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Abstract
With the advent of Facebook and Twitter, peoplenfi| walks of life in all parts of the world
have the ability to connect electronically, imperaly, and constantly. Small businesses are just
beginning to unlock the power of social media markg specifically real estate professionals.
Shelly Chaiken created the Heuristic Systematic &llodl persuasion, the descendant of the
Elaboration Likelihood Model. This study applieg tienets of Chaiken’s HSM to the methods
of persuasion employed by real estate agents walde@k and Twitter. Fifty participants were
surveyed by the researcher in order to gauge &lctivity, interest level, and motivation for
processing posts by real estate professionals cebléak and Twitter. Their corresponding data
was analyzed for answers to three specific resagrehtions. The researcher’s findings suggest
that the average Facebook and Twitter user ish@same as the real estate agent’s target client.
The findings from this study also suggest thatentrtevels of real estate marketing via these
social networking sites do not engage users entugall their sufficiency threshold into
guestion, thereby never motivating them to conaulyeor systematically process the
information. Limitations of the present study aedammendations for future research are also
provided.
Key Words: Facebook, Twitter, Heuristic Systemdindel, Chaiken, Sufficiency Threshold,

Social Media Marketing, Real Estate, Real Estaterig
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

When the prolific bank criminal William Sutton wasked why he robbed banks, he
replied, “That's where the money is” (Giamanco &rdgoir 90). And although social media is a
far cry from a “stick-em-up,” Sutton’s mentalitywd well be adopted by businesses who realize
the same truth: social media is where they willlfihe customers and, undoubtedly, the money.

Online customers represent the changing face dtetiag and sales. Much of this online
activity is linked to social media. For the purp®sé this study, the term “social media” refers
specifically to social networking sites. The resear chose only to investigate Facebook and
Twitter, so the phrase “social media” will geneyakfer to those two mediums.

This new realm brings its own challenges and mampyslow to change with the trend. In
a survey of business-to-business marketers, onlyepfdrted that social media marketing was
“fairly mature and well optimized” into their salpkan. Fifty-eight percent of the same survey
participants indicated that their social media cteds were only “in the early stages” and 17%
admitted that they did not use it at all (Giamaand Gregoir 90). Although large corporations
such as Coca-Cola and Old Spice are well-repregemaesocial networking sites (SNS), small
businesses who have fewer resources also haveagcégacity to be a success story.

Louise Tanguay and Matt Anderson are one such ebeamdfarried with children, the
couple owns an online business titled The SleepeSto 2010, they began using social media
networks, starting with a Facebook page, to bii&rtstore’s reputation. Within a short amount
of time, their gross profits doubled and they waoke to hire three more staff members to
account for the resulting increase in business kihgpll). As their social media reach grew, so
did their store. Louise and Matt are just one eXarnpthe vast power available for harness to

those who reach out and try it.
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The real estate market is one known for extraorgliimgerpersonal contact. Real estate
agents and brokers are commission-based and peoneided. Their sales are the results of face-
to-face relationships that lead to successful mssitransactions. Although online immediacy is
a new concept for some, it does not drasticalliedirom their traditional and typical forms of
networking. Linday Day Harrison, founder of theBeokist and a Certified Commercial
Investment Member, has begun giving guidance tpgntyg managers attempting to take their
business online. She explains that social medatis indispensable and a natural result of
already-existing client-broker relations. Said Hsom, “It’s like writing a letter or an e-mail to a
client: you just don’t say anything inappropridt®r some reason, many people are afraid of
social media, but they're [sic] today’s form of comnication “(Dobrian 58).

When doing research to begin this study, the rekearfound that one problem plaguing
real estate professions is the belief that anyttheg post on social media sites to promote their
small business is a good business decision. Ageatsot alone in this assumption; studies like
this one in 2011 are partially responsildlee Journal of Marketing Researotported that
nearly nine in ten real estate professionals uslsmedia to sell homes (“Real” 4). Seventy-
nine percent reported using Facebook to promdiadss, 48% reported using Twitter, and 29%
reported LinkedIn use. However, because a positism social media does not mean that it is
necessarily useful or beneficial to the agent okér. The very term “social media use” is vague
at best and can cover a multitude of marketing airvgorst. Logging into Facebook once a week
could be one real estate agent’s definition ofrigsocial media” while her colleague also
reports selling via social media, although shezetl HootSuite to schedule posts across multiple
channels, multiple times per day. Each of theskastate agents represents a different mindset

and technique.
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Social media marketing in the real estate commusityt always a recipe for success.
Like any other tools, it has to be carefully hongdcticed, and planned for. When Facebook
and Twitter first were lauded as successful, hélafiad the way of the future, many companies
jumped at the opportunity for seeming expansiofy tmrun into difficulties. In 2010, Choke
Design Co. of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania was featurexdlocal real estate periodical due to the
company’s use of a social media strategist, Joras(Myers 28). Choke Design Co. hired Hair
to work for their company as a consultant whilediging in their ultra-modern lofts downtown.
Hair created a Twitter account, named for the &gl tweeted his life as a resident. Initially a
novel idea, a few months after the article was ighd, Hair stopped tweeting. Today, his
account is dead on Twitter, the last update puetish late 2010. The Facebook page for Choke
Design Co. has not been updated for more thanra W4zt happened? Why did this “modern,
progressive way” of selling end for this seeminglgevative company (Myers 29)?

There are multiple reasons why attempts to growse@al media do not come to fruition
as planned, but the researcher supposes that malngstate agent professionals do not
adequately understand how their audience uses éakeand Twitter. Communication scholars
have spent years analyzing how people relate tapamicate with, and understand one another.
The resulting theories have provided the acaderrtdwvith hundreds of ways with which to
view their surroundings better understand themsedgewell as their fellow man. Although the
jump to digital communication is a fairly recenteoand is not as well-understood as traditional
avenues of communication, people have not changed.

It is the opinion of the researcher that commuincetheory provides the knowledge and
understanding to enable its scholars to propengdss the power of social networking. In that

vein, the researcher believes that real estatesgad brokers will more successfully promote
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their business by understanding how their interaletience processes their posts on Twitter and
Facebook. In order to accomplish that goal, thegarestudy utilizes the Heuristic Systematic
Model as posited by Shelly Chaiken to better discdkie reasons behind Facebook and Twitter
users’ preference or dislike for real estate-fodysests.

The Heuristic Systematic Model (HSM) is built upibie idea that individuals process
ideas and thoughts in two different ways. The frs most simple form of processing is
referred to as “heuristic” or “peripheral.” Simgbyt, heuristic processing involves using
surface-level cues to make a quick judgment aboudea. Oppositely, cognitive processing
represents deep, critical analysis. The differdreteveen the two may be seen in an individual
looking at a car for sale. Peripheral processirggen in the statement, “That car’s headlights are
an odd shape and | don't care for the color. | wbay it.” If the person were to say, “This car is
the wrong color, but the engine speed and poweexaetly what I'm looking for. They have it
priced at $23,000 and | only have $2,000 to putrdaw a deposit. That may mean that | cannot
afford the monthly payments | would have to maketos car,” they are clearly thinking
critically and cognitively about the potential phoase. It is important to note that the HSM posits
that individuals can concurrently process, meattad)they engage in heuristic and cognitive
processing simultaneously.

The research questions guiding this study are ks

RQ1: To what degree do home buyers heuristicathggss real estate posts on
the social networking sites Facebook and Twitter?
RQ2: To what degree do home buyers systematicedlygss real estate posts on

the social media networking sites Facebook andt&r@it
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RQ3: Do posts on the social networking sites Fagklamd Twitter cross the
sufficiency threshold, motivating home buyers togass them either
systematically or concurrently?

The following chapters will systematically guidestreader through the research process.
Chapter two discusses the literature surroundiadburistic Systematic Model as well as
studies that have previously been done on reatleastarketing via social media. Chapter three
details the researcher’'s methodology. The fourtptdr gives the results and places them within
a discussion-oriented format. The fifth and finlahpter explains limitations of the study as well

as gives recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

Everyone needs a place to lay their head at nfnbne expressly desires to be
homeless; shelter is listed at the most basiofidtaslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Many people,
especially in western culture, not only work foe fbractical necessities of a house but also take
pride in its appearance, amenities, and desigriwddiomes are exactly identical and there are
positives and negatives to each.

The housing market has been slowly but surely eepeing upward mobility since its
rapid decline in 2005 when bank lenders becameasingly more stringent. J. Andrew Hansz
of the Gazarian Real Estate Center of Californ@eStUniversity predicts a full recovery, but
says that the market will take a long time to netiar its former peak (Kissell). As it builds, it
seems that there are new opportunities availabletd estate marketing. Concurrently, social
media have continued to grow and expand at an rRditogl pace. Many companies and
individuals advertise their businesses on FacelaookTwitter, although there is little
information regarding how real estate marketingg@esented on these sites. In 2005, when
home sales drastically declined, Facebook was amyyear old.

In the years since Facebook’s inception in 200da# grown rapidly. On average,
American Internet users currently spend more tiereday on Facebook than on Google, Yahoo,
YouTube, Microsoft, Wikipedia, and Amazon combir{arr). There are over one billion
Facebook users worldwide and two out of three Acaes have Facebook profiles (Smith).
Twitter, another social media giant, averaged 2#4llom members worldwide in December
2013 (Shih). It is commonly agreed that social meking sites have changed the way
individuals build relationships and maintain comtaith others (Lichy 101). Academics and
common discourse espouse the idea that the Intisraetost-effective channel of

communication and spans all previously-held glddmaindaries. According to Lichy, global
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trends can be seen in Internet behavior among gemery users. Twitter and Facebook are two
powerhouses in the social media world, and anysitigation into social network user behaviors
begs their inclusion.

In 2012, commercial real estate expert Robertiskdauthored an article iReal Estate
Issuesdetailing why he considers social media interactmbe a necessity for successful
professionals. He explained his perspective bygugiguote from Wayne Gretzky, who said, “A
good player plays where the puck is. A great plgjyays where the puck is going to be” (48). In
real estate, or in any business, Pliska believagssitcial media is “where the puck is going to
be.” He mentioned that 83 percent of all decisiakimg now starts with a Google search. If a
business does not establish an online preseneeldition to having a website), they are severely
limited as compared to competitors.

Pliska’s article stood out among others becausalhatted from the start that he was
skeptical to join the social media “bandwagon.fitdt, he assumed it was a fad that would soon
cease to exist. However, he quickly realized tloasamer decisions were being made based on
Twitter, YouTube, and Google searches to name aRéigka stated:

| was able to expand my horizons in not only idgmtg future work but
completing that work with the help of social medbme example of this was that
a client asked me to sell his company, not justbrmamercial real estate. With
the help of LinkedIn, | was able to find more thH#0 potential buyers of that
company by working with the M&A LinkedIn group sitand other social media.
(49)

Is his account unique? Real estate, traditioramaligputation-based career grown by

recommendations and word-of-mouth, is relativeheavcomer to the social media game.
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Obviously, it can meet with great success. Thegaaktion is: specifically, how do social media
influence potential buyers and sellers? That ansmar be found using tools created to study
persuasion.

