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Abstract
of
SOCIAL MEDIA USE IN LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES:
A STUDY OF CALIFORNIA’S CITIES
by

Christopher Gerard Zimmer

Little is known about the extent to which publieagies are using social media to
connect with their constituents or how these agenare using social media as a communication
and public engagement tool. Limited informationsmcial media use exists for government
agencies at the federal and state level, but alnast is available for local agencies. This thesis
studies California cities to determine how widespreocial media use is among California
municipal governments, for what purposes agencesising it, how California city governments
are managing their social media tools, and whablpros or barriers city governments are
encountering as they use, or choose not to usial soedia.

Data for this thesis comes from a self-developetisaif-administered survey sent to city
officials throughout California in February 2012daadditional data | collected about the cities
that responded to the survey. The survey considtegenty-five questions regarding social
media use, management of the city’s social mediks tand the problems and barriers California
cities face in the adoption and use of social medillected demographic data and information
available on the cities’ Facebook pages for aiésithat responded to the survey.

My research found five major themes regarding redjpmy California cities’ use of
social media: most cities are using social medddoing so fairly regularly; cities are generally

more interested in information-sharing through abeiedia than constituent engagement; cities
v



have internal control mechanisms but lack polithes address external issues; cities have
encountered few problems with their social medis asd lack of adequate resources is the main
issue preventing more cities from using social medialso found that population size and
location appears to affect the rate and sophigticatf use of social media by cities, but per

capita income of the city appears to have littfef
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

In the decade since its inception, social medgaldierome a powerful tool for
communication. As of late 2011, three-quarterdmkrican adults use the Internet, and of those,
nearly 80% visit social media sites or blogs, megiivo-thirds of Americans are using some
form of social media (Jansen, 2011; Nielsen, 20Ebyr. comparison, that figure is greater than
the percentage of Americans who subscribe to daeldgision (Edwards, 2006). In its short
history, social media has gone through severaititars, and only recently have the platforms
people use regularly become somewhat standardizeday, Facebook reigns supreme as the
primary social media tool, attracting more than bllion unique visitors a month in the United
States alone (Nielsen, 2011). Social media usetisonfined to person-to-person
communication; people use it to connect with coapions, civic groups, recreation groups, and
government. In fact, Facebook has more “objeaigjdnization pages, groups, events, and
community pages) with which people interact thado#s active users. The average Facebook
user is connected with 80 organization pages, camtynpages, groups, or events (Facebook,
2012b).

Clearly, social media has become a powerful toobfganizations attempting to reach a
broad swath of the American populace. Howevas,ligss clear what extent public agencies are
using social media tools to communicate and intexét their constituents, how they are
managing these tools, and what problems or bampidsiic agencies are encountering with social
media. To answer those questions, my thesis exahiow widespread and active social media
use is amongst municipal government is Califorwiaat methods they have employed to manage

these tools, and what issues are being seen veithitbe.



Most simply, social media is defined as the t@wld platforms people and organizations
use to create, publish, converse, and share camennhformation online. Originally created to
connect people with other people, social mediaglvadsed into a major method organizations
connect with consumers and constituents. Suck @il@w organizations to reach out to their
customers in ways they have not been able to ipdlse Prior to social media, large-scale public
outreach was often one-sided and difficult: orgat@ns had to rely on conventional advertising
methods like television and radio commercialspb#irds, and product placement. Such
advertising is expensive, so its frequency andsi®pecessarily limited, and it does not allow
direct engagement with customers. Social medighemther hand, is low- to no-cost, meaning
organizations can reach out frequently to increggilarge or specialized groups of people. It
also allows users to interact with the organizativactly, meaning the organization no longer
has to rely on sales data or polling to receivelieek from customers. Social media is direct,
instantaneous, and, often, unfiltered.

These benefits translate well to public agencksor to social media, agencies would
communicate with the public through newspaper estipublic postings, radio and television
commercials, direct mailings, or other traditiomathods. Agencies had little way of knowing if
the information was being read or how the commuragcted to it. Given the expense of
traditional media, communication was necessanijtéid. Social media allows public agencies
to communicate more frequently and more directlgaar real time with constituents at little to
no cost. In addition, organizations can immedyjateteive feedback to the posting from the
public’'s comments, “likes,” and frequency of refiogt Additionally, by using social media,
organizations are able to communicate with corestitgroups that have expressed an interest in

receiving information from the agency; this meamsnfiore routine communications that do not



have a broad impact on the community, the agengyrmothave to use significant resources
over-communicating in the hope that a particulancmnication reaches the correct audience.

