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Final	  Presentations	  
Dec	  1	  Presentations	  

les	  redditorians	  	   Ashwini	  Khare,	  Revant	  Kumar,	  Suren	  Nihalani,	  Prajwal	  Prasad	  

Help	  Yelp!	   Thomas	  Loalbo,	  Florian	  Foerster,	  Perron	  Jones,	  Christina	  
Masden,	  Jitesh	  Jagadish	  

Triple	  C	  +	  P/Pro-‐ED	  and	  
Instagram	  

Stevie	  Chancellor,	  Trustin	  Clear,	  James	  Crouch,	  Jessica	  Pater	  

Collaboration	  and	  GitHub	   Sneha	  Iyengar,	  Netra	  Kenkarey,	  Srinivas	  Eswar,	  Shankar	  
Vishwanath	  

Dec	  3	  Presentations	  

Loneliness,	  emotion,	  and	  
imagery	  

Unaiza	  Ahsan,	  Jose	  Delgado,	  John	  Dugan,	  Omer	  Semerci	  

Two	  Sides	  to	  a	  Story/Topical	  
Polarization	  and	  Social	  Media	  

Alex	  Godwin,	  Anand	  Sainath,	  Sanjay	  Obla	  Jayakumar,	  Vinodh	  
Krishnan	  

User	  Interest	  Modeling	  on	  Social	  
Media	  

Alvin	  Khong,	  Saajan	  Shridhar,	  Mrinal	  Kumar	  	  

Twitter	  -‐	  Entertainment	  Data	  
Analysis	  

Harikumar	  Venkatesan,	  Karthik	  Krishna	  Subramanian,	  Divya	  
Vijayaraghavan	  

Social	  Media	  (Twitter)	  and	  
amusement	  parks	  

Arjun	  Srinivasan,	  Suraksha	  Suresh	  Pai	  



All	  three	  papers	  study	  Facebook.	  Why	  is	  
Facebook	  always	  in	  the	  news	  when	  it	  comes	  
to	  privacy,	  but	  no	  one	  talks	  about	  Google,	  
Yahoo,	  or	  Microsoft	  although	  they	  
presumably	  have	  more	  sensitive	  data?	  



Information	  Revelation	  and	  
Privacy	  in	  Online	  Social	  
Networks	  



Summary	  

Table 1: Distribution of CMU Facebook profiles for di↵erent user categories. The majority of users are
undergraduate students. The table lists the percentage of the CMU population (for each category) that are
users of the Facebook (if available).

# Profiles % of Facebook Profiles % of CMU Population

Undergraduate Students 3345 74.6 62.1
Alumni 853 18.8 -
Graduate Students 270 5.9 6.3
Sta↵ 35 0.8 1.3
Faculty 17 0.4 1.5

Table 2: Gender distribution for di↵erent user categories.
# Profiles % of Category % of CMU Population

Male 2742 60.4 -Overall
Female 1781 39.2 -
Male 2025 60.5 62.0Undergraduate Students

Female 1320 39.5 62.3
Male 484 56.7 -Alumni

Female 369 43.3 -
Male 191 70.7 6.3Graduate Students

Female 79 29.3 6.3
Male 23 65.7 -Sta↵

Female 12 34.3 -
Male 17 100 3.4Faculty

Female 0 0.0 0.0

3.3 Types and Amount of Information
Disclosed

The Facebook o↵ers users the ability to disclose a large
and varied amount of personal information. We evaluated
to which extent users at CMU provide personal information.
Figure 2 shows the percentages of CMU profiles that disclose
di↵erent categories of information.

In general, CMU users of the Facebook provide an aston-
ishing amount of information: 90.8% of profiles contain an
image, 87.8% of users reveal their birth date, 39.9% list a
phone number (including 28.8% of profiles that contain a
cellphone number), and 50.8% list their current residence.
The majority of users also disclose their dating preferences
(male or female), current relationship status (single, mar-
ried, or in a relationship), political views (from “very liberal”
to “very conservative”), and various interests (including mu-
sic, books, and movies). A large percentage of users (62.9%)
that list a relationship status other than single even identify
their partner by name and/or link to their Facebook profile.