The Heuristic-Systematic Model of information peesing was first postulated by Shelly
Chaiken in response to the Elaboration Likelihooodel (ELM) (Whaley). It identifies two
coexistent, but qualitatively different, means byieh receivers of persuasive messages process
them. Chaiken agreed with the ELM that there arervutes by which individuals process
information, the cognitive and the heuristic (oripkeral). However, unlike ELM, the Heuristic-
Systematic Model states that people can procedsotraroutes simultaneously. Anyone
utilizing the Heuristic Systematic Model is tryitgassign truth and validity to a particular point
or view. People process information almost constamtd can choose to reject or accept what
they are told. Many of these choices are not consgiminor in nature, and do not stand out as
major decisions. However, that does not negateahae of information messages. They are
inherently acceptable to the hearer or are rejected

The goal of this study is to utilize the Heurissigstematic Model to explain how
Facebook and Twitter users process and resporght@state marketing on their social media
accounts. Ultimately, all advertisements are attsmppersuasion, and social media users are a
sought-after audience. Real estate is an arenadlsainly begun to integrate itself with the
modern social networking world. In order to progenivestigate how real estate marketing is
perceived and received on Facebook and Twitteayi@w of the current bodies of literature on
these subjects is necessary. First, this studyrguiew the origins of the Heuristic Systematic
Model of persuasion and studies that have sucdbssfilized it in previous years. Second, will

be the literature review on social media use batbray Generation Y and in business marketing.
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Review of Literature on Heuristic Systematic Prooes
The heuristic systematic model of persuasion islairto the elaboration likelihood
model; both maintain that there are two mental p#tht people follow to make a decision.
These “dual process theories” are means of evaly#te human response to persuasive
messaging (Whaley). The peripheral route is theairobservation that does not require as much
consideration. To focus peripherally on somethstpitake in its superficial characteristics.
Tahe opposite is the central or systematic roufgadessing, which accounts for all details of
the subject. Central processing represents a thbrprocessing and evaluation, taking into
account attributes that are not immediately obvi@itovich, Keltner, and Nisbett).
The heuristic side of the processing model relesvily on surface-level cues and
judgments. Todorov, Chaiken, and Henderson extiavell:
If people are not sufficiently motivated or do hatve sufficient cognitive
resources, they can engage in superficial or hguipsocessing of available
information. In a heuristic mode, people considévainformational cues--or
even a single informational cue--and form a judghiiased on these cues. For
instance, such cues may be the source of the neessaige length of the
message. That is, people use a simple decisiorsugle as "Experts can be
trusted" to arrive at a conclusion instead of soizihg the quality of persuasive
arguments. (198)
One major premise of heuristic processing resthendea that the individual will only
use the subset of information available to himtaad of investigating and searching for further
indicators (Whaley). The second premise postulatestion of only the most limited cognitive

effort. The receiver of the persuasive messagemoayealize he or she is actively choosing only
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to exert minimal effort. However, as soon as hshar arrives at a conclusion based on the
information available to them, their heuristic maderocessing will require that they enact that
decision with no further thought to possible altgives. Finally, the heuristic processer employs
relatively simple decision rules called schemataamnitive heuristics that are mostly shaped
from their experiences in life until that point.

Heuristics are generally seen altogether as stregthat generate information on which a
decision about acceptance or rejection can be rfMdeeswaran, Mackie, and Chaiken 319). In
many ways, these heuristic structures represemtddaassociations between the persuasive
situation they are presented with and the probeadlidity of the position advocated. In the study
by Maheswaran, Mackie, and Chaiken, the researtieiessed that brand names affect people’s
processing regarding the product’s validity. Theggested that brand name information be
considered a knowledge structure that operateguayemental heuristic. In such an instance,
knowledge structures may include associations ketvaeparticular name, good or bad quality,
etc. If brand names were a judgmental heurist&y fhosited that it would enable consumers to
make purchasing decisions with little to no cogmteffort as the buyer would instead rely on his
or her heuristic judgment (Maheswaran, Mackie, @hdiken 318).

It has been suggested, and widely agreed withptbta heuristic cues and a message’s
arguments both represent persuasive evidence @usijland Thompson). Another way to
describe heuristic processing would be to claghiéyprocessing as “if-then” statements (.e.g., if
the speaker is an expert, then agree with him Qr(aiken, Duckworth, and Darke 121).
Many of these “if-then” decision-making schemasrapgesentative of the individual's
background and life experiences. Past experienodiential, as it is commonly seen, for better

or for worse, as an accurate predictor of the &utkurthermore, Chaiken, Duckworth, and
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Darke infer that decisions made with less systenmmabcessing are more likely to rest upon
stereotypes, which are also part of the individkigbast experience” schema. Stereotypic
judgment links a current situation to ingrainedesol, making stereotypical judgments more
likely when systematic processing is minimal or +gstent (Chaiken, Duckworth, and Darke
120).

That is not to say that all heuristically-procesgelgments are stereotypical or racist in
nature. Indeed, personal experience will alwaysigrfce an individual’'s knowledge structures
and not always for the worse. However, becausesthnswledge structures are largely
subjective and unique to the individual, makingrsgic judgments based upon said schema
does not typically result in necessarily soundoeasy, as it is fundamentally, formulaically
different from cognitive processing.

People are known to use several cues in applygngdtics to persuasive messages.
These are communicator cues, context cues, andageesses (Littlejohn and Foss 91; Whaley
2009). Communicator cues may lead people to constdeements by experts as more valid than
those by non-experts. Other examples of commurricaies may include liking or non-liking, or
other subjective criteria that people use to dewidether or not a speaker is valid (e.g. “She is
difficult to get along with so what she is sayingsnbe false”).

Contextual cues involve the situation that theenggr finds himself or herself in. If a
receiver overhears another audience member’sisntior approval of a message, they may
align themselves with that same position, merelyobeonvenience and contextual ease.
Finally, message cues also influence heuristicggsiang. According to Chaiken and colleagues,
people may have experienced situations where stommyincing messages were comprised at

length, comprised of many arguments, and were stutite receiver. This indicates a heuristic
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known as “length implies strength” or “more arguitseare better arguments” (Whaley 2009).
These are rules based on the receiver’'s past exgeriintegrated with cues from the current
message. In the absence of systematically apgimeyht processes, people tend to employ
heuristic rules such as these when they are pesd@nth message cues. Rarely do message cues
and derived rules result in careful examinatiothefquality of the given argument(s), but rather
they sway people toward agreeing with messagesicimg numerous arguments, with
messages that are of considerable length, staligtiaden messages, or with messages
attributed to expert sources (Whaley 2009). Impartant to note that, for instance, “statistically
laden” refers to the inclusion of statistics bueslmothing to indicate that these statistics are
accurate or correctly applied.

Opposite of heuristic processing, systematicaisitn requires a person to consider all
relevant pieces of information, elaborate on thmeees, and form a judgment based on said
elaborations (Todorov, Chaiken, and Henderson IH8&y note in the same article, “In a
systematic mode, people scrutinize available psrenanformation for its relevance to their
task...persuasion in a systematic mode is mediatéde person's understanding and cognitive
elaboration of the persuasion message” (197). Bwydte processing can be thought of as
entailing, to some degree, analytic and comprekieriseatment of judgment-relevant
information (Chaiken et al., 1989; Chaiken, Duckivpand Darke 120).

The nature of systematic processing reflectsadetadf between minimizing cognitive
effort while maximizing judgmental confidence (Ch&mechter, and Chaiken 262, Chaiken et
al., 1989). When systematic processing is engagesflects sufficient motivation on the part of

the receiver to interact with the persuasive makéeyond surface-level, innate judgments based
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off of personal knowledge structures. Littlejohrddfoss laid out their description of the
sufficiency principle as follows:
A balance between motivation and effort will detarenin part which route is
taken, as people want to achieve some sort of balbetween assurance and
effort. When motivation is high and the communicdtas the knowledge and
ability to evaluate the information carefully, heste will be more systematic in
evaluation information, even when more effort iguieed. (90)
The cognitive side of the heuristic-systematic maoalast include sufficient motivation
for the individual to use systematic processingeWhognitive processing is engaged, the
individual’'s threshold for quality analysis has bexossed. If they cannot obtain a “sufficient
degree of assurance” that they have satisfactobtgined their message processing goals, then
heuristic cues are brought into alignment with eysitic processing (Whaley 2009). Since that
threshold is subjective to every individual’s knedtje structures and personality features, there
cannot be a rule dictating when or if a person anijage in heuristic or systematic processing.
Chen and Chaiken wrote this on the subject:
For any given judgment, the sufficiency principlegoses a continuum of
judgmental confidence, along which two criticalqgsilie: one designating the
perceivers' level of actual confidence, and theotlesignating their level of
desired confidence, or sufficiency threshold. Pesss will exert cognitive effort
until their level of actual confidence reachest(dan) their sufficiency threshold,
thereby closing the gap between actual and delsweds of confidence (74).
There are three noted motivations for systematicgssing as it is described by Chaiken.

The sufficiency threshold is one factor, while sseond is the individual's level of internal
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motivation. People are economy-minded and wankéoteffort in correspondence with the
reward they are seeking (Dash, Meeten, and Dav49)1The first of these is accuracy
motivation. People have an inherent need to forourate attitudes or, in other words, they have
a desire to hold the “right” position on an issG&dgiken, Liberman, and Eagly 212). They also
posit that people are motivated by a “desire tanfor to defend particular attitudinal positions”
(Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly 234). The third andlfentry in this category is impression
motivation, or the need to express attitudes treataceptable to social evaluators, whether those
evaluators are literal or perceived (Chaiken, Li&n, and Eagly 234). When individuals are
impression-motivated, their goal in processing iinfation is to determine whether or not one
stance is more socially acceptable to other pebple another.

Although the two modes of processing have beemeéfat length as separate entities,
they can and do coexist. Indeed, dual-processindnad makes the heuristic-systematic model
markedly separate from the elaboration likelihoaatel. Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly defined
this as concurrent processing (1989). Littlejohd Boss give the example of a professor who is
positively systematically evaluated by a studeric&ise the systematic evaluation of the
professor’'s arguments was favorable, the studaritdwave their heuristic evaluation bolstered
as well in regard to the professor’s high credpi{P0). Similarly, a positive systematic
examination combined with the knowledge that osltedents also like the professor is another
example of concurrent systematic and heuristicgssing.

However, the defining feature of concurrent process whether or not the two modes
and evaluations agree with each other. One inteeaeffect of concurrent processing is
attenuation. After initially processing both hetigally and systematically, the individual may

find that the results from both of these contradexth other. Systematic processing typically
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provides more judgment-relevant information tharhdaristic cues, leading to the conclusion
that heuristic cues do not make a discernable ilpagdgmental decisions. However,
attenuation will be most noticeable when systematcessing reveals information blatantly
contradicting any heuristically-reached conclusi@Maheswaran, Mackie, and Chaiken 322).

However, heuristic and systematic do not always firemselves in opposing positions.
When the two modes do not yield very contradictafgrmation, it is referred to as the
additivity effect (Maheswaran, Mackie, and ChailB&2). When expectations based on heuristic
cues are confirmed by systematic processing, coaufarm attitude judgments based on both
the heuristic cues as well as the communicatiomerdnin this way, the heuristic-systematic
model provides a framework for determining whergmeénts will be determined by heuristic
processing alone, systematic processing alonéeooutput of both heuristic and systematic
processing (Chaiken et al. 1989, Maheswaran ank€ina991).

Research Utilizing the Heuristic-Systematic Model

The first, most substantial description of heusislystematic processing was given by
Shelly Chaiken and others in 1989. Since then, Kéimalnas continue to publish and contribute to
studies utilizing the HSM. This study seeks to egwthe literature as put forth by Chaiken and
colleagues in the early part of the nineties, wthkelatter half focuses on recent studies that
have utilized the HSM as a “lens” with which thegvk framed their research.

In 1992, Maheswaran, Mackie, and Chaiken perforenstlidy on how brand name
heuristics affect consumer judgments. Their subjeedd a message that portrayed a product as
possessing important or unimportant attributesvaasi also associated with either a favorable or
unfavorable brand name. They found that brand ndoes act as a heuristic cue and engaged the

HSM to explain these results (330). Simple cuesh &$ product unavailability and perceived
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disregard for their individual opinion, influencéte subjects to only engage heuristically.
Oppositely, when they felt that their opinions wengortant and that they would have a chance
to buy the product locally, they were motivatecttmage in systematic processing (330).
Previously, brand name effects were not reportefumly in research and Maheswaran,
Mackie, and Chaiken found that much of the previesgarch was heuristically mediated (e.g.
“if the brand name has a good reputation then eapl assume that it is of good quality”).
However, that premise assumes that the individuabt going to be sufficiently motivated to
cross the sufficiency threshold, which may be inaate.

Other work on heuristic cues by Chaiken and cglies included a study on mood
variation and heuristic processing (Bohner, Chaileexd Hunyadi 207). People in a sad state of
mind were found to process ambiguous messageangilheuristic cues. Sad individuals were
more influenced by variations in message conteant those in happy moods (218). Their data
indicated that negative mood at the time of mespageessing may lead to analogous biasing
effects of heuristic cues. Concurrently, in 199@QHShechter, and Chaiken found that people
showed a “go along to get along” heuristic tendehtypression-motivated individuals tended to
agree with their partners in order for things tamflmore smoothly, without actually
systematically encountering the other person’sraegnt or position on a matter (272).