Social media carries risks and costs for publenaies as well. Social media is largely
unfiltered. That means people connected with dipalgency through social media can
immediately express their viewpoint on certain éssipublically criticize the agency to a mass
audience with relative ease, or post potentialfgridive content. There are also a number of
unresolved legal issues unique to public agenowdving social media, including how much
agencies can censor content on their public siBesxial media use also presents opportunity
costs. When employees spend time on managingaating social media sites, those
employees cannot use that time to perform othéritkes in support of the agency or the public.

Still, for many public agencies, the benefits ceityn the risks and costs, so it is not
surprising that many have turned to social med@tomunicate and interact with their
constituents. Government agencies have found msey for social media, such as alerting
constituents about evolving emergency situatiangeiasing public knowledge about agency
policies and goals, and soliciting feedback onassur initiatives before the agency. Facebook
has attempted to make using its site easy for govent agencies by maintaining a “Government
on Facebook” page, which helps public agenciedemgages, outlines strategies to help them
start connecting with their constituents, and dises “best practices.” Facebook has become an
important communication tool for some public orgaions, particularly the federal government,
and the company boasts that the top forty UnitetieStGovernment pages are each connected
with at least 1.5 million users (Facebook, 2010).

Despite the ease of use and widespread avaijabilihese tools for public agencies,
there appears to be significant disparity in thieetxof use amongst agencies. For some

organizations, their social media footprint iddithore than a redirect to their normal webpage, if



they have a footprint at all. Others are activarlgaging with constituents on a near-constant
basis and developing new ways to interact withpiliglic through social media. It is unknown
where on the spectrum the majority of public agesnéall, if they are using social media at all.
Because social media is becoming an integral mpépeblic communication for many
organizations, knowing the extent to which publielacies are using it allows for a better
understanding of how communication and engagemihttiae public is changing.

Using California municipal governments, | examihe use of social media by public
agencies. California, the most populous statbércountry, has nearly five hundred cities
ranging in population from a little over one hurttite almost four million. Some cities, like San
Francisco and Los Angeles, are major urban centdrige others are small rural communities.
California provides for a broad range of city typaifowing me to examine a number of different
factors in relation to social media use. Howe@aijfornia may not be representative of
municipalities in the rest of the country. Theeta home to Silicon Valley, which is where
many information technology companies are headgredt bringing with them an IT-savvy
workforce. California city governments may be mprene to use new technologies than other
cities in the country because the populace itsalf be more comfortable with using them.

I have specifically chosen to examine cities beeauities deliver more services to the
public than any other level of government (Misc&jr& Cuellar Mejia, 2011). As such, cities
may have more frequent contact with their constities, making social media a possibly potent
communication and engagement tool. People oftparéence government more through their
cities than through the county, state, or fedesakgnment. The plethora of services cites
provide, such as public safety, road maintenanestevmanagement, land use planning, and
utilities, allows ample opportunities for municijes to interact and engage with citizens on

concrete, impactful issues that have significafgat$ on the daily lives of city residents.



Organization of Thesis

In this thesis, | will provide insight into how @mo what extent California city
governments are using social media to engage héiin constituents. In the remainder of
Chapter 1, | will provide insight into what consetiés social media and discuss why learning
about cities’ use of social media is importantvill describe “what we know” about social media
in Chapter 2: how the general population is usiogjal media, how public agencies are using it,
the extent to which the public is connecting widvgrnment through social media, and what
challenges agencies may face. In Chapter 3, ldegkribe my methodology for collecting and
analyzing my data. | will discuss the results gfmsearch in Chapter 4. Finally, | conclude the
thesis in Chapter 5 with my overall findings, inggliions for other public organizations, and
future research opportunities.

What is Social Media?

