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A. Theoretical Perspective   

1. Critique the author’s conceptual framework.  

 Tufekci couches her study within the ongoing debate about the legitimacy of friendships 

formed online, primarily through social media channels. Moving from early assumptions that 

online friendships could not be authentic because of Internet anonymity, Tufekci narrows her 

framework through the logic that if online friendships are “real,” who makes friends online? 

Further, do existing models investigating this question consider the effect one’s personal beliefs 

or expectations surrounding such relationships may have on any subsequent relationship 

formation? The logic is plausible: perhaps the longevity of the debate on online relationships can 

be credited to the inherent variability of individual expectations on situational outcomes (i.e., 

simply another iteration of the self-fulfilling prophecy effect).  

 

2. Comment on the need for this study and its importance.  

 Tufekci’s argument for this study is twofold: 1) she presents a gap in the literature on 

relationship formation through social media (specifically, gaps in how two models assess online 

sociality without accounting for user beliefs) and 2) she challenges the monolithic mentality 

commonly applied to digital natives, which correlates the generation’s ubiquitous presence on 

social media with homogenous attitudes towards social networking. Based on the gaps presented, 

there does appear to be a compelling need for this study. An evaluation of the relationship 

between personal expectations and authentic social connection online contributes to a necessary 

unpacking of multiply situated variables that are often inappropriately lumped into a single 

category that perhaps unfairly generalizes “Millennials on the Internet.” 
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3. How effectively does the author tie the study to relevant theory and prior research?  

 Tufekci clearly connects this study to existing literature and models. She establishes the 

historical framework of social media research, noting previous research informing the online 

friendship debate, and emphasizes the significant demographic changes in who develops online 

personas and how. Further, she connects past Internet-facilitated relationship models (“rich get 

richer” and “social compensation” models) to the model this paper examines (“seek and ye shall 

find”). Although concise, her literature review is thorough and relevant. 

 

4. Evaluate the clarity and appropriateness of the research questions or hypotheses. 

 The primary research question is whether personal beliefs regarding the possibility of 

friendships formed through social media has a significant impact on the formation of those 

relationships. Said differently: Are personal assumptions about the legitimacy of online 

friendship predictors of one’s likelihood to make friends online in the first place? A secondary 

question seems to be whether this “seek-and-ye-shall-find” model has specific connotations for 

Millennials, for whom social media use has been “seamlessly integrat[ed]…into their lives” 

(Tufekci, 2010, p. 1). Given the framework Tufekci’s been building, these questions are logical 

extensions of the existing literature and clearly articulated. 

 

B. Research Design and Analysis  

1. Critique the appropriateness and adequacy of the study’s design in relation to the 

research questions or hypotheses.  

 This is a cross-sectional, mixed-methods study, combining quantitative and qualitative 

measures and analyses. Interestingly, although Tufekci herself labels the study design as cross-
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sectional, she also describes her hypotheses and research questions as seeking evidence of 

causation. While such an approach provides a useful observational foundation for future causal 

studies, a cross-sectional approach is not generally the most appropriate choice for determining a 

causal relationship between two variables (personal beliefs in possibility of online friendships, 

relationship formation through social media). However, the author’s decision to implement 

mixed-methods analyses was a good choice, as such research can serve as a plausible mechanism 

supporting the hypothesized causal relationship as more than a mere statistical correlation 

(Remler & Van Ryzin, 2010). 

 

2. Critique the adequacy of the study’s sampling methods (e.g., choice of participants) and 

their implications for generalizability. 

 The study used a purposive sample of 617 undergraduate students (mean age = 19) 

enrolled across multiple sections of a popular introductory course from 2007-2008, which 

typically included a diverse population of majors. Students sampled had been active on the 

Internet for an average of 8.74 years, and were representative of institutional demographics (52% 

female, 38% White, 14% Black, 4% Hispanic, 35% Asian, and 9% other). Given the discussion 

in the conceptual framework of challenging the presumed homogeneity of Millennials on the 

Internet, the sample seems appropriately representative of the population to whom Tufekci is 

likely generalizing. One concern would be the demographic distribution: although it is a 

relatively diverse sample, it’s likely to be most representative of White and Asian young adults, 

who comprise over two-thirds of the total sample. 
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3. Critique the adequacy of the study’s procedures and materials (e.g., interventions, 

interview protocols, data collection procedures).  