One intriguing study by Luo, Zhang, Burd, and Seabncused on determining how
people are persuaded to process heuristicallysiesyatically in the face of a possible threat.
Phishing is a serious threat to information seyguaitd it often is found in the form of e-mail
messages. To that extent, Luo et al. developedmaileand corresponding survey that was
designed to look as though it was official univigrsiorrespondence. Although the researchers

did not record or file the information that panpants reported, they sent out a false e-mail that,
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when students clicked on the embedded link, toekntlo a website that mimicked UNM and
required the students to enter their username assiyord information. Luo et al. developed six
hypotheses about how people would respond to thiéi¢a e-mail. Although the study was cut
short when an administrative office alerted thelshis to a possible phishing attempt, the data
already collected indicated that high-quality mgssasimultaneously engage and deflect
systematic processing (36). Message recipientsautigh level of need cognition were less
likely to be victimized and messages with a higrelef genre conformity were more likely to
engage victims (36).

And just as detailed analytic processing was lintcea better deception detection by Luo
et al., so systematic processing was also linkethtonic worrying. The same analytical
tendencies described by Chen, Shechter, and Chag&omprehensive analysis of judgement-
relevant information” that is helpful in self-proteon, can also lead to obsessive evaluation.
Dash, Meeten, and Davey found similar brain charattcs when comparing systematic
processing and worrying (1050). The researchemsdnibiat systematic processing and worrying
share many factors, but are qualitatively diffeqgmicesses. Systematic processing is deployed
in a broad range of judgment tasks that have semalficance both personally and socially,
while worrying is solely personal and typically haternal significance (1051).

Edwards and Edwards (2013) performed an onlingystia a popular website frequented
by students, ratemyprofessor.com. This study wasgasito the current one; both investigate
how online communication influences individualsetggage their heuristic and systematic
processing capabilities. Edwards and Edwards facaseositive and negative word of mouth
messages and ratings, noting that word of moutrned to computer mediated textual

exchanges. They found that unanimous positive we/i@f a professor encouraged readers to use
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only heuristic processing, giving credence to aacyiand impression motivations. These
individuals based their ratings on word of mouttemnels, rather than an objective evaluation of
the performance itself (421). Interestingly, oveelvhingly negative reviews prompted
systematic processing of the professor’s performahbe study demonstrated a significant
variance in student perceptions of their professoredibility, capability, and attractiveness and
the student’s learning and motivation, indicatihgttthe latter are attributable to factors outside
of the instructor’s actual performance. The stusiéemded to trust one another’s expertise on the
professor’s credibility, considering their peersamimous decision an indication of good

opinion.

Another study in 2013 indicated a heuristic termyailoward processing that people may
employ if they feel that they are already an exg&mith, et al. discovered that people high in
awareness about a topic are less likely to acoémtmation on it (862). This may be due to the
fact that people well-versed on a particular tdpal that they have already systematically
engaged with the subject enough to eliminate hietidaes and are therefore only interested in
select, seemingly worthwhile information aboutntOctober of 2013, the HSM was utilized to
determine whether or not individuals have a prefesdor verbal or visual processing.
Townsend and Kahn found that respondents indiGatgtbng preference, even an overuse, of
the visual preference heuristic (1006). They atsmtl that in situations where the choice sets
are familiar, visual assortments and choices atepable. However, in large or unknown choice
sets, verbal depiction was preferable (1009).

Review of the Heuristic-Systematic Model and RetdtE
The decision process that ensues when buying & Inelies heavily on persuasion. Real

estate agents and sellers try to gauge what elsnrdhtence buyers the most and how much
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their suggestions and arguments will affect the.daliyers can either choose to process these
cues systematically or heuristically. Both heucistystematic processing and real estate sales
beg investigation in order to determine if the tiyeand subject are compatible. This requires a
review of research on real estate’s place in socelia, the psychology of buying and selling,
and the applications of the heuristic systematpragch.

Dion and Notarantonio surveyed seventy-four retdte agents who worked between 21
and 30 hours a week and had been with the compariy9fto 24 months. They questioned the
respondents on how important they perceived comeation style to be, whether or not the
agents’ altered their communication styles withaas sales prospects, etc. The results linked
closely to their predictions: most sales peopleadithat communication style was important to
their careers, some of them agreed that it coulchdeipulated, and majority of them reported
changing their communication style based upon lieatdhey were interacting with.

However, in spite of these self-reported resglsnmunication style did not appear to
have a significant impact on any of the sales perémce measures. Communication image and
income were not found to be significantly corretht€o explain these results, the authors
referenced the elaboration likelihood model, whgthe parent theory behind the heuristic
systematic model used in this study. ELM sayswWian a product has high personal relevance,
the prospective buyer is motivated to apply cogaigffort to analyzing the purchase. However,
if they are not extremely interested or investethanpurchase, they will make an initial decision
based on the agent’s sales pitch and its verbahanderbal qualities. Since the ELM differs
from the heuristic model in its claim that peopd& ©nly process one route (cognitive or
peripheral) at one time, the deeply interested buyrild not be immediately put off by a lack of

communication skills because he/she is analyzia@thual purchase.
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In addition to interviewing the real estate agebisn and Notarantonio recruited other
participants to watch a taped interaction betwesal@s person and client. Their goal was to
determine whether or not friendliness had an efi@civhether or not the buyer had a positive
reaction to the sales person. Their results indctc#tat although an agent could be very precise
in his communication skills, the effect was sewerallled if there was a lack of friendliness. A
friendly real estate agent was much more successtubcking the door to a transaction. If the
agent was precise, to use the study’s terms, ihdricommunication style it did not affect the
buyer if they could not get past the lack of frilmelss (74). These results can be explained with
the elaboration likelihood model or the heuristystematic progression. If the peripheral route
was not initially stimulated, then the cognitiveymet engage. The initial meet-and-greet in a
sales transaction is the peripheral point of irtter real estate agent or broker’s use of
advertising, speech, and friendliness all comhbin®tm the peripheral impressions. Cognitive
evaluation, such as assessing the price, locatidragent’s commission is secondary. That is
where the decision to buy or sell will be made.

This aforementioned study raises the theory, aadynof the same ideas, that are
addressed in this paper. The heuristic model &fyzesion pertains to the same two routes:
cognitive and peripheral, as does the ELM. Howetteliffers in its claim that people process
both routes at once, making them of equal impoadfcKeefe). ELM instead treats the
peripheral as a gateway to the cognitive, allowiagrs only to access one at a time.

Heuristic cues are the subject of the confereapers from the 2009 International
Communication Association’s annual gathering. Boandan Der Heide wrote a summary of
the discussion that centered around whether ocoraputer-mediated communication (CMC)

affected the heuristic-systematic model of persaragdver time, written communication has
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repeatedly indicated a lack of compatibility wittetheuristic system, indicating that oral and
visual cues hold greater room for interpretatiothiat context (8).

However, because of the internet’s interpersoatlne, the heuristic model is more
easily adaptable to online communication. Sociadimadds a new dimension, allowing people
to communicate similarly to how they would whenddo-face. As a result, Van Der Heide
wrote three hypotheses:

H1: Greater exposure to positive or negative txigtyi cues produces more extreme a)

judgments of source credibility and b) messageisterd attitudes in directions

consistent with valence of those cues.

H2: As the number of source credibility cues inse=a heuristic processing increases.

H3: The relationship between the number of creitjbiues in a computer-mediated

message and message-consistent attitudes is nteldiapedgments of the sender’s

credibility (9).

H1 and H3 were both supported, although H2 was@mdibility and online
communication are strongly correlated and inteusets use both peripheral and cognitive
pathways to determine speaker integrity. As ret@tesand social media continue to fuse into a
greater internet presence, heuristic systematicgssing leaves the door open for future research
in that arena.

An article by Chen, Duckworth, and Chaiken disesghe heuristic processing
motivations that drive individuals to choose thrawde of persuasion. First, thexel of
motivation is the term used to indicate whethenatra person will choose the heuristic
(peripheral) route or the cognitive one. Second tyipe of motivation predicts the nature of the

cognitive decision or what direction it will takéhe levels of motivation include accuracy,
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defense and impression motivations. Each one aktitfluences which route the individual will
take; for example, they say, “The impression sigficy threshold refers to that point of
processing at which perceivers feel sufficientinfadent that their judgments will satisfy their
social motives. Heuristic processing should costdficient confidence in situations that elicit
minimal impression motivation” (46). In keeping Wwithat description, there are various faces of
motivated heuristic processing as well, althoughasadefinitively listed in their article.

Real estate agents and brokers represent a bsisivadas proven itself resilient in the
midst of changing social, business, and technodgiorms. However, as technology changes,
so do business growth methods. Social media cagitabe an advantageous way to grow
businesses, although it is not as simple as “amefgs all.” The communication theories and
methods that explain interpersonal interactionshsaw, varied applications for LinkedIn,
Twitter, Facebook, etc. Many of these studies hwte/et been written, opening the door for
new studies and research.

The question remains: what are the convincingiditeg factors that “seal the deal” in
home buyers’ minds? Agent approachability, finahctastraints, social media presence,
reputation, and countless factors have a roleard#tision. No one study is completely
comprehensive; necessitating further review andpiiation of the information already present.

Heuristic systematic processing is the lens thrawmlgich real estate’s future in social
media will be viewed in this author’s study. By aokledging that audiences can
simultaneously pursue two decision-making trackenae — heuristic and cognitive — the
guestion regarding which path social media infl@sngeople to pursue is raised. Although this
is a broad topic with multiple interpretations ststudy’s focus is narrowed to the initial

application of Twitter and Facebook to real estate.
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The Literature on Social Media and Real Estate

When the Internet was invented, it began to chaingevay that people buy and sell. Real
estate is no exception, although it is admittedlyas easily sold as an ottoman on Amazon.com.
In 1998, as the Internet began to exert its vdbhggowers, Kelvin Childs wrote an article
discussing the difficulties of converting clasgifiadvertisements from paper to web. For years,
newspapers had been publishing real estate advedigs. Toward the end of the 1990’s,
newspapers began their slow decline and interragtlses became more common and popular.
However, the language used in print advertisema&assdrastically different from what was
needed to be picked up by internet search engines.

Terminology was the largest difficulty and biggasta for change, according to Childs.
Newspaper publishers had to identify a set of stedslfor online classified ads. Once those
were in place, search engines would pick up thimd¢jsnore easily and people would be more
likely to access the kind of real estate they vieo&ing for. Thus began the initial transition
from print to screen, from traditional to moderdthdugh social media had yet to arrive, Childs
identified a lag between how real estate agents werketing and what was actually working.

More recently, Benn Rosales and Lani-Anglin Rosalo real estate agents who
aggressively use social media, have made nati@aallimes (Hudson 2008). They started their
own online real estate magazine titlglent GeniusLockett chronicles the lack of social media
presence in many cases, but also mentions thatutiéer of blogs put forth by real estate
businesses doubled in one year. In 2007 only feucgnt of realtors ran a blog and by 2008, it
had risen to eight percent. The National AssoamltibRealtors expected that number to rapidly

rise in coming years.
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Of course, communication and social media exppdtén do not fit the typical real estate
profile. The business has long relied on referaald nominations. It is interesting then to note
that the Rosales’ online efforts drew attentiomrfra communication industry expert.

Connie Reece, founder of Austin social media cdnsarEvery Dot Connects,
said Agent Genius provides a valuable serviceeir ihdustry. The Rosaleses
"are doing a remarkable thing in helping to shaeertew tools and tech with
those in the real estate business," Reece saidy'fEhgetting discussions going
on among brokers and agents, and kind of pooliag tesources.” The industry
at large still has catching up to do, she saiftahkly have been surprised that |
have not seen more real estate brokers and agentouaial media.” (Hudson
2008)

The Rosaleses’ account corroborates with Louisggdiay and Matt Anderson’s story.
The husband-and-wife team own a business calledSldep Store, which started off as a
website run out of their home (Hopkins 11). Theisiness caters to helping children from
infancy to six years old sleep well. In 2010, toegle began to use social media to
communicate with their customers and found theneseburprised by the resulting explosive
growth their business experienced. They promotenl Facebook page as part of an online
community for parents and children, launching cotipas for the most “likes” and put
advertising banners for Facebook on their homepadeon all staff e-mail signatures. Louise
reports currently spending approximately half of Wwerk day on their social media accounts,
largely because their Facebook page led to doultieig gross sales and led to the (positive)

need for three additional staff members to suppbet Sleep Store’s increased business (10).
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These types of small-business success storiesattgibcused on social media reach, are
testimonies to the power of properly-harnessedasooedia marketing.