Note that, as further discussed below in Section 3.4, Face-
book profiles tend to be fully identified with each partici-
pant’s real first and last names, both of which are used as
the profile’s name. In other words, whoever views a profile
is also able to connect the real first and last name of a per-
son to the personal information provided - that may include
birthday or current residence.

Across most categories, the amount of information re-
vealed by female and male users is very similar. A notable
exception is the phone number, disclosed by substantially
more male than female users (47.1% vs. 28.9%). Single male
users tend to report their phone numbers in even higher fre-
quencies, thereby possibly signalling their elevated interest

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Summer Job

Favorite Movies

Favorite Books

Favorite Music

Interests

Political Preference

Relationship Partner

Relationship Status

Dating Interests

Highschool

AIM Screenname

Phone

Address

Home Town

Birthday

Profile Image

Percentage of Profiles

Figure 2: Percentages of CMU profiles revealing various

types of personal information.

in making a maximum amount of contact information easily
available.

Additional types of information disclosed by Facebook
users (such as the membership of one’s own network of
friends at the home college or elsewhere, last login infor-
mation, class schedule, and others) are discussed in the rest
of this paper.

3.4 Data Validity and Data Identifiability
The terms of service of the site encourage users to only

publish profiles that directly relate to them and not to other

75



Facebook	  Privacy	  Settings:	  
Who	  Cares?	  



Summary	  



Facebook,	  Youth	  and	  
Privacy	  in	  Networked	  
Publics	  



Summary	  
•  This	  article	  also	  presents	  a	  study	  of	  youth’s	  Facebook	  privacy	  

perceptions.	  
•  450	  surveys	  of	  young	  adults,	  Dec	  2010;	  corroborated	  with	  

historical	  survey	  data	  from	  2006-‐08	  
•  Regression	  model	  on	  survey	  data	  to	  see	  what	  variables	  predict	  

desire	  to	  make	  privacy	  changes	  to	  profile,	  use	  of	  nicknames,	  
disclosure	  of	  different	  kinds	  of	  information	  on	  Facebook	  profile	  

•  Findings	  –	  	  
–  Gender	  differences	  were	  found	  –	  women	  were	  more	  concerned	  about	  

disclosure	  than	  men	  
–  Privacy	  awareness	  generally	  drives	  people	  to	  modify	  their	  setting,	  above	  

and	  beyond	  personal	  negative	  experiences	  
–  There	  was	  general	  concern	  about	  profile	  being	  found	  by	  unwanted	  

audiences	  



boyd	  surveyed	  late	  teens	  in	  2009-‐10	  about	  
their	  privacy	  perception	  of	  Facebook.	  Will	  the	  
findings	  hold	  true	  for	  today’s	  youth	  too?	  
Younger	  teens?	  Discuss	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  use	  
of	  today’s	  different	  hyperlocal	  mobile	  social	  
media.	  



How	  would	  the	  findings	  about	  privacy	  
perceptions	  scale	  to	  older	  user	  bases?	  



As	  a	  social	  media	  designer,	  what	  additional	  
elements	  would	  you	  incorporate	  on	  Facebook	  
so	  that	  people	  are	  more	  aware	  of	  their	  privacy	  
settings?	  



Twitter	  is	  inherently	  a	  public	  social	  platform,	  
so	  is	  Reddit.	  Does	  this	  mean	  these	  platforms	  
pose	  less	  of	  a	  privacy	  threat	  to	  individuals	  
compared	  to	  Facebook?	  



Most	  studies	  were	  from	  pre	  2012.	  Many	  of	  us	  
maintain	  multiple	  social	  profiles	  today,	  where	  
our	  disclosure	  are	  fragmented.	  Does	  this	  help	  
circumvent	  privacy	  threats,	  or	  intensify	  them?	  



In	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  controversial	  
Facebook	  contagion	  study,	  how	  do	  you	  
think	  people’s	  privacy	  perceptions	  may	  
have	  changed?	  Or	  did	  they	  at	  all?	  Was	  this	  
debate	  about	  privacy	  or	  algorithmic	  
curation?	  





Next	  class	  


