Psychologie a internet

Teoreticky uvod do problematiky



P Online komunikace a interakce

P CMC — computer-mediated communication

P ICT usage — information and communication technologies
P Digital technologies



Online prostredi

» Co byva zmifovano?

P Relativni anonymita — technickd a socidlni (christopherson, 2006)
P Aktudlni fyzicka distance a ,pfekracovani ¢asoprostorovych hranic”

P Chybi néktera voditka (mimika, ton hlasu), jind naopak pfibyvaji (emotikony, gify,
memy...)

P Multiplicita interakce

P Mnoho informaci a materidld (kvantitativné i kvalitativné); snadno dohledatelné,
re-publikovatelné

P Vétsi kontrola vlastni sebe-prezentace



Internet jako socialni prostredi

P Internet jako prostredi tvaruje podobu interpersondlni interakce

P Dusledky pro vztahy a komunikaci v dal$i hodiné



Specifika online komunikace

» Specifika online komunikace souviseji s rysy internetu

e omezené vnimani
» prostredi zaloZzené na textu (a vizualni strance)
» fyzicka nepfitomnost

(

* Ovlivnéna charakterem technologii a jejich ,,affordances’
* Jaké moznosti nam nabizeji a v ¢em nas naopak limituji?

e LiSi se napric€ technologiemi (PC, mobil, wearables) a napric ruznymi prostredimi
(Facebook, Twitter, TikTok)

* Rysy internetu se v case meni
* Nové aplikace, nové zpUsoby interakce, nové normy



Affordances

* Co dané prostredi/materidly/prostredky umoznuji délat?

* (viz Bucher, T., & Helmond, A. (2017). The affordances of social media
platforms. The SAGE handbook of social media, 223-253)

e James Gibson — ecological psychology (1979) (The Ecological Approach to
Visual Perception)

* Vnimame prostredi skrze affordances — potencialni moznosti akce
 all kinds of action possibilities latent in the physical environment

* ,the affordances of the environment are what it offers the animal, what it provides or
furnishes, either for good or will”

* Jako relaCni aspekt, ne jen aspekt prostredi
* Rybnik: ryba a srnka; SNS: uzivatel a korporat



Affordances

* Hutchby (2001) — communicative affordances — funkcni i relacni

» functional in the sense that they are enabling, as well as
constraining”

» ,Relational as they are drawing attention to the way that the
affordances of an object may be different for one species than for
another”



Affordances

* V\nimané affordances

 Norman (1988): ,,the perceived and actual properties of the thing,

primarly those fundamental properties that determine how the thing
could possibly be used”

* Perceived affordances — vétsinou jsou voditka k tomu, jak je pouzivat
* znaky a symboly

* DUraz na jejich percepci, musi byt viditelné



Affordances

* Gaver — Technology affordances (1991) — dliraz na interakci

* | dalsi smysly (co slySime, citime?)

* Affordances nemusi byt hned viditelné, mohou byt ,,schované”
e Aktivni explorace

e cotoumi“?



Affordances

 Socialni affordances — ,,social activities are embedded in and shaped
by the material environment” (Gaver, 1996)

* Wellman (2001): ,,the possibilities that technological changes afford
for social relations and social structure®

* Zména celych komunikacnich struktur



Affordances

» Affordances — nékdy jen jako charakteristiky technologii
* Ale dopad na socialni struktury, interakce

* boyd — SNS as networked public — persistence, replicability, scalability,
searchability

* Schrok (2015), mobilni nastroje: portability, availability, locatability
and mulimediality



Media richness theory (Daft & Lengel,
1986)

* Richness as the potential information —carrying capacity of data

e DUlezité pro rozhodnuti k rGznym typum komunikace, hl. S ohledem
na nejednoznacnost a nejistotu
* medium’s capacity for immediate feedback
* number of channels and cues
» personalization — u prijemce i k odesilateli
* [anguage variety (non/verbalni)

e Rich média: pomahaji u nejednoznacnych sdéleni (dodavaji emocni
kontext)
* Lean média: snizuji nejistotu (text bez nejednoznacnych emoji)