By April of 2011, smart phones became a common#dit many. The iPhone introduced
the world to “apps,” the technology lingo for amaliions (programs) that are downloadable to
phones. Many businesses have developed apps intorfigther integrate with customers. Jones
Lang LaSalle, a leader in commercial real estateap app out in spring of 2011 and
PRNewswire reported on the changing face of th&ketgfNew”). Their Chief Information
Officer, David Johnson, said it was only the lategheir effort to become more prominent in
user-friendly media:

Creating an app for iPhone is an important stejmongoing efforts to lead the
conversation on commercial real estate trendsdant years, we have expanded
our channels of communication to encompass Linkdeédieebook, YouTube and
Twitter, complementing our online presence at woneslanglasalle.com and
our media outreach, which can be found in our PRessm. (“New”)

At any rate, some individuals and corporationthanbusiness have begun to realize the
potential that lies in social media. But just besmathe market is changing does not necessarily
mean that people are not persuaded in the sameemtan they always have been. Those
selling will always wonder what will be the decidifactor for their buyers, always trying to
anticipate how they can best appeal.

The Literature on Social Media Users

Understanding the social media user was essemtiabating a meaningful study that

effectively worked to reveal new truths about sbiiadia and real estate marketing. Studies

have been done that effectively emphasize the itapoe of visualizing and mapping the social
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ties of user profiles. Many truths about social rmede inherently understood but are difficult to
prove. For instance, individual profiles are comilgahought to be strongly influenced by user
ties to other social profiles, but capturing thdormation in social data systems proves difficult;
a French university posited a map in 2012 thattwadirst of its kind in its scientific detail and
tracking of social network ties (Tchuente et allR&imilarly, another recent study examined
word of mouth and internet buzz over product diffus attempting to link social networking
chatter to verifiable analysis (Lee et al. 2012).

As such information is yet forthcoming on socia@dia use in the real estate market, it is
prudent for the current study to examine Twitted &acebook use among American adopters.
Older adults, those aged fifty and over, were toai$ of extensive Pew Research in 2010
(Madden). As of 2010, social networking use (inslaof all social sites, including but not
limited to Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) wa®ging across all age groups, although the

most significant adoption remained among usersl8¢29 at 86%.
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Only one in ten online adults ages 50-64 and one@mty ages 65 and older reported
using Twitter or another service to share statuwkatgs about themselves (Madden). However,
although the user percentage was low, the rateosit) among older adults was faster than in
other categories. Adults aged 74 and older quadduthleir social media use from 4% to 16%
between 2008 and 2010 (Zickuhr). 61% of adults &§=d9 (or Generation X) reported using
social media regularly (Madden). Obviously, thera wide gap between the media used by
young people and media use by older individualsthaclderly (Lenhart 2009).

Building on this research, a study published muday 2013 surveyed 124 internet-using
older adults aged 60-90 (Braun). They hypothesikatiolder adults’ perceived usefulness of
social networking sites (SNS) would positively tel#o their intention to use SNS, that
perceived ease of use of websites would positikedbte to their intention to use SNS, and that
social pressures from friends and family would presly relate to their intention to use SNS
(Braun 674). Initial support was provided for &lf¢e hypotheses, indicating that these pressures
are sufficient motivators for older adults to u$¢SS Although the heuristic-systematic model
was not expressly used in their analysis of thelt&sthe motivators that the study identified as
positively influencing older adults to use SNS weirailar to the motivators that influence
people to systematically process information. Téegly found that the relationship between
trust in technology or SNS and older adult’s iniemto use SNS may reflect their concern that
SNS involves social uncertainty and risk (677).

Additionally, Anadarajan et al. found similar temtties and traits in Gen Y (2010). They
also predicted that perceived usefulness would hayesitive effect on use richness, along with

hypotheses on ease of use and social usefulnesse Were supported, indicating that Gen Y is
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also motivated to utilize SNS based on perceiveg eduse, perceived usefulness, and
perceived social usefulness (137).

A sizeable body of literature recognizes that fdominant generations currently exist:
traditionalists (born in 1922-45), baby boomersifbia 1946-64), generation X (born 1965-75),
and Generation Y (born 1976-94) (Lichy 102). Thgseerational definitions are not just
textbook material but represent fundamental thoddférences regarding many facets of social
integration, not the least of which are SNS. BA3@l1Q) believed that one of the main
differences between generations X and Y lies iir thetivation. Generation X (Gen X)
represents astute pragmatists “whose focus islbrasieer than society” (645) while Generation
Y (Gen Y) tends to “evince a myopic tendency towsel-gratification, while in other situations
they trumpet the supremacy of social bettermeri9j4

One of the largest, most defining factors in teaayation gap between Gen Y and Gen X
reflects the proliferation of technology in recgears. Gen Y grew up surrounded by not only
television and radio, as their parents and gramapadid, but with growing access to a variety
of tools that enabled communication as never seérd (Lichy 102).Gen Y has come to expect
digital technologies to be a component of thee &hd they approach learning and work in
fundamentally different ways than did previous gatiens. It is also interesting to note that
older people and educators have tended to be npereand interested in new technologies
when they observe younger people successfully usegm (Lichy 103).

Furthermore, a 2009 study found that digital &tar accounts for a large portion of older
adult involvement with new technologies (Eshet-Adkand Chajut 178). They believed that
experience with technology is responsible for clegngyer time in digital literacy skills,

regardless of the individual’s literal age (178hunger participants in their study performed
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better than older ones, largely due to their faamily with technology. However, it was also
found that older adults have more developed cogntbols so that when a task calls for creative
and critically-demanding skills, they are more @qaid to properly respond than are their
younger cohorts (Eshet-Alkalai and Chajut 178). ivger people know the digital technologies
well, but do not have the cognitive framework nsegg to make sophisticated use of them.

Furthermore, the young SNS user typically shawsgased signs of narcissism in the
content that they generate online (Leung 997). &imdding stronger narcissistic tendencies
typically report a greater number of friends andl\pasts are likely will frequently post pictures
of themselves (998). Leung presupposed that the gratification internet users find in social
media, the more they will use said media. The Natdgation (Gen Y) has been tagged as a
generation that grew up with such technology and view sit as part of their lives (Leung 999).
Leung found no significant link between narcissigersonality traits and a specific social media
use for the Gen Y subjects. However, he did firat Baby Boomers frequently use forums and
blogs to seek gratification. Gen Y users use Fameboa similar way to seek gratification,
while Baby Boomers on Facebook preferred to creat¢ent that exploited and manipulated
other people (1003). The study concluded that taeesignificant generational differences in
social media use but it remains a good platforrmforcissists to self-regulate and control their
self-presentation by displaying attractive and fpesiinformation about themselves (1004).

Gen Y is perpetually “switched on” and these eteut effects are compounded by
American cultural norms, such as small family sind consumer-based lifestyles (Downey 4).
These younger users feel the need to stay conneatetiantly, leading some to term them “Gen

Me” (4).
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Upon reviewing the literature, the researcher tdated a new, specific methodology for
studying the effects of social media marketing ugienreal estate industry. The following

chapter explains the chosen methods and how they eeeried out.
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Chapter 3 - Methodology
Introduction and Research Questions

Businesses have increasingly realized the powso@#l media in customer gain and
retention, but this form of marketing is anythingt bone-size-fits-all.” Each industry represents
a different facet of the economy with differenthnes, needs, and hallmarks. The real estate
market is no exception, with thousands of free &gyand brokers representing the commission-
based business, each with different reputatioasisleand areas of expertise.

Because the market is so varied, is representatimeany different demographics, and is
largely made up of independent contractors, itwadifficult to make generalizations about the
industry. There are strong indicators for the sesa# social media in real estate, but little
research has been done outside of real estatesagerdonal success or failure stories.

It was the goal of this research study to discémev social media consumers,
specifically recent home buyers, are encouragetissuaded to engage heuristically and
systematically via real estate agents’ posts orlb@uk or updates on Twitter. The research this
study is based on includes a more expansive definiff “social media,” but present
methodology was limited out of necessity.

Real estate agents’ goal is to engage the cussosgstematically, since buying a home
is representative of that level of analytic, catiprocessing. The researcher hopes to achieve
clarity in this rather unknown territory, determmgiboth real estate agents can best
systematically engage social media users and whds lof posts best achieve that goal. These

considerations led to the following research qoesti
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RQ1: To what degree do home buyers heuristicathggss real estate posts on the social

networking sites Facebook and Twitter?

RQ2: To what degree do home buyers systematicedlygss real estate posts on the

social media networking sites Facebook and Twitter?

RQ3: Do posts on the social networking sites Faoklamd Twitter cross the sufficiency

threshold, motivating home buyers to process thigmeresystematically or concurrently?
Researcher credibility

Since the nature of this study is largely quahatithe researcher has a key role as a data
collector. Qualitative research is largely heldeorather subjective, it is imperative that
researcher bias, assumptions, and personal vaduesdrly defined. While pursuing a Master of
Arts in the communication field, the researchemithat social media marketing was an area
for growth and development in many industries. sfgcific interest in real estate was piqued by
a class taken in preparation for a national rei@tesgent licensure exam.

Many real estate agents who are in the primeef tareers are accustomed to using
classified advertisements, lawn signage, print echneg, and word of mouth referrals. Neither
they nor their customers are accustomed to comratioicregarding real estate via social media.
The researcher began to form a personal, casuatliggs that there was a yet-untouched
market available to agents who were willing to mtieeffort to expand their business using
SNS.

While researching this idea, the researcher atieso maintain objectivity and
acknowledge personal limitations. The researcherehgaged in personal social media
consumption for approximately eight years, althobghexperiences on social media are

acknowledged to be different from others and ateeyresentative of social media practices
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across the proverbial board. The researcher hb&lagsumption that social media increases
heuristic processing. The researcher also holdagkemption that increased social media
consumption leads to a greater sufficiency prirecgol threshold, meaning that motivation to
process a position systematically will have to beater as the user is accustomed to heuristically
(passively) processing Twitter and Facebook feeds.
Research Design

The researcher wanted to gain an analysis of Hmuyers’ experiences using social
media, specifically, in regard to how they viewedial media posts by real estate agents. The
goal was for participants to, as accurately asiplesself-report their social media use, habits,
and how they process posts on social media. A stuti995 written by Heppner et al. created an
instrument called the Elaboration Likelihood Mo&eirvey. It was used as part of a larger, five-
part study conducted by those researchers on rapergion. Although the scope of this study is
guite smaller and not so quantitatively groundbd,dresent researcher obtained the original
ELM questionnaire from Dr. Mary Heppner of the Usrisity of Missouri. The original
document was only twelve questions long, so theareher reformatted the survey to fit her
purposes while keeping the essence of the surypeyjsose (to decipher heuristic and systematic
processing tendencies of the participants) the same

The questions on the survey utilized in this stadgmpted to obtain two things: first,
they sought to measure the impact of social medlithe individual participant and second, to
measure the degree to which social media postsragsically and/or heuristically influence the
participant’s processing.

Data Collecting
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Survey-takers were asked for demographic datadagpatheir gender, age, and whether
or not they had bought a home within the past ywars. Although only home owners were
asked to take the survey, participants were natdoirto those who bought a home within that
timeframe. After establishing those preliminarytéas, participants were asked questions
regarding their daily social media use on both Baok and Twitter. They were asked to give a
gualitative, textual description of how they megitireal estate agent, if they used one.
Subsequent questions regarding social media usenatd on a five-point Likert scale. Further
textual answers were asked for when participardsdaespond to questions regarding previous
interactions with businesses or business represergan Facebook or Twitter. The remaining
guestions gauged the participant’'s motivation léwekystematically processing posts on
Facebook and Twitter, their level of heuristic @ssing regarding posts on Facebook and
Twitter, and what their experience with real estagents on social media has been like.

Because this study was qualitative in nature, redgiestions asked for open-ended,
text-based answers. On multiple choice questicarsicgpants were given the option to specify
“other” and enter in textual information to explareir choice. The remaining questions, in
keeping with Heppner et al.’s style, were arrangea five-point Likert scale. All questions
arranged on the Likert scale were focused on détangithe individual’s level of engagement in
both heuristic and systematic processing. All qoastasked of the participants are listed in
Appendix A.

Participants

There were two main criteria that participantshis study had to meet. The first was that

they were over the age of eighteen, largely becansas not legally able to purchase a home

before that point. Second, the researcher spetyficaeded home buyers from within the past
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five years. The second criterion was develope@sponse to the “boom” in social media use
within the past five years. Although it is possithat people who bought homes before 2009
used Facebook or Twitter to communicate with thesd estate agent, it is unlikely. The rise in
social media marketing has largely been very recent

The Pew Research Center released statistics ter8bpr of 2013 detailing social
networking site use in American adults from 2003:-20n April of 2009, only 43% of adults
aged 30-49 utilized SNS. However, in September 20E8 number had risen to 78%. The
highest level of use is seen by people in the 18gbracket, although their rate of growth
between 2009 and 2013 was slower; approximately @69oung adults were on social media
sites in 2009 while 90% reported consistent usDIIB.