Social media is not one thing; it is a collectafriools and platforms that allow people
and organizations to publish information and contetiine, share that content with the general
public or selected users, and converse with othigosit that content. Social media is constantly
evolving and growing to encompass a variety of tetdgies and functionalities that facilitate
sharing and engagement between people and groapsanline setting. It allows people to
communicate with a broad array of people and oggdiains, and then integrate that
communication with the communication others ardrgaabout the same topic. It allows people
to see what others are doing as they are doingntl it allows people to interact with others
instantly without the filter traditional communida provides.

Some see the line between traditional media ac@lsnedia disappearing and predict
that in the near future all media will be soci@he Chief Executive Officer of Vimeo, a video

sharing website, stated:



The future of social media is the loss of the digion between media and social
interaction online. Mass media and social medibbei seamlessly integrated across
devices and platforms to offer relevant, dynamarspnalized experiences for people
anywhere. Discoverability and the import of edabcuration will not be lost, but rather
inherently incorporated into the environments foher and more customized
experiences (Frommer & Ortiz, 2011).

If such predictions are correct, social media maigldy become a principal way people access

and respond to information. Organizations thatnateusing social media may find themselves

behind the curve and unable to effectively spréad message.

What constitutes social media varies greatly antbegrarious tools and platforms.
Facebook, the most prominent social media servitte845 million active users worldwide,
allows users to create a profile detailing inforimatbout themselves, connect with “friends,”
share information updates and media content wkikret and receive comments and feedback
from those with which they are connected. Usensatso “like” organizations or products,
which allows them to receive updates from or albleat organization or product on their personal
homepage. Upon logging into Facebook users areifiately greeted by all of the information
and content their “friends” or “likes” have postadecent hours. Users can also create specified
groups of users and share information and conteatmore limited basis with only those users
they wish to share that information and contenhwitacebook allows users to “tag” friends and
organizations in posts and updates, which crossertes those posts with the profile of the
person or organization that was “tagged,” creatimtynamic, integrated content- sharing
environment.

YouTube, the second most used social media siteyideo sharing site where people

upload, watch, and share with others originallyated videos. The videos range from “home



movies” featuring funny cat tricks to professiogairoduced films and shows. Many frequent
sharers, including some government agencies, lehanhels” with a number of different videos
on various topics. For example, the City of S&lra has a channel with dozens of videos
about things like preparing for flooding, propedigposing of Christmas trees, and explaining the
city budget (City of Santa Clara, 2012).

Twitter, rounding out the top three most used daunidia tools, allows users to connect
with others by sending, receiving, and sharing shé@-character messages. These messages,
called tweets, are distributed instantaneoushynimae who follows that user and can be marked
with “hashtags” that will make those tweets acdsdedio anyone following that topic. For
example, anyone wishing to receive live updatab®P012 State of the Union Address could
have followed the hashtag #SOTU leading up to amohg the address. The user would then
have immediate access to constantly updated inteymand feedback from users around the
world tweeting about the State of the Union Addrebwitter is a tool many people and
organizations use to quickly provide quick headtiyyge information to their followers. For
example, on February 6, 2012, the San Diego CigylGiveeted, “From Chambers: Council
denies the appeal of Environ Determination for Beg # 164545 (8490 Whale Watch Way); D1
votes no,” informing followers of a decision madethe city council on a land use issue (San
Diego City Clerk, 2012).

Beyond these top three platforms, there are dozkeother social media tools that allow
users to interact in other ways. Regardless o$pleeific tool used, the goal of social media users
is to connect and share information and conterit ater users. It is by definition interactive
and dynamic. Social media offers an unprecedeattéitly for the average person to engage with
people around the world and interact with the oiztions and institutions that affect him or her.

It no longer limits organizational communicationrtdes of the giver and the receiver; it allows



people to have an ongoing dialogue with organinatend actively contribute to the broader
conversation of issues and trends. However, thereosts associated with social media use.
Time spent by public employees on managing socdiiantools is time spent not performing
other activities, creating an opportunity cost éavy use. In addition, recent research suggests
that interactions occurring through social mederaore passive and provide for less depth than
traditional methods of interaction, which coulddes the potency of public agency interaction
with the community (Marchie, 2012). Whether soangdia is truly the future of all media
remains to be seen, but it is without a doubt agrw/tool for mass communication.

Why Does Social Media Use Matter?

