond. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX G. PERMISSION TO USE:  

UNIVERSITY ALIENATION SCALE 
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APPENDIX H. PERMISSION TO USE:  

FACEBOOK RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE BEHAVIORS SCALE 

 

 