Although younger users have been active on SN& $ive 20009, it is doubtful that many
real estate agents were. Agents who are establistibdir real estate business are likely to fall
in the 30-49 age group or older and that populatias not well-represented on SNS until recent
years. In light of these factors, the researcheldeed it was most prudent to pursue survey
participants who had purchased homes within thefpasyears, although other home owners
(who had not bought within the past five years)evaso given access to the survey and their
answers recorded separately.

Participants were recruited via e-mail througlenefl, the snowball method, and via
Survey Monkey. Those participants contacted byélsearcher were sent a recruitment letter,
which can be seen in Appendix B. They also wereman informed consent document, which
can be seen in Appendix C. The recruitment letvetained a link to an electronic survey,
hosted via SurveyMonkey.com. By following the emdbedl link, participants were able to

complete the survey at their leisure and in conepdeionymity. There was no obligation to the
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survey participant and they were free to discomitaking the survey whenever they wished to
do so, if they wished to do so.

E-mails were sent to both individuals that theeegsher had a personal relationship with
as well as recent home buyers who were referredogaaintances of the researcher. However,
although the researcher offered a $50 Wal-Martggiftl drawing incentive for anyone who
completed the survey, there were very few respasdénorder to gain more participants, the
researcher paid SurveyMonkey.com to find survekersmover the age of eighteen and who
owned their own home. The participants recruite@bywey Monkey were completely
anonymous and the researcher did not and couldamv&act them personally. Survey Monkey
recruits survey participants on behalf of reseaicindno pay Survey Monkey a fee, but their
recruited participants do not receive direct mornetampensation. They are rewarded in other
ways, primarily by being entered in sweepstake cstitipns.

In total, sixty-two adults completed the survewehty-three participants owned their
own home and had purchased it within the pastyfeags. The remaining thirty-nine participants
owned their homes, but stated that they had noglitctior any other residential real estate
within the past five years. Out of those, only tiyeseven surveys were completed and usable.
Of the fifty usable surveys, twenty-four were malel twenty-six were female, granting the
survey results a nearly equal representation df gehders.

Ethical Considerations

Because this study involved human participantsgaest for approval was sent to the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Liberty Univélss The recruitment letter sent to
participants was crafted in accordance with a $iggeimplate set forth by the IRB. Accordingly,

the informed consent document was also writteregpkng with the IRB’s template for
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participant documents. The survey questions, matbbdollecting data, recruiting participants,
and method of recording said data were all subthagepart of full study disclosure to the IRB.
On February 4, 2014, the researcher received psioniso proceed with her study (see
Appendix D).

A full disclaimer of the nature of the study ahé data to be analyzed was made
available to all participants via the recruitmeeitér and informed consent document. They were
assured that their participation would be compjetglonymous. If the participant so wished, he
or she was invited to e-mail the researcher attimepletion of the survey to have their name
entered in a drawing for a gift card. This allovikd researcher to offer an incentive to the
survey-takers while also allowing them to remainraimous; their e-mails were not linked to
their specific survey results, keeping all ansveegarate from possible identifiers. The
researcher did not compromise anyone’s identitighe data collection and analysis process and
all respondents were unidentifiable to the resesardave for gender and age.

Scope of Study

The scope of this study was limited to self-repaytby recent home buyers. It did not
involve such qualitative methods such as intervjdws instead asked qualitatively-based survey
guestions. The researcher was limited to whatexfermation the participant chose to give and
was not able to ask for further clarification beggamhat was indicated on the anonymous survey.
This protected the participants but limited thedgts ability to identify and expound on specific
facets of survey results. The researcher had hmpachieve at least fifty participants who had
purchased a home within the past five years, lustady was limited to the audience available.
While sixty-two home buyers were found, the lackexfent home buyer participants did have a

limiting effect on the results and only fifty-fiv@urveys were useable.
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Methodology Conclusion

This study is the first of its kind. There is aga body of research, still growing,
regarding the effects of social media on businesssales. What is less defined is how social
media advertising or marketing specifically intartes with the real estate market. The purpose
of this study is to gain an overall understandihbaw real estate agents and brokers can best
systemically engage their customers and ultimgiehguade them to use their services when
buying or selling a home. Through these researdhads, it is the researcher’s goal to add to

the growing body of literature on social media nedirkg.
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Chapter 4 — Results
Survey Results

The following chapter reports the researcher’sltesiter surveying fifty participants
regarding their use of social media and how theggss real estate-focused posts. In order to
provide clarity and organize the findings, the egsk questions given via survey will be
repeated here with the corresponding responsdewking) the survey listing, the researcher will
examine how the findings answered the researchiquneswithin the framework of the HSM
model.

Fifty participants completed the survey. Twentyfavere male and twenty-six were
female. Their ages ranged from eighteen to sixtiysr older. Twenty-three of the fifty total
participants had bought residential real estathiwihe past five calendar years, while twenty-
seven were home owners but had not made a resitipatchase within the past five years.

The first questions focused demographic informatgmnder, age, and time of home
purchase. Out of the remaining 23 questions, 9 wened at determining the respondent’s level
of involvement with SNS. The other 14 questionsen@afted with the intent of deciphering the
level of heuristic and systematic processing thatdarticipant engages in while on SNS. The
survey questions and responses are listed as fllow

After identifying gender, the participants wer&exsto identify their age. Only one
respondent, or 2%, indicated that they were betwemages of 18-25. Twenty-two percent of
respondents were 26-35, 8% were 36-45, 20% wekb482% were 56-65, and 15% were 66 or
older. Among the home owners who did not purchasi@mthe past five years, 81% were over

the age of 45. The participants who indicated tiey bought residential real estate within the
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past five years were more evenly distributed, whBbo over the age of 45. The largest majority
within the recent home buyer sample was 26-35 &6 8brespondents.

The next question focused on determining how homeers had purchased their home.
A real estate agent is not necessary for an indalitb purchase residential real estate, so the
guestion asked participants to explain how theythmgt agent or, if they did not use one, to
articulate why they chose not to do so. Below ¢hart indicating the participants’ responses.
The two groups of participants are marked and tiegiual responses were coded for common
themes. Only three, or 13% of participants who reaently bought homes did not use agents.
The remaining 87% of recent home buyers used a&stale agent. The overwhelming majority

of previous, older home buyers did not use a retate agent (77%).

How they met agent Within past 5 years Other homewners
Family or Friends 11 3
Internet 4 0
Business or referral 5 3
Did not use an agent 3 21

The next question asked participants to rate fvegpoint Likert scale how important
social media was to their daily life. The optiongad from 1 or “of no importance” to 5, “vitally
important.” The averages between the two groupg wietually identical after accounting for
standard deviation. Their average ratings fell sgheze between “little importance” and “some

importance. Participants who had bought withinghst five years had an average answer of
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2.74, a median of 3, mode of 3, and standard dewiaf .86. Previous home buyers had an

average of 2.56, median of 3, mode of 3, and standizviation of .89.

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 2.74 3 3 .86
years
Other home 2.56 3 3 .89
owners

Participants were asked to identify how frequettigy access both Facebook and Twitter
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 or U@¢” to 5 or “multiple times a day.” Many
participants indicated frequent Facebook use ih godups. In response to the question
pertaining to Facebook, recent home buyers answetadhn average of 3.70, a median of 4,
mode of 5, and a standard deviation of 1.43. Pusviemme buyers indicated an average of 3.19,
median of 3, mode of 5, and standard deviation%6.1

Facebook Use

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 3.70 4 5 1.43
Other home 3.19 3 5 1.55
owners
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Twitter Use
Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 1.65 1 1 1.18
Other home 1.29 1 1 1.17
owners

In response to the question about their Twittaiges recent home buyers had an average
response of 1.65, median of 1, mode of 1, andralatd deviation of 1.18. Previous home
buyers had an average of 1.29, median of 1, modearid a standard deviation of 1.17.

Question seven on the survey used by the reseaasked participants to indicate
whether or not they had ever liked a page on Fadetiat promoted a specific business or
business person. Seventy percent of recent honmerindicated “yes” and 56% of older home
buyers also answered in the affirmative. In tdd2Pb6 of all home buyers surveyed have liked
business-oriented profile or page on Facebook riddtely, only 8% of home buyers, both recent
and past indicated that they had ever followedc@oant on Twitter that promoted a specific
business or business person. There was virtualtifference between recent home buyers and
older home buyers, as 91% of recent home buyekgesad negatively to the question and 93%

of older home buyers said the same.
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When asked to give a qualitative, textual desionipdf a past interaction with a business
or business representative on Facebook, only 17#ost who had recently bought real estate
had an example to give. One participant said, Yieheontacted restaurants and stores with

guestions or comments,” while another said theydwadacted the customer service department

for a t-shirt company via their Facebook page. Dileers said they had used Facebook to garner

business recommendations and one individual repadatacting “A comic store to find out if
they had something | was looking for in stock.”

The results for home owners who had not purchdsgdhomes within the past five
years were very similar to those listed above. teaur percent gave descriptions and examples
of interactions on Facebook with business pagespesentatives, including “I contacted [my]
daughter’s dance studio for information,” “Contattephotographer for an event,” and “A
coffee company.” All other answers indicated thatigipants either did not have a Facebook
account or had never had that type of interaction.

Similarly, participants were then asked to giwerdten example of how they had
previously interacted with a business or businepsasentative on Twitter. Out of the fifty
participants, including both recent and previousibduyers, only 2% indicated that they had
ever had such an interaction on Twitter. That Ipasicipant (one out of fifty) said they had
contacted a clothing company to find out detailsudlthe company’s merchandise. That
participant was one of the recent home buyergifahe home owners who had purchased in
previous years indicated that they either do netTsitter or have never engaged in such an
interaction.

The survey participants were then asked to indibatv useful they find posts on SNS

that promote a particular product or person usibgpaint Likert scale, 5 indicating “Extremely
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useful” and 1 representing “Of no use.” The avenaaeicipant in both groups indicated that it
was, at most of “Some use.” Home buyers withinghst five years answered with an average of
2.04, median of 2, mode of 2, and a standard dewiaf .98. Previous home buyers had an
average answer of 2.11, median of 2, mode of 2 asstdndard deviation of 1.05.

Usefulness of Products that Promote a BusinesausinBss Representative

Mean Median Mode Standard
Usefulness Deviation
Within 5 years 2.04 2 2 .98
Other home 2.11 2 2 1.05
owners

The next question asked participants to indicdtetiher they had ever followed or
interacted with a real estate agent or agency oB. SNirteen percent of recent home buyers
answered positively and 87% said no. Alternatedg,of previous home owners said they did
follow or interact with an agent of agency while&Z®8®ad not.

Question thirteen on the survey read, “I wouldgréo research real estate leads on my
own, instead of reading a concise post by a réateeagent on social media.” They rated their
answers on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (“Disagsengly”) to 5 (“Agree strongly”). The
average responses were fairly close, with majafityespondents indicating that they had a
neutral preference for real estate leads thatfi@yd versus ones suggested by a real estate
agent. Recent home buyers’ average answer was\@ith6a median of 3, mode of 3, and a
standard deviation of .81. Previous home buyersamaalverage of 3.52, median of 3, mode of 3,
and a standard deviation of .97.

Preference Regarding Researching Real Estate Leads
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Average Median Mode Standard

Deviation
Within 5 years 3.26 3 3 .81
Other owners 3.52 3 3 .97

Similarly, the following question asked how likehdividuals are to independently look

up an article on preparing their home for winterey rated their answers from 1 to 5 or from

“Very unlikely” to “Very likely.” The chart belowecorded the two groups’ answers and

corresponding numerical values. Recent home bugemonded with an average of 2.87, a

median of 3, mode of 4, and a standard deviatiadh@3. Previous home buyers had an average
response of 3.15, median of 3, mode of 2, and atdndkviation of 1.29.