Social presence theory

* degree of salience of the other person in the interaction and the con-
sequent salience of the interpersonal relationships . .." (65)

* Do jaké miry vnimame ,presence” dalSich komunikacnich partnert?
* Jak moc je osoba vnimana jako ,real-person?

e Dvé hlavni dimenze (Short et al., 1976)

* Intimacy — pocit propojeni s komunikacnim partnerem (napr. ocni kontakt,
osobnéjsi témata konverzace)

* Immediacy — vnimani ,vzdalenosti“, psychologicka dimenze



Chovani v online prostredi

e cues-filtered-out approach
| jiné typ pristuptl — liberated approaches

Social Information Processing (Walther, 1992)

» Specifické procesy kddovani a dekdédovani zavislé na prostredi
* emotikony, memy, zvuky, styl a obsah vyjadfovani...

» K prekonani omezeni potrebuji ¢as (vztahy se na internetu vyvijeji zpocatku
pomaleji)

* Jsme motivovani k navazovani vztahu, komunikace, prekroceni moznych bariér

* hyperpersonadlni komunikace



Hyperpersonalni efekt

* Co ho umoznuje?
* Faktory komunikace
* faktory média — omezena audiovizualni voditka, textova komunikace
» faktory na strané odesilatele zpravy — kontrola sebeprezentace
e faktory na strané prijemce — zvelicovani informaci

e omezena moznost zprostredkovat neverbalni a{kc.)ntextové signaly -

jakakoliv cast socialni informace, ktera ,,projde®, je prijemcem zvelicena
* + zpeétnovazebni mechanismy

e Diky tomu dochazi k idealizaci komunikacnich partneru a pozitivnéjsi
komunikaci nez v RL

* Pristé — teorie a hypotézy vztazené k formovani vztah



Jak na toto ,nove" prostredi reagujeme?




Online disinhibice

* Online disinhibition effect
* John Suler (2004) — vznik koncem 90.let; teoreticky koncept

* Chovani se snizenymi zabranami
* Negativni (toxic)
* Agresivni chovani, urazky, flaming, trolling...
* Pozitivni (benign)
* Sebe-odhalovani, podpora ostatnich, rady, sdileni informaci...



Online disinhibice

* Podle Sulera 6 rysu internetu prispiva k disinhibici

« Anonymita — You Don't Know Me

* Neviditelnost — You Can't See Me

« Asynchronicita — See You Later

« Solipsisticka introjekce — /t's All in My Head
« Disociativni predstavivost — /t's Just a Game
 Minimalizace autority — We re Equals



ProC ma anonymita tyto dusledky?

Alternativni pristup: depersonalizace a zvysené uvédomeéni v
kategoriich socialni identity (Lea &Spears, 1991; Postmes & Spears,
1998; Reicher, Spears, & Postmes, 1995)

The Social Identity Model of Deindividuation Effects (SIDE)

* VVysvétluje vice do hloubky a ve vice kontextech plsobeni anonymity



ProcC a jak internet pouzivame? A co to
dela?

 Media effects
 komunikacni teorie, media effects

e Zameérné nebo nezamerné, kratkodobé nebo dlouhodobé zmény ve
znalostech, emocich, postojich a chovani, které jsou vysledkem
pouzivani médii. (Valkenburg & Peter 2013)

 Jak nas média uvliviuji
e RUzné typy efektu (socialni, psychologické..) postoje, chovani, nazory
* Na rovine jedince az makrostruktur



ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Uses and gratifications theory (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1974)
e komunikacni teorie

* Pouzivdme ty média (a takovym zpUsobem), ktera dokazou vyhovét
nasim potrebam a vedou k uspokojeni

* RUzné potreby se odrazi v ruizném pouzivani

* Vnitrni i vnejsi incentivy

* Predpoklad: nejsme pasivni prijemci — volime podle vlastnich potreb
* jsou i jiné zpusoby naplnovani potreb



ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Theory of planned behavior (a theory of reasoned action)
* Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Ajzen, 1985 (a dal)
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ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Theory of planned behavior (a theory of reasoned action)

* Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Ajzen, 1985 (a dal)

* DUraz na intenci Pozitivni a negativni postoj k
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ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Theory of planned behavior (a theory of reasoned action)

* Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Ajzen, 1985 (a dal) -
Co ode mé druzi

ne/ocekavaji? Jak na to
budou reagovat?
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ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Theory of planned behavior (a theory of reasoned action)

* Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Ajzen, 1985 (a dal)
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ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

* Theory of planned behavior (a theory of reasoned action)
* Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Ajzen, 1985 (a dal) - N
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ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989)

» Kdy technologie zaCheme pouzivat?