With two-thirds of the American public using sdaisedia and the average Facebook
user being connected with more than 80 eventsnag@ons, community groups, or product
pages, social media is at the forefront of modegamizational communication. Social media
allows organizations to move beyond one-way comuatitin toward customer or client
engagement. Many public agencies are interesteggtinasing constituent contact and
engagement, and using social media may be anigffdobl to increase the level of interaction
they have with their constituencies. Engagemettit thie public will become increasingly
important to the citizenry as their interactionshaon-public organizations become increasingly
socialized. If | can interact with corporate gi@uca-Cola through the Internet, why can't |
interact with my city government, which has far smonpact on my daily life than Coca-Cola?
Currently, it is largely unknown how broad sociadra adoption is among public agencies,
particularly municipal governments.

To measure and study government interaction witheciry in the 23 century, one must
have an understanding of how technology is infliren@. Determining if and how cities are

using social media tools provides a framework faalgzing how communication and



engagement is changing and if that engagemenviadan effect on the way cities interact with
their residents. While there are dozens of cas#iex about how individual public organizations
are implementing social media, there are few stud@nonstrating how broadly governments are
adopting these technologies. Is engagement threogjal media a nice addition to or a critical
component of modern public communication engagersieategies? What is preventing public
agencies from adopting social media as a toolpéaple even want to interact with their city
online?

Knowing how cities are using these communicatiaistonay also help develop an
understanding of how government interaction with plblic is changing. Government has long
been associated with red tape and mindless busauaocial media has the potential to cut
away much of that red tape while developing mofieieht, responsive governments, assuming
that the opportunity cost of time spent on sociatliia use does not correspond to decreased
responsiveness elsewhere in the organization.eXxample, the City of San Francisco has
developed a Facebook-integrated application thawvalresidents to submit city 311 service
requests directly through Facebook. The city tlegties to the request to the resident’s email
address listed in Facebook (City and County of Bamcisco, 2012). This is far more responsive
and convenient of a model then requiring residentscate an individual city department to
email or wait for an operator on a general 311ptebee line. Such innovations are ways
municipal governments are changing the nature wf dvernment provides its services. By
providing a comprehensive view of how cities inifdahia are using social media, researchers
and public administrators will have a more solidrfdation for beginning to assess the ways

social communication is affecting constituent commation and interaction.
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Chapter 2

WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT SOCIAL MEDIA USE IN THE PUBLIC ECTOR

There is little academic research available regarthie use of social media, and | could
find even less on public sector use of social metiawever, in the last few years, a number of
professional organizations have begun researcmdglacumenting the demographic trends of
social media users. Without a doubt, who is usimgjal media has changed in the decade since
its inception. Today, two-thirds of Americans seene form of social media (Jansen, 2011).
When looking only at adults, roughly half of Amexits use social media, which is double the
percentage it was in 2008. When comparing fatbaek to 2005, the year after Facebook first
launched, use by adults has increased 900% (Matidaéckuhr, 2011).

General Public’s Use of Social Media

For Internet users, social media is near ubiquit@sof late 2011, between 65 and 80%
percent of Internet users used at least one soeidia tool (Jansen, 2011; Madden & Zickuhr,
2011), and close to half of those use some foresoofal media on a daily basis, as shown in
Figure 2.1. Compared to other online activitiegial media is only surpassed by email and
search engines (Madden & Zickuhr, 2011). Givenhiigh percentage of users and frequency of
use, some trend-watchers believe social media rmag reached a saturation point among
Americans and growth will slow considerably in ttmming years (Shankland, 2011 ; RICG,

2011).
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Figure 2.1 Social Media Use by Online Adults

Social networking site use by online adults, 2005-2011
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Still, use continues to grow, even if at a slowacgthan a few years ago. Much of the
growth in the last few years has come from incréase by those over age 35. From 2008 to
2011, the growth rate for over age 35 Internetaises about 150%, while adult users under 35
only increased by about 30% (Madden & Zickuhr, 2018uch growth patterns have changed the
average age of social media users considerabhgdBm, an Internet usage monitoring company,
used Google Ad Planner data to estimate that 688y of social media users are aged 35 and
over, and the average social media user is 37 ydd(®ingdom, 2010). Pew’'s 2011 survey
reached a similar conclusion. However, this avege does not fully represent the impact
middle aged adults are having on the social medliddcape. The “average age” statistic is
somewhat skewed by some social media sites thaisacalmost exclusively by younger people.
When looking at the larger social networks, therage age increases: Facebook’s average user
is 38; Twitter’s average user is 39; and Linke@disocial media site aimed at professionals, has
an average user age of 44 (Pingdom, 2010).