Likelihood of Researching an Article

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 2.87 3 4 1.06
Other home 3.15 3 2 1.29
owners

Also attempting to measure motivation and itsuefice on processing, question fifteen

asked “How likely are you to click on and read aiicke on preparing your home for winter that

was posted by a real estate agent?” Participatgd their answers on a 5-point Likert scale,

with 1 meaning “Very unlikely” and 5 meaning “Velilgely.” Those who had purchased a home

within the past five years had an average respoh26/8, median of 3, mode of 3, and a




Kendall 55

standard deviation of .95. Previous home buyersamaalverage of 2.63, median of 3, mode of 3,

and a standard deviation of .79.

Likelihood of Clicking and Reading Same Article WRested by Agent

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 2.78 3 3 .95
Other home 2.63 3 3 .79
owners

The following question asked participants to iadéctheir level of motivation regarding
reading a post on social media by a real estatet adpout the real estate market. The answers,
on a 5-point Likert scale, ranged from “Not moteait to “Strongly motivated.” Recent home
buyers had an average response of 2.26, medigmud@®: of 3, and a standard deviation of 1.0.
Previous home buyers had an average response, sh@ddan of 2, mode of 1, and standard
deviation of 1.0.

Level of Motivation about Real Estate Agent PostSNS

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 2.26 3 3 1.0
Other home 2.0 2 1 1.0
owners
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The next question asked the participants to indittzeir preference about how they read
real estate listings. In response to the promptréfer to...” participants were given three
choices: “Research and read real estate listirdggoendently (on my own),” “Read real estate
listings that have been posted on social mediantggent,” or “I have no preference.”
Approximately 61% of the recent home buyer sammiicated their preference for researching
and reading real estate listings independentlyéd8d of previous home buyers said the same.
Thirteen percent of recent home buyers preferreddd listings posted on social media by an
agent, while 26% had no choice. Alternately, 33%hefprevious home buyers said they had no
preference and no one in that sample preferreeao listings posted on social media by a real
estate agent.

Question eighteen read, “What an agent posts aalsuedia regarding the real estate
market holds my attention.” Participants could cd®to agree to disagree with that statement.
Seventy-six percent of recent home buyers indictitatthey disagreed and 82% of previous
home buyers said the same. In both cases, onlyh smmority agreed with the statement.

The following question made a statement and agslted participants to either agree,
disagree, or indicate “other” with an explanatidhe content of the statement was, “I find
information about the real estate market (i.e.rentrmarket rates, re-sale tips, etc.) difficult to
understand.” Recent home buyers disagreed for #yerity, with 95% answering negatively.
One textual answer stated, “I find articles difftdio understand when specific technical terms
are used.” In the previous home buyer results, 69p@rticipants disagreed with the statement

and 31% agreed. One patrticipant wrote, “I do natirany.”
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Question twenty of the twenty-six question surkead, “I am more likely to read articles
about the real estate market when they are postad hgent on social media than research
those articles myself.” Sixty-five percent of recbome buyers disagreed and 35% agreed with
the statement. Out of the previous home buyers, @8%greed and 31% agreed. One person, a
previous home buyer, left the comment, “NeithetpInot use or research such articles.”

The following question stated, “| am motivatedéad posts and updates on social media
regarding local real estate.” Sixty-one percemesent home buyer participants disagreed, while
39% agreed. Previous home buyers were more drigspdit, with 85% answering negatively
and 15% in the affirmative. Although participanteres given the option to answer “other” and
explain, none did so.

Next, question twenty-two was framed in the forha gtatement. Participants could
choose one of four responses. The statement reBdigal estate agent posts statuses and
updates that make good points.” The participantddceither agree, disagree, say “my real estate
agent is not on social media,” or indicate “othant explain. Four recent home buyers agreed,
three disagreed, eleven indicated they do not hgwesence on social networking sites, and five
answered “other.” Out of the previous home buyeng agreed, ten disagreed, nine were not on
social networking sites, and seven answered witiheio’

Agreement or Disagreement on Quality of Agent'$uSts

Agree Disagree Not on SNS Other
Recent home 4 3 11 5
buyers
Previous 1 10 9 7
home buyers
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The common theme in the comments was, “I don'wkhor “I don’t have one.” There
four comments from recent home buyers and seven fr@vious home buyers. No comment
said anything other than “I do not have an agentl do not know if they are on social media.”

The following question asked how much effort aptants exerted to evaluate
information posted by real estate agents or conggaRarticipants ranked their answers on a 5-
point Likert scale from 1 (“No effort”) to 5 (“As och effort as possible”). The recent home
buyers nearly averaged perfectly at “Very littléoetf” Previous home buyers indicated even less
effort, falling more toward “No effort.” No partigant indicated a number higher than three,
which represented “Some effort.” The average respdrom recent home buyers was 1.96, with
a median of 2, mode of 1, and standard deviatia@&fPrevious home buyers had an average
response of 1.56, median of 1, mode of 1, andralatd deviation of .64.

Effort Exerted to Evaluate Information Posted byeAlg

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 1.96 2 1 .98
Other home 1.56 1 1 .64
owners

Question twenty-four asked, “To what extent do fiod information about the housing
market and real estate options easy to follow?”iAgaarticipants ranked their answers on a 5-
point Likert scale from 1 (“Not at all”) to 5 (“Es¢mely easy”). The average response from

recent home buyers was 3.04 with a median of 3,enod@, and a standard deviation of .76.
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Previous home buyers had an average answer ofA2tl6@& median of 2.5, mode of 2, and a

standard deviation of .76.

Level of Ease in Following Information about theudmg Market

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 3.04 3 3 .76
Other home 2.69 2.5 2 .76
owners

The recent home buyers indicated that they fountderately easy to follow
information on the housing market, while previoasie owners rated it as slightly less easy.

Question twenty-five asked participants a simgjaestion, “To what extent do you find it
difficult to focus while reading real estate lig/g?” On the 5-point Likert scale, 1 represented
“Not at all,” while 5 represented “Extremely diftitt.” Recent home buyers had an average
response of 4 with a median of 4, mode of 4, asthadard deviation of .85. Previous home
buyers had an average response of 3.69 with a mefla5, mode of 3, and a standard

deviation of 1.02.
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Level of Difficulty Focusing While Reading Listings

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 4.0 4 4 .85
Other home 3.69 3.5 3 1.02
owners

The final question in the survey read, “To whaeex do you find it difficult to focus on
reading articles about the housing market?” Thelitikcale was the same as in the previous
guestion, running from 1 (“Not at all’) to 5 (“Extmely”). Recent home buyers had an average
answer of 3.61 with a median of 4, mode of 3, aaddard deviation of .89. Previous home
buyers had an average of 3.43, a median of 4, mb8gand standard deviation of 1.02.

Level of Difficulty Focusing While Reading Listirejsout the Housing Market

Mean Median Mode Standard
Deviation
Within 5 years 3.61 4 3 .89
Other home 3.43 3 3 1.02
owners
Discussion

Response to RQ1: To what degree do home buyerstealty process real estate posts on the

social networking sites Facebook and Twitter?
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According to Todorov, Chaiken, and Henderson hgristic side of the HSM relies
heavily on surface-level cues and judgments. Thesearchers said that people rely on these
cues because they either are not sufficiently nateid to process the information systematically
or they do not have the cognitive framework neagstsatake the information, sort out what
they have been given, and make logical connecaodsnferences (198). They either lack the
capacity to understand, do not care enough tatintlerstand, or their heuristic processing is a
result of the combination of the two factors.

When recounting the results, the researcher lo&eithemes of insufficient motivation.
Insufficient motivation would encourage heuristrogessing in a participant, and would indicate
a tendency toward heuristic processing.

Upon analyzing the results for question fiftedrg tesearcher noted that both groups of
participants had very similar responses. Both samipldicated that they were between
“Unlikely” and “Somewhat likely” to click on and ael an article about preparing their home for
winter that had been posted by an agent. Thisayp@swer indicates that there is a lack of
necessary impetus in this scenario. The social aneskr may believe that the topic is dull, that
the article is a “spam” of sorts on their news femdhat the agent is using it a way to sell the
user something.

Alternately, it may be that the “branding” of asbtyy a real estate agent is not sufficient
enough to engage the “authority” or “expert” commeator cues. Chaiken et al. (1989) stated
that people have been conditioned to align theneselith others who are perceived as experts.
These communicator cues and their impact fluctfrate person to person. Life experience
shapes one’s perception of an expert. What oneithdil considers to be qualified “expertise”

on a subject may not be considered credible bynen@valuator. Communicator cues include
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liking and non-liking or other subjective criteriahich are largely applicable to the real estate
agent business (Whaley 2009). Individuals who angrg or selling homes decide to pick their
agent based upon many factors, which are subjedtitanclude likeability.

In the study by Maheswaran, Mackie, and Chaikesrésearchers proved their
hypothesis that brand names influence people’sigteuprocessing capabilities (318). A good
brand is significant enough to activate heurigbiegaining to likeability and expertise, allowing
users to make a non-cognitive decision about tbdymt. It is possible, from looking at survey
participants’ results, that they do not recognizé give credence to the known “branding” of
real estate agents on Facebook and Twitter. Thresafter all, relatively new mediums.
Although it would seem possible that previous baygould be more reluctant to use Facebook
and Twitter, there were no significant differenbesween the recent home buyers and their
counterparts.

However, the new medium could have nothing to db wsers’ reluctance. Question
seventeen on the survey found, on average, thathtiwas of participants preferred to research
and read real estate listings on their own, rattem looking at ones that had been posted on
SNS by real estate agents. This was a self-rejgosturdy, so the researcher is dependent on
accurate reports from the participants. It mayhag they click on such links more than they
realize or admit. However, it also may indicateeaese lack of branding on the part of real estate
agents. The Journal of Marketing Research indicttadnine out of ten agents are using social
media in 2011 (4). This statistic would be higl2014, but is unusually high for 2011. It
possibly indicates an over-generalization of satiatlia presence by real estate agents.

Seeing as many agents are representative of Gemexa they are not as familiar with

digital tools as is Generation Y. The agents wheopartting their profiles and businesses on
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Facebook and Twitter are more than likely misrepméag their actual, successful social media
use in studies such as the on@ e Journal of Marketing Researdbdnder-developed profiles,
few log-ins, and poorly designed posts are allgative of a lack of education regarding how to
properly utilize social media marketing.

If this is indeed the case, then it would cleanyplain why the posts by social media
agents are seemingly engaging heuristic procesarwprding to Whaley in 2009, individuals
primarily rely on heuristic processing in ordemwove through their daily life. Routines and
decisions are made regularly that use surface-twed in order to make quick judgments. The
only reason that heuristic processing is disengaagambrding to Whaley, is when the individual
cannot obtain a sufficient degree of assurancettiegthave obtained their message processing
goals. In other words, when a message recipiemtatdre confident that he is making a
completely accurate decision via his heuristic psstng capabilities, he will simultaneously
engage in both heuristic and systematic processiogder to achieve his need for accuracy and
impression, or the need to express attitudes aalskepto other social evaluators (Chaiken,
Liberman, and Eagly 234).

If home owners or prospective home buyers ardneim personal Facebook and Twitter
accounts and come across posts by a real estate #ggr judgments about the posts are
important in determining whether or not they witigage with them. The overall impression of
real estate agents utilizing social media acconnag not be on a professional, well-developed
level that is sufficient enough to motivate userprtocess and take the information given. In the
advent of Web 2.0, the standards for online shaimdyjcommunication are higher than 2004,
when Facebook began. Businesses on SNS are hailghtguality standards, as the visual cues

on the site are oftentimes the only cues availabtee user. If real estate agents and agencies
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attempting to make their foray into the social naeaorld do so clumsily and poorly in
comparison to other small businesses, users valthusir heuristic frameworks to evaluate the
profile and immediately disregard it because itdoet meet the expert standard necessary to
engage them systematically.

Response to RQ2: To what degree do home buyemrnsgstally process real estate posts on the
social media networking sites Facebook and Twitter?

The material in real estate listings is not cagaly difficult to process or understand, but
the data seems to indicate a lack of sufficientivatibn to read and process the posts. The
participants reported, across both sample grobpsyeal estate agent posts on social media do
not hold their attention. Overall, 86% of the fiftarticipants indicated their disagreement when
asked to respond to the statement, “What an agest$ pn social media regarding the real estate
market holds my attention.”