 The study gathered quantitative and qualitative data via survey. Although the author does 

not address most of procedural logistics related to this survey, it seems likely that a single survey 

was used in each of the class sections sampled during the year of Tufekci’s study. The study’s 

procedures had some important deficiencies. First, a single survey, even across a large sample 

population, is unlikely to be the best choice for determining objective amount of time spent on a 

given activity, particularly when no information on respondent preparation (such as being primed 

to notice how they spend their time online) is reported in the study. Additionally, no discussion 

of necessary survey design protocols (such as pretesting before deploying, or deploying in a 

smaller pilot sample) occurred. There was also no discussion of survey administration or 

respondent consent, either of which might have significantly impacted how biased respondents 

were, and in what ways. 

 

4. Critique the appropriateness and quality (e.g., reliability, validity) of the measures used.  

 All aspects of Tufekci’s research question(s) were addressed in the survey mentioned 

above. In addition to the demographic and online exposure variables noted in the sample critique, 

respondents were asked to report amount of time spent online per day using a Likert scale 

subdivided into half-hour increments (1-9 scale, with 1 < 30 minutes and 9 > four hours). A 

second Likert scale was used to rank average daily minutes spent on social media sites 

specifically, with different values set at 15-minute intervals (1-7 scale, 1 ≤15 minutes and 7 ≥ 2 

hours). The survey also asked how many friends respondents saw or spoke with offline at least 

once per week. Respondents were given two Boolean quantitative queries: 1) did they think 
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online friendship was possible and 2) had respondents ever met any new friends through the 

Internet. The qualitative component of this survey was comprised of a single question asking that 

they explain why they did or did not think making friends online was possible. 

 Although the survey is an appropriate instrument to address the primary research question 

(do personal beliefs impact relationship formation through social media and how), the instrument 

itself and overall measurement methods nonetheless had some deficiencies. Self-reported data is 

inherently less valid than other more objective measurements, but it can be the most appropriate 

method in some situations. However, as discussed above, some of the data respondents were 

asked to report are particularly difficult to obtain via self-reporting surveys, such as the questions 

regarding duration; other methods of self-reporting, such as keeping a log of time spent online 

for different tasks over a set period, would have been more appropriate.  

 There are further concerns regarding the validity and reliability of Tufekci’s coding 

practices. For example, the Likert scale values are inconsistent, despite being presented as 

complementary questions (time spent online versus time spent specifically on social media). 

Further, despite the Likert scale being essentially categorical, average scores were reported based 

on the scale value rather than the quantitative data contained within. Although composite scores 

are sometimes treated as quantitative variables themselves, the inconsistent scale values and 

intervals (30-minute vs 15-minute) in this study likely did not produce the consistent, continuous 

set of values necessary for a quantitative variable. 

 

5. Critique the adequacy of the study’s data analyses. For example: Have important 

statistical assumptions been met? Are the analyses appropriate for the study’s design? Are 

the analyses appropriate for the data collected?  
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 Tufekci used t-tests, chi-square, and ANOVA to analyze the quantitative data reported 

above, including dummy variables such as race, gender, and belief in the possibility of legitimate 

online friendships (reported dichotomously). She also ran a logistic regression “predicting the 

odds of ever having met a new person” through social media (p.3). Qualitative data (responses to 

the single open-ended survey question discussed above, n = 175) were analyzed via thematic 

coding and reported by frequency of occurrence on two tables subdivided based on whether 

respondents found online friendship possible and why. 

 The tests themselves seem appropriate for the research design. Although the study is 

observational (specifically cross-sectional), not experimental, Tufekci has chosen analyses that 

can evaluate the existence, direction, and strength of the relationship between personal beliefs in 

online friendships and relationship formation through social media.  However, the overall 

appropriateness of how these analyses were run is unclear. Tufekci did not provide sufficient 

discussion of when and how these tests were applied and to which variables; rather, she writes 

that the analyses “were run as appropriate for the categories” (p. 3), with no further explanation. 

Additionally, her qualitative analysis, while appropriate for the type of data collected, is unclear 

in its application to her research question. 