Despite the rising average age of social mediesufige oldest adults are still the least

likely to use social media sites. While more tB&f% of the youngest online adults use social
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media, only about half of online adults aged 50464 it. This further declines to only about one-
third of online adults when looking at those agéd6more. Still, despite its less frequent use
by the oldest adults, social media continues tavgrbits fastest rate among this age group
(Madden & Zickuhr, 2011).

Looking at other demographic factors, social mede is surprisingly consistent,
hovering around two-thirds of online adults regasdlof the factor examined. Pew’s 2011 study
of adult Internet users found no statistically #igant difference among social media users for
any other demographic factor other than age. Raceine, education level, and geographic
location seem to matter little as to whether Inéérsers use social media.

However, when looking at the entire populatiort,jost Internet users, disparity among
the demographic factors becomes apparent. Whaléab-thirds use statistic is consistent among
Internet users, examining demographic factors albotis an Internet user reveals inconsistency
among groups. Internet use is markedly higher anlbe young, whites, men, college graduates,
and those with high incomes. For example, 94%afta under 30 are Internet users, while only
41% of those over 65 use the Internet. Ninety+sgwercent of those earning over $75,000 per
year are users; only 62% of those with an inconueuf30,000 use the Internet. Ninety-four
percent of college graduates use the Internetgevdnily 43% of those without a high school
diploma do so. (Pew Research Center, 2011). Ghese statistics, social media use among the
entire population of the poor, older adults, arelléss educated is far lower than their younger,
wealthier, more educated counterparts. A PubllcPnstitute of California study found that
those with disabilities are also about 20% perggntaoints less likely to use the Internet than
those without (Baldassare, Bonner, Petek & Shre&iHL). When examining the impacts of

social media and how public agencies can usegfféatively communicate and interact with
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their constituents, an understanding of this dispas critical for formulating effective outreach
strategies that reach the entire population.

Public Agencies and Social Media
Adoption of Social Media by Public Agencies

Public interaction with the government through oeltools of all sorts is quite common.
A 2010 Pew Internet survey found that 82% of Amamitnternet users, or 61% of the population,
had looked up information or completed a transaatio a government website in the preceding
twelve months (Smith, 2010). Given the overwhebmise of the Internet to connect with
government and the large number of people usingls@edia, many public agencies have
embraced social media as a tool for communicatithiateracting with their constituents. In
2009, the research firm Human Capital Institute HHQund that nearly a quarter of the
American government agencies they surveyed arg associal media tool like Facebook or
LinkedIn (HCI, 2010). However, this figure may ligh because the survey sample included
only those agencies for which the HCI had the eatdress of an employee of the agency in
their databases. HCI is an organization focusetlemt management and strategic human
resources, so the sample only includes those win ta&ken an active interest in those areas and,
therefore, may be more likely to use social meodstthan the typical agency in the furtherance
of those goals.

The United States federal government has becooneasingly involved in social media.
Beginning with the Open Government Directive issaadhe first day of the Obama
Administration, as part of the push for open gowegnt, the General Services Administration
(GSA) hosts the website HowTo.gov whose primaryienee is federal agencies wishing to
deliver better services to citizens. One of thisite’s main focuses is how federal agencies can

successfully use social media. The site providedagce on implementing social media tools in
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agencies and offers examples of agencies thatlieam successful with its use (GSA, 2012). In
additional to HowTo.gov, the GSA runs apps.gov,chiprovides federal agencies with guidance
on how to use various types of applications witirtkocial media tools to enhance the
experience for users and provide the agenciesmdatte powerful tools for connecting with
constituents.