Four questions on the twenty-six question sunaked participants to indicate how easy
or difficult they found material regarding the reskate market to be. Two questions asked them
to indicate how hard they find it to focus on restate listings and also articles about the housing
market. In both sample groups, majority found ityarominally difficult to focus on articles
about the housing market, and only 10% of all pgréints reported it such a task to be very or
extremely difficult. Another question asked howyepatrticipants felt it is to follow information
about the housing market and real estate optiohthedecent home buyers, majority reported it
to be moderately or very easy (83%). Of the previoome buyers, 62% reported it to be
moderately to very easy. Although there is a sldjfference (not accounting for standard
deviation) in how recent and previous home buyersgive information about the market,

majority reported that they do not find such a teske difficult.
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When viewing these results, it may be helpfuldosult Littlejohn and Foss and their
description of the sufficiency principle. In detening which processing route is taken, it is
important to account for the balance between mttimaand effort (90). When individuals have
to exert much effort in order to process a subjeat,more likely that they will choose the
heuristic route. However, the results from thewatlials surveyed do not indicate any sign of
difficulty when attempting to read and understaea estate market information. None of the
four questions aimed at deciphering the effortvitlials had to put forth significantly indicated
any real challenges.

If this is the case, and it is not difficult sutjenatter to comprehend, then there really is
only one other explanation for these results. Bigeints can cognitively comprehend the matter,
so there is no reason for them to be forced toarlfreuristic cues. They simply are not being
adequately motivated to want to process the inftionaThe human being is intrinsically
economically-minded, seeking to receive more tihay have given. If the argument, which
comes as a social media posting in this scenargoing to cost them more than it will benefit,
then there is no motivating factor (Dash, Meeter, Bavey 1049). This is not to say that people
always correctly gauge the benefit of any giveruargnt. However, the only deciding factor that
truly makes a difference is the perception of usthé receiver. The persuader must indicate,
through whatever means available, that their messagaluable and will aid the listener in their
life in some way.

The results indicate that the material itselfas difficult, but the audience carries an
attitude that forces the persuader to prove thentwfor consideration. According to the results

garnered by this survey, real estate agents’ pcesam Facebook and Twitter is dubious at best
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and useless at worst. Furthermore, the resulteglfrandicate a lack of motivation and a
satisfied sufficiency principle.

Response t&Q3: Do posts on the social networking sites Fagklamd Twitter cross the
sufficiency threshold, motivating home buyers togass them either systematically or
concurrently?

The sufficiency principle occurs on a judgmentaltaauum, with two key points: the
individual's perceived level of actual confidencetheir position and their level of desired
confidence, or sufficiency threshold. If there igap, the individual will attempt to close the gap
until the desired sufficiency threshold is met (€lamd Chaiken 74).

Given this framework, it seems that the resuliscate that social media users do not
perceive a gap between their actual confidencelagidsufficiency threshold. The participants
are using social media; sixty-five percent of redeame buyers said it was of at least some
importance to their daily life and fifty-nine perteof previous home buyers said the same.
However, what they are being offered via real estgents on Twitter and Facebook is not
anything that is proving to be of value to therek. If it was valuable, according to the theory,
they would not be able to dismiss the posts sdydascause their systematic processing
capabilities would be enticed by a yet-unmet sidficy threshold.

The results did not indicate a trend toward corenrprocessing. Of course, the
definition of concurrent processing rests uponuse of both systematic and heuristic
processing. To date, there were no indicators la$tautial systematic processing among
participants in their regard toward real estatekei@mg on Facebook and Twitter. One question
asked participants how motivated they are to remstispon social media regarding the real estate

market. On average, the recent home buyers’ avesdigg, 2.26, strongly represented a feeling
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of “insufficient motivation.” The previous home berg’ was similar at 2.00, also indicating they
were also insufficiently motivated to read thosdssof posts. This representation of insufficient
motivation is not conducive to concurrent procegsihany sort. One possible explanation for
the lack of engagement by previous home buyetsatsthey already own their own homes, so
they do not have a need to seek out more informatiimut the real estate market.

However, these participants are not totally avewssngaging with a Facebook page that
promotes a business page or person. Seventy p@fcetent home buyers indicated that they
have liked such a page and 56% of previous homerblhave done the same. In each of these
individual cases, something persuaded the Facelwakto “like” a page and allow its posts to
come up in their news feed. Whatever businesseag there, they represented a sufficiency
threshold that the receiver did not think he or ahi@ld meet without liking the page. This is
important to note because, based on the curreahy’sttindings, it is possible to grow
discouraged and believe that Facebook and Twistersurepresent an impenetrable force, bound
together by indifference to marketing ploys viaiabonetworking services.

Although a “like” is not drastic engagement, ipresents something that real estate
agents and agencies have not been successfullateoThe researcher believes that, given the
feedback from the participants of this survey, estate agents are not posting material that is
engaging the average social media user, even toséave a vested interest in the housing
market.

The reasons for this apparent lack of engagenrertieyond the scope of this study.
There are multiple factors at play in online engaget rates. However, what is clear is that the
user is not being presented with material thatrhghe feels is important enough to his or her life

to cognitively process. When the average partidipathis survey looks at a post about a real
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estate listing or associated material, that pgeaici’s sufficiency threshold is already met and
they do not feel the need to close a gap betwesndhrrent state and the information given
because there is no seeming “gap.” The possibkonsaare many: they see it as irrelevant to
their life, the information does not look trustwuoyt they already consider themselves to have a
sufficient cognitive structure regarding the matermany more.

Other findings

The online success of websites sucilew.comandTrulia.com commonly used by
prospective home buyers to view properties for,qadetially prompted the idea for this study.
However, only 17% of surveyed participants foungirtagent via the Internet, which is
interesting given that 90% of real estate sales staw with a Google search, according the
National Association of Realtors (Stone 60). Gittem proliferation of the Internet, this
information makes sense. It was a bit surprisirag slo few of the participants indicated that the
Internet was part of their search for a real esigent.

Explanations for this could vary, but the one stakes the researcher as most probable
relates to the age of the participants in this eyr®nly one participant out of the fifty home
owners surveyed indicated that they were betweemges of 18-25. Furthermore, only 22% of
survey-takers were between 26-35. The rest weer tihén 35 years, which could largely play
into the results. Generation Y is only now reachadglthood. According to Lichy, Generation Y
spans 1976-1994, with its youngest members a memty years old. Its oldest members are
now thirty-eight years old, at which time they amere likely to be home owners. However, the
early half of Generation Y did not grow up with tieehnology that any of the children of the
nineties did. This being the case, it stands teaedhat those less familiar with the technology

would be more likely to seek out real estate agémtaigh traditional methods. The younger half
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of Generation Y is just barely in the first blushadulthood and it is doubtful that they have the
ability and opportunity to purchase residential esstate like their older counterparts do. The
lack of response to social media seen in this sisi@pssibly, in large part, a reflection of the
sample’s age. The recent boom in media and techp@mowth has been immediate and quick,
and children who grew up in the Facebook worldaaig in their late teens and early twenties,
given its inception in 2004. Therefore, many of tesults found here are indicative of a study

done a few years too soon.
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Chapter 5 — Limitations, Recommendations for FutureResearch, and Conclusion
Limitations

This study was successful in that it found treindke data that suggest an explanation
for human behavior. Little, if any, research hasvpyusly been done on real estate marketing via
Facebook and Twitter, especially as viewed thrahghHens of the Heuristic Systematic Model.
This study was the first to survey users about tvgderiences and apply the HSM to their
answers. Upon compiling and discussing the resthiéstesearcher believes that further
investigation and studies are necessary. The follgpfew pages are purposed with defining the
limitations of the current study and proposing raaeendations for future research based upon
these findings.

Although the findings of this study were interagtand noteworthy, they are not without
their inherent limited capabilities. The main liatibns are concerned with the pool of
participants, the execution of the survey, andatpes of participants.

At the beginning of this research endeavor, theggal investigator set out to find an
audience not merely out of convenience, but orsgrfificance. As such, the researcher focused
on finding recent home buyers, predicting that tweyld be the most likely to have utilized
social media sites when looking for and buyingrthemes. Finding these types of participants
proved to be the most difficult part of the resbafeople who have purchased their own homes
are independent adults and cannot be enticed with eredit, as many studies who utilize a
pool of convenience (i.e. university students) offesir participants. This study was not funded,
meaning that the researcher had limited resourdgéswhich to offer rewards and incentives.

In the recruitment e-mail, potential survey-takeese told that, upon the completion of

the survey, they may choose to e-mail the prindipadstigator and have their name entered into
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a drawing for a $50 Wal-Mart gift card. After utilihg the snowball technique, the researcher
contacted approximately thirty potential particifgarOut of these, only six responded and none
e-mailed the researcher to be entered in the degawirlight of that situation, the researcher
decided to purchase survey-takers from SurveyMockay.

This too, provided a limitation. While Survey Mankdoes allow for some participant
specification, the researcher could only stiputaime ownership as a requirement. It was not
possible to specify that all participants must hlawaght their homes within the past five years.
As such, the fifty usable responses garnered weiged into the two groups explained in this
study: those who were home owners and had boughirvthe past five years and those who are
home owners, but answered “no” to the questiomasikithey had purchased within the past
five years.

Second, the execution of the survey may have ptedsome challenges. Many
guestions focused on asking the participants wsikctation they would prefer, typically about
whether or not they would prefer to research hausiformation themselves or read a post by a
real estate agent. Majority of the participantsaated a low level of value for real estate agents
on Facebook and Twitter, although very few partiag said that they follow a real estate agent
on either of these sites. It may be that the plotagg of the question was in error and framed
the question in such a way that participants Fedtlietter, more desirable answer is to look up
information without help from anyone else. Otheesfions that asked for examples of their
interactions were limited to whatever experientesgarticipants could recall while taking the
survey, even though they may have had more. Ulaipathe best way to have done this study
would have been to measure clicks, views, liked,sdrares from Facebook users, but that would

have presented other challenges as will be disdussecommendations for future research.
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Finally, this study was limited by the age ofpeticipants. Only 25% of survey
participants were under the age of 35. All othetip@ants were Generation X, among whom
are many adults that are not nearly as familiahn witrrent technology as are their Gen Y
counterparts. In 2013, Farran Powell reportedfirgtttime home buyers are waiting longer and
longer for their first foray into the housing matrkaccording to realtors and housing experts.
Powell cited the National Realty Association whershid that the median age for a first time
home buyer in the U.S. has ranged between 30-3&dégpast 30 years. However, he reported
that Millenials or members of Generation Y arertyiat home longer, renting longer, and are
generally more reluctant to purchase due to cmgpstudent debt.

That said, this study came perhaps a few yearsddg. Those currently in their thirties
are not representative of the Gen Y members whanaah more inundated with technology and
specifically, social networking. The audience mis&ly to respond to marketing via Facebook
and Twitter is not yet at the place where the hugisnarket is something that is relevant to them.
The information posted by real estate agents gelgirirrelevant to the users most frequently
seen online. As these younger users mature and begr careers, it is possible that their level
of interest will change as they grow.

Recommendations for Future Research

The limitations of the current study were addrdgseorder to provide clarity for other
researchers who may be interested in achievingpeteinderstanding of the findings, or
perhaps doing their own study in a similar fashi®acounting the limitations is a natural segue
into recommendations for future research, in theehbat future research will account for

known limitations and failings in earlier studies.
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First, the Facebook “Insights” page was creategéoposes such as this. Anyone who
manages a page for a business, organization, ity estteives free access to Facebook’s analytic
tools. These include number of page views, timeayfwhen the page receives the most traffic,
demographics of the typical user, and many otiérese are not available to a person holding
an individual account. However, Facebook tracks gexst made on such a page and uses
algorithms to determine how successful the post comparison to previous posts and in
comparison to other, similar pages.

If the researcher was added as a manager on kBaesbook pages, dedicated to the
purpose of promoting a real estate agency or agerdr she could monitor the success of the
account without disturbing the page owners or tiikvidual users that interact with their page.
The HSM model would still be applicable, but thedst would be much more qualitative in
nature. If the Facebook managerial approach is@yed| the researcher would have to perform
a qualitative, textual analysis of each post adogrtb its success rate. In doing so, it is possibl
that the researcher would find that certain textib@mes garner better responses than others, and
that other textual themes discourage or, at the le@st, do not engage users.