  

Commented [RC10]: Careful – these tests actually 
look at group differences rather than relationships 
between variables. 

Commented [RC11]: Good, but now finish thought 
about why this is a problem – e.g, this lowers 
confidence in the results, prevents clear conclusions, 
and limits potential contribution to the literature.  

Commented [RC12]:  
205 words 
 
Score = 5 
 
Summary, evaluation and rationale all clearly stated but 
somewhat incomplete and underdeveloped.  
 
For one, the author uses more than logistic regression 
and thematic analysis of qualititative data (e.g., t-tests, 
chi-square, ANOVA). Further, these tests examine 
group differences rather than relationships between 
variables, which is inconsistent with research 
questions.  
 
To improve response, also note lack of information 
about qualitative analyses. Simply stating that 
“Qualitative data was coded an analyzed using N*VIVO 
software with deductive and inductive passes” (p. 3) is 
quite generic and provides little clarity about the validity 
and reliability of analyses. Also consider: Did the 
authors report looking at the assumptions underlying 
the statistical tests? 



 

Katie Green Article Critique #3 July 7, 2018 

C. Interpretation and Implications of Results  

1. Critique the author’s discussion of the methodological and/or conceptual limitations of 

the results.  

 Tufekci addresses two limitations of her study: generalizability and causality. She 

considers generalizability to be the “most important” (p.6) limitation, as her sample was 

exclusively American undergraduates. Because this is a non-experimental design, I would 

consider the study’s greatest limitation to be causal assessment. Tufekci’s assertion that 

generalizability beyond college students is the most important limitation seems irrelevant to this 

study’s framework: although her primary research question of course has implications for 

populations beyond that sampled in this paper, her conceptual framework and literature review 

specifically address her question’s relation to digital natives, for whom social media and general 

Internet use is interwoven in daily life. Conversely, despite at times affirming this study’s 

inability to address causality, the author has predicated her primary research question and many 

of her conclusions on the existence and cause-effect potential of an inter-variable relationship.  

 

2.  How consistent and comprehensive are the author’s conclusions with the reported 

results?  

 The study concludes that people who believe online friendship is possible and spend 

more time on social media are more likely to make friends online, a likelihood orthogonal of all 

demographic variables except being African-American. This conclusion is somewhat 

appropriate, given the data reported. Specifically, there does seem to be a correlation between 

time spent online and positive beliefs regarding online friendships. However, data were 

inconclusively presented in Table 1 regarding the delineation between time generally spent 
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online and time spent on social media specifically. Further, the data seems to indicate that, 

regardless of time spent online and/or on social media, African-American respondents did not 

generally report being more likely to believe in the possibility of online friendships. The study 

also reports that offline sociality is not related to online sociality in terms of openness to making 

friends online. Based on the data, this conclusion seems valid: the mean number of offline 

friends with whom respondents spoke on a given week was steady across other variables, such as 

belief in online friendships and time spent online. 

 

3.  How well did the author relate the results to the study’s theoretical base?  

 Tufekci’s primary conclusion is well supported by her theoretical base. Specifically, she 

discusses her results and conclusions within the framework of the three hypothetical models 

discussed in her introduction. Tufekci argues that her findings contradict both the rich-get-richer 

and the social-compensation models, as the data provided no evidence that offline sociality bore 

a significant relationship to online sociality (that is, neither respondents who were particularly 

social or asocial offline were more or less likely to be social online). She further bolstered her 

seek-and-ye-shall-find model by exploring the results that did seem to suggest positive regard for 

online friendships was correlated with the likelihood of having made friends online. 

 

4.  In your view, what is the significance of the study, and what are its primary implications 

for theory, future research, and practice?  

 The study’s greatest significance is its reminder of the ways societal and personal 

attributes and values have changed in the wake of the Internet. While the exploration of ways 

personal beliefs can shape outcomes and the likelihood thereof is not new, the consideration of 
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their impact online is important. Many of the affordances and constraints of the digital age are 

still unknown, and their ramifications for societal structures are still being determined. One 

Tufekci mentions, for instance, is the concern regarding diminishing community ties, as well as 

the Internet’s role in inhibiting or enabling that decline. This study, therefore, highlights one of 

the many research questions worth considering as we move further into the digital age.  