The attention to social media use has paid off2010, the director of information
security for the Government Accountability Offidated that twenty-two of the twenty-four
major federal agencies have a social media pregemvicz, 2010). ForeSee, a web analytics
company, conducted a study in 2011 of cabinet-lagehcies and their use of social media. The
study found that all fifteen of these agencies wesiag Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube, and
almost half of the agencies have more than onél@i an individual site (ForeSee, 2011). In
addition to the major agencies, use by agenciel lavels of the federal government is strong, as
demonstrated by the Federal Social Media Index (FShhich tracks the use of Twitter by 125
distinct federal departments (FSMI, 2012).

In addition to the large number of federal agenamng social media, these agencies
have shown tremendous success in connecting wissisgagroups of constituents. The top forty
U.S. government Facebook pages each have mord thamllion supporters (Facebook, 2010).
NASA, the most followed federal agency, has alntistmillion Twitter followers. The top
fifteen federal agencies on Twitter each have rttema 100,000 followers (FSMI, 2012).

State governments as a whole are not as sophestivath social media as the federal
government. While all state governments who redpdrio a survey by the National Association
of State Chief Information Officers are using sdioven of social media, more than a third of
them are operating by “default,” or without anyrfoof policy guidance at the state, agency, or

program level, and less than a quarter of themidenthemselves to be advancing “full speed
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ahead” into increased social media use. As ofdafé®, 35% of states were not encouraging
broader use of social media tools by their agen®ésSCIO, 2010).

While states in general have been more hesitagthtirace social media than the federal
government, some states are more advanced thams.otBalifornia, for example, has adopted a
statewide social media framework and formerly enages state agencies to use social media to
“to engage their customers and employees whereppate,” though the state provides no
additional publically-available tools to help guidgencies that choose to use social media
(Office of the [California] State Chief Informatiddfficer, 2010). The state’s Office of the Chief
Information Officer operates a California-wide Fagek portal that provides aggregate Facebook
updates of all California agencies using the difeen for a state as connected to the technology
sector as California and with formal encourageneaidopt the technology, fewer than half of
state agencies have a presence on any social platiam (State of California, 2012).

There is little research on the extent to whiclalgmublic agencies as a whole are using
social media tools; however, some research indidatge cities are using it quite extensively. In
March 2012, the University of Chicago publishedulg about the social media usage of the 75
largest cities in the United States. The studydbtihat 87% of large cities are using Facebook,
and 87% are using Twitter; those figures are umfi@% and 25%, respectively, from 2009. The
same study found that of the 20 largest citiedlimois, about half were using Facebook, Twitter,
or YouTube (Mossberger & Yonghong, 2012). Outgifithis recent study and its 2009
predecessor, there is little information availaddd@ut how widespread social media use is in local
government. Much of the lack of research regardingicipal use of social media may have to
do with the number and diversity of local governtsemation-wide. This thesis will provide for

more comprehensive data in this area.
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How Public Agencies are Using Social Media

Little research seems to exist as to how publenagps are typically using social media,
particularly at the local government level. Ongdgtof North Carolina local Parks and
Recreation departments using social media shovadhib most common reason is for providing
general information and engaging constituents eargety of topics, second to marketing the
services offered by the departments (Barriga, 20Ihe 2010 HCI survey found that of
agencies using social media tools, the most comumsen are communication and public
outreach, with 44% of respondent agencies usinglsmedia for this purpose, and recruitment at
38% of respondent agencies (HCI, 2010).

While little data exist demonstrating typical ugesocial media by public agencies, there
are many examples of agencies that have partigulaxlel or successful uses of social media.
For example, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) usestiBwito alert riders of service delays or
changes, prompting more than 10,000 people tofdBART on Twitter. While planning for an
extension of its subway system, the Los Angelesdpelitan Transportation Authority used
Facebook to solicit public comments during the mmmental planning stage. The agency
spokesperson stated they received thousands of eotarfCotey, 2011).

The City of Eugene, Oregon began using Faceboaoktioe residents of public meetings
and inform them of public surveys regarding citwgmes. Soon after launching the page, the city
quickly had a few hundred “fans”, had over 50 peqgrticipating in public meetings that were
announced on the site, and received more survepmsss than they ever had before (Funk,
Levis, and Associates, n.d.).