One key theme that seems relevant based upoeghks of this study is the problem of
self-reporting. This research method is not tobdlift to employ and seems like the most direct
method of gathering information when searchingdby people do that they do. However,
people cannot report what they do not know or ustdad about themselves. They may giving
the most accurate picture available to them via gedf-concept, yet it may not be objectively
correct. To thwart this possible problem, the redear may choose to employ a method that
relies heavily on observation instead of self-réipgr The Facebook analysis method via real

estate pages is one way to do so.
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The second recommendation for future researclereatound the problem indicated by
the results of this study: real estate agents @remgaging their customers systematically on
Facebook. Furthermore, the sufficiency thresholohdividual users is not being challenged by
the material presented, so there is no reasomméon to engage in anything beyond heuristic
processing habits. When they feel that a postpéicgble, interesting, or indicates something
that they do not already have a sufficient knowtedfj the corresponding gap between where
they are and where their sufficiency thresholdilslve motivation for them to close said gap by
increasing what they know.

That begs the question: what will motivate SNSs$@ engage with the content? That
guestion has been answered by social media exg@resal times over through books, webinars,
blogs, and journal articles, but it still remaihatevery industry and business is different. Since
that is the case, there is no one format thatfivgluccessfully every time. Further research is
needed in the realm of real estate marketing oseelfook and Twitter. It is imperative that
agents using social media to sell their servicesaamvertise property listings are aware of how
their intended audience uses SNS as well as detergnivhat material is applicable and relevant
enough that it will incite user motivation to madweyond heuristic processing into concurrent
and systematic modes.

A third recommendation would include a study famisn longitudinal results. As
mentioned in the section on limitations, the derapbic most likely to use social media on a
regular basis is very different from the populatioterested in buying a home. Many Facebook
and Twitter users are on the younger end of Gemerat, meaning that their first home
purchase is more than likely a few years in tharkitKeeping that in mind, it is worthwhile

suggesting a study that tracks users’ social mactaunts over the course of approximately ten
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years. The study should examine how many businéissasser “likes” over the course of each
year and what types of businesses they interabtmist frequently. This would give insightful
information in several different areas. First, awld provide clarity about what types of business
marketing most appeals to social media users atwhe/ing ages. The content that appeals to a
twenty-nine year old female will likely be differethan the content that appeals to a twenty-one
year old female user, although until such a stsdyonducted, all the researcher can do is make
informed predictions. Secondly, a longitudinal stwbuld reveal whether or not Generation Y
uses Facebook and Twitter in a consistent manngregsage. Although they are the largest
group of SNS consumers, that may change as theyAagéd 8-26 year olds the largest group of
social media users because they are most famiitartiae technology, or because it is most
relevant to them at that age? When they are thody; will they still use Facebook and Twitter

in the same manner? A longitudinal study would fitexa more accurate picture of users’ actual
experience on SNS than punctuated surveys.

Finally, one question that was raised as a redultis study deals with the usefulness of
Facebook and Twitter for marketing purposes. Bothsacial media giants, but they are
qualitatively different. Twitter's short, 140-chatar messages reflect current, in-the-moment
news updates from users and organizations alikeelf€ek is a richer medium in some ways,
offering picture alboums, long wall posts, and statpdates of any length. Businesses are
encouraged by social media experts to have a presamoss SNS, including Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, Tumblr, and more. However, different et lead to different patterns of use
among individuals. It may be that people prefertiavifor news and business updates, while
Facebook is more personal and representative ofdbeial life. LinkedIn is the only social

network specifically geared toward professional$ ofher social media platforms can be used
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by businesses, but are not designed as professiar&kting and networking tools. A study that
takes into consideration the vast amount of difiees between the major social media networks
and watches how users engage with them over agetecof time would be very useful in this
area of research. It could either be done as atlatigal observation or through regular self-
reporting by users. The benefit to an observatiased study would be that the user would
merely have to consent to allowing the researaherew their profile. That low-level of
commitment to the study would make recruiting ggsants a bit easier. However, self-reporting
may give richer, more meaningful information, pautarly if it includes open-ended, qualitative
guestions.

This area of research is new and burgeoning widstijons. There are far more social
media users than there are studies to explain inolWwéy these platforms operate the way that
they do. By pursuing one or all of the four sugmgest for further study, the communication
scholar may gain valuable insight into the new @af social networking.

Conclusion

The present study was successful in its goal théurunderstand how real estate agents
can best market their services and properties atzlbook and Twitter. The results of the study
indicate that the audience most available throbgké sites is not the audience most beneficial
to real estate professionals. Furthermore, thearesegathered also indicates that posts seen on
Facebook and Twitter, specifically regarding th&l estate market, are not engaging users
systematically because their sufficiency thresh®laot called into question. Without that
motivation, they will likely not feel a need to ther process the post and the agent and user are

both not connecting with one another.
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This study also illustrated how applicable Shélhaiken’s theory and model of
persuasion is when explaining the new and exparfeéfdyof social media marketing. Although
social media was far from prevalent in 1989, theotly of persuasion is quite applicable to the
realm of Facebook and Twitter, as indicated thrauglhe current study. All forms of
advertising and marketing are simply forms of passon, meaning that the ELM and HSM are
far from irrelevant. Further studies that examime ¢ffectiveness of social media marketing over
Facebook and Twitter would do well to build theasearch upon the foundation laid out by the
HSM. A number of recommendations have been mattasrstudy for how to do so in future.
Just as Twitter and Facebook continue to grow, iddhe budding research opportunities in this

field.
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Appendix A
Questions for participants

A few notes on the survey: questions 1-3, 5-8,1éndre yes/no questions or multiple choice.
Questions 4, 9, and 11-23 will all employ the Lilsmale. Participants will indicate their
response by selecting a number ranging from 1+61igly agree to strongly disagree, etc). This
survey will be uploaded to surveymonkey.com up@&naibproval.

Are you male or female?
Please indicate your age: 18-25 26-35 36-45 466565, 66+
Have you made a residential real estate purchabéwtine past five calendar years?
How did you meet your real estate agent? If youndiduse an agent, please explain
briefly below.
How important is social media to your daily life?
6. How often do you access Facebook and Twitter?
a. A. Afew times a week or less. B. Once a day. MQltiple
times a day
7. Have you ever “liked” a page on Facebook that $adly promotes a business or
business person?
8. Have you ever followed an account on Twitter thainpotes a specific business or
business person?
9. Have you ever interacted with a business or busireggesentative on Facebook? If so,
please give one example.
10.Have you ever interacted with a business or busirgsesentative on Twitter? If so,
please give one example.
11.How useful do you find posts that explain or proenatproduct/person?
12.Have you ever followed or interacted with a regatsagent or real estate agency on
social media?
13.1 would prefer to research real estate leads omwry, instead of reading a concise post
by a real estate agent on social media.
14.How likely are you to independently look up an@etion preparing your home for
winter?
15.How likely are you to click on and read an artictepreparing your home for winter that
was posted by a real estate agent?
16.How motivated are you to read social media posta Bal estate agent regarding the real
estate market?
17.1 prefer to research real estate listings on my oather than reading a social media post
by a real estate agent.
18.What an agent posts on social media regardingethleestate market holds my attention.
19.1 find information about the real estate market. (icurrent market rates, re-sale tips, etc.)
difficult to understand.

PwbrE
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20.1 am more likely to read articles about the reghtesmarket when they are posted by an
agent on social media than to do other research.

21.1 am motivated to read posts and updates on so@édla regarding local real estate.

22.My real estate agent posts statuses and updatesdka good points.

23.How much effort do you exert to evaluate the infation posted by real estate
agents/companies?

24.To what extent do you find information about thei$iog market and real estate options
easy to follow?

25.To what extent do you find it difficult to focus Wi reading real estate listings?

26.To what extent do you find it difficult to focus Wi reading articles about the housing
market?
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Appendix B
Email to Survey Participants
Like, Retweet, Repeat: Social Media's Impact onl Estate Marketing
Emily Kendall
Liberty University

School of Communication and Creative Arts

Home owners!

My name is Emily Kendall and | am pursuing my MasteArts in Strategic Communication.
As a requirement for graduation, | am creating iamplementing a research study. This study
examines how real estate agents and companiesedragsebook and Twitter to reach their
clients and advertise property listings. It aleeks to explain what type of posts by real estate
agents people respond to best.

If you choose to participate, you will be answertgquestions anonymously. It should only
take 5-10 minutes. Your survey answers will be gnawus.

After taking the survey, you may choose to e-mailatekendall@liberty.edto have your
name entered into a drawing for a $50 Wal Mart caftd.

To participate, please follow this link: https://wmsurveymonkey.com/s/TLT9XPK

An informed consent document is attached to tmsad-and contains additional information
about the research study, including a list of tbptial risks and benefits of participating.

Please read the attached informed consent docyrmento proceeding to the survey.
Thank you,

Emily Kendall
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Appendix C

CONSENT FORM
Like, Retweet, Repeat: Social Media's Impact onl Estate Marketing
Emily Kendall
Liberty University
School of Communication and Creative Arts

You are invited to be in a research study on san&dia’s part in real estate marketing. You
were selected as a possible participant becausbaxmipurchased a home within the past five
years. | ask that you read this form and ask amgiipns you may have before agreeing to be in
the study.

This study is being conducted by Emily Kendall dférty University’s School of
Communication and Creative Arts.

Background Information:

The purpose of this study is to determine if sogialia, specifically Facebook and Twitter, has

a place in the field of real estate marketing. Presly, real estate agents relied on word-of-

mouth recommendations, print advertisements, amer dtaditional marketing techniques. As
young adults who are active on social media mowatd buying homes, it will be helpful to

real estate agents and brokers to determine hdwedbuse social media to reach these audiences.

Procedures:

If you agree to be in this study, | would ask youwb the following things:

- Follow the link in the e-mail to the online survayd answer all questions given. This
should not take you longer than 5-10 minutes.

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study:

This study has no greater risks than you would eni& in your day-to-day life.

The benefits to participation are not direct to ang individual, but this will benefit society as a
whole by providing a better understanding of howiagamedia is a useful, helpful tool to both
those buying homes as well as the agents selleg.th

Compensation:

You will not be financially compensated but you nwénpose to e-mail the researcher after
taking the survey in order to be entered into avdrg for a $50 Wal-Mart gift card.

Confidentiality:
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The records of this study will be kept privatealmy sort of report | might publish, I will not
include any information that will make it possiliteidentify a subject. Research records will be
stored securely and only the researcher will hazess to the records. The gathered data will be
kept in three separate locations, each lockeddeszcother than the researcher.

Each participant’s survey results will be comphetahonymous to the researcher. You may
choose to e-mail the principle investigator at eladi@liberty.edu upon taking the survey to
have your name entered into a drawing for a $50-Mé&t gift card. However, your specific
survey answers will not be linked to your name.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your dg@on whether or not to participate will not affect
your current or future relations with Liberty Unigdy. If you decide to participate, you are free
to not answer any question or withdraw at any tmtbout affecting those relationships.
Contacts and Questions:

The researcher conducting this study is Emily Kédndau may ask any questions you have

now. If you have questions latgqu are encouragedo contact her atkendall@liberty.edor
the faculty advisor for this project, Dr. Faith Nen, at fmullen@liberty.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirggtudy and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcheysu are encouragedo contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971
University Blvd, Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 24502email atirb@liberty.edu

You will be given a copy of thisinformation to keep for your records.
Statement of Consent:

| have read and understood the above informatibavé asked questions and have received
answers. | consent to participate in the study.
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Appendix D
Dear Emily,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board$ireviewed your application in accordance
with the Office for Human Research Protections (BHIBnd Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) regulations and finds your study to be exefnpin further IRB review. This means you
may begin your research with the data safeguamigitnods mentioned in your approved
application, and that no further IRB oversightaguired.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.10120h which identifies specific situations in
which human participants research is exempt fromptblicy set forth in 45 CFR 46:

(2) Research involving the use of educational tesignitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement),
survey procedures, interview procedures or observaff public behavior, unless:

(i) information obtained is recorded in such a maarthat human subjects can be identified,
directly or through identifiers linked to the sutig and (ii) any disclosure of the human
subjects’ responses outside the research coulonaaly place the subjects at risk of criminal or
civil liability or be damaging to the subjects'dimcial stading, employability, or reputation.

Please note that this exemption only applies to gawrent research application, and that any
changes to your protocol must be reported to tberty IRB for verification of continued
exemption status. You may report these changesiloyitting a change in protocol form or a
new application to the IRB and referencing the &i®B Exemption number.

If you have any questions about this exemptiomesd assistance in determining whether
possible changes to your protocol would change gaamption status, please email us at
irb@liberty.edu.

Please retain this letter for your records. Al§gou are conducting research as part of the
requirements for a master’s thesis or doctoralkdiaton, this approval letter should be included
as an appendix to your completed thesis or diggarta

Sincerely,
Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.
Professor, IRB Chair

Counseling