* = behavioralni intence je ovlivnéna postoji k technologii

e —> postoje jsou ovlivnény zejména dvéma dulezitymi komponenty (+
individualni rozdily!):

* Vnimana uzitecnost — do jaké miry si myslim, ze mi technologie k nécemu
bude?

* Vnimana ,uzivatelska privétivost” — jak moc energie do pouzivani musim
investovat?



ProcC a jak internet pouzivame?

Selective exposure theory (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1948)

Tendence vyhledavat obsah ktery odpovida nasim postojim, nazorim,
a vyhybat se tomu, ktery mu odporuje

* Tyka se i celych médii (mainstream TV a ,fake news®)
* Na roviné exposure, percepce a retence



Jake to ma dusledky?

Tzv. Media effects — tradice od masmedialni komunikace, jak ovliviuji postoje a chovani

Jak to vypada?

Meta-analyses of media effects have typically yielded small to moderate effect sizes that lie
between r = 0.10 and r = 0.20, with some deviations.

For example, as Table 1 shows, meta-analyses of the effects of violent computer games on
aggressive behavior have reported effect sizes of r = 0.08 (Ferguson & Kilburn 2009), r = 0.15
(Sherry 2001), and r = 0.19 (Anderson & Bushman 2001, Anderson et al. 2010). Meta-analyses of
the effects of health campaigns on health behavior have yielded effects sizes between r = 0.04 and
r=0.15 (Snyder et al. 2004), and those of the effects of media use on body dissatisfaction between
g 1=70).08 (Holmstrom 2004) and r = 0.14 (Grabe et al. 2008) (Valkenburg, Peter, & Walther, 2016, p.

* Valkenburg, P. M., Peter, J., & Walther, J. B. (2016). Media effects: Theory and research. Annual review of psychology, 67, 315-338.



Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2013). The differential susceptibility
to media effects model. Journal of Communication, 63(2), 221-243.

P Nepfimé a moderaéni efekty

» Do hry vstupuji dal$i faktory:
» Dispozi¢ni
P \/yvojové
» Socialni

VVIivvr)aIVYbér média, jeho pouzivani a hodnoceni, a dusledek — a dalsi
pouzivani

P Transactional theories assume reciprocal causal relationships between
characteristics of the media users, their selective media use, factors in their

environment, and outcomes of media (Bandura, 2009) (in Valkenburg,
Peter, Walther, 2016).



Viastnosti medii

(Valkenburg, Peter, Walther, 2016)

Také vliv na efekt médii:
P Modalita (napf. text, audio, vizudlni, audiovizudlni)

P Obsah (napf. nasili, typy postav, charakter argumentu — pravdivost, atraktivita....)

P Strukturdlni vlastnosti (rdzné efekty, rychlost, zpétna vazba, gamifikace)



Neprime, moderacni, transakcni efekty

Proposition 1 Proposition 2
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Proposition 4

Proposition 1: Media effects depend on three types of susceptibility.

Proposition 2: Three media response states mediate the relationship between media use and effects.
Proposition 3: The differential susceptibility variables have two roles: they act as predictors and moderators.
Proposition 4: Media effects are transactional.



e Jak tedy o ,,psychologii internetu” uvazovat?



FUTURE: aplikace na well-being
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DIFFERENTIAL SUSCEP‘H BILITY VAR|ABLES Smahel, D., Gulec, H., Lokajova, A., Dedkova, L., & Machackova, H. (2022). The integrative model of ICT effects on Adolescents’ well-being (iIMEW): The
synthesis of theories from developmental psychology, media and communications, and health. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2022.2135501
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