The police department of Queensland, Australizessfully used Facebook and Twitter
to reach its populace during a flooding emergendgate 2010. The flood, which affected over

200,000 Queenlanders, put three-quarters of thigotgrinto a state of disaster. Within two
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weeks of the beginning of the flooding, the poliepartment's Facebook fans grew from 8,000 to
160,000, and became the go-to place for informadtmout the flooding. The police department
also used social media to dispel rumors aboutltiogling and evacuations, which seemed to
guell panic among the community (Sherman, 2011).

A police agency in the United Kingdom used soriadia services to monitor the
activities and movements of local rival gangs. dBgerving what the gangs were posting to their
Facebook and Twitter accounts, the jurisdiction alale to learn about violence between the
gangs that had not been reported. It also usatdial media accounts to dispel false reports of
violence, which it believed helped prevent retaliptattacks by the other gang (Ali, 2010).

The City of San Francisco has integrated its 3ityl &ervices service into Facebook and
Twitter. Using the applications, city residents edther Tweet or post to Facebook their city
service requests, which the city then monitorstanadhich it responds . Such a use allows
residents to use the 311 service from their smartps or anywhere else they can access social
media (Howard, 2011).

Challenges to Adoption of Social Media by PubliccAgies

Public agencies face challenges not shared bgteriwganizations when using social
media. Because public agency social media sites@erated by governments, they are subject
to laws and rules regarding transparency and freech not encountered by their private
counterparts. The most prominent of these issu@gde First Amendment considerations, public
records retention and disclosure, and open mekstwsg)

First Amendment Issues

The Institute for Local Government's “Social Mediad Public Agencies: Legal Issues to

Be Aware of” offers an extended discussion of thistAmendment quandary many public

agencies find themselves in when using social medihen establishing social media tools to
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communicate with the public, agencies often hate lEontrol over the public's ability to
comment or respond to posts made by the agenayexample, there is no way an agency can
turn off the public's ability to comment when usiacebook. When an agency operates a social
media site, the Institute believes a credible agptncan be made that the agency has essentially
created a “designated public forum,” wherein tlghts of the public to speak their mind must be
upheld. Because a Facebook page, for examplédissignated public forum” instead of a fully
open “public forum” like a sidewalk, the agency eaquire the public to maintain a certain level
of decorum and behavior that does not distract footisrupt the forum's purpose. However,
agencies cannot remove comments or content pogtee public just because they are not to the
organization’s liking. This means “that the agenayst allow posts that are critical of the
agency, misinformed, or otherwise may cause heartiouagency officials.” Such content may
include profanity, as the Supreme Court has rdiatigrofanity in and of itself is not an adequate
reason to remove or limit speech. (Institute focdl Government, 2010). The Terms of Use of
various social media sites may ban certain type®ofent on the site as a whole, limiting public
agency exposure in that area. For example, Fakdimts hateful or threatening content,
pornography, graphic violence, bullying, intimidatj and harassment (Facebook, 2012c).
Public Records Retention and Disclosure

Public records retention and disclosure is alsotizal issue of public agencies using
social media. Under California law, agencies mettin, for specified periods of time, “a thing
which constitutes an objective lasting indicatidraavriting, event or other information, which is
in the custody of a public officer and is kept eitfil) because a law requires it to be kept or (2)
because it is necessary or convenient to the digelud the public officer’s duties and was made
or retained for the purpose of preserving its infational content for future reference” (Institute

for Local Government, 2010). As of the writingtbfs document, it is unclear whether California
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law requires public agencies to retain copies eifrthocial media activities on their own servers.
The Institute for Local Government argues that agenlikely do not have to do so because
social media is not “kept” by the agency and ismextessary for the discharge of the agency’s
duties. While agencies control their content avddad media pages, generally the social media
provider (e.g., Facebook) is the custodian of tiagemmal, as it is maintained and stored on the
provider’s computer servers, not the agency’s servéhe argument becomes a little less clear
on the point regarding the necessity of the infaiomain discharge of the agency’s duties. If an
agency is using a social media tool to solicit pufdedback or comments, those records may
have to be preserved.

Records disclosure laws are also unclear whewnies to social media. The Institute
argues that in theory the tools are already pubiganing no additional public record disclosure
is needed. However, it also recognizes that nety@ne may have access to the Internet and may
request records. The Institute again argues tulsmedia records may not be retained by the
agency, but by the provider, therefore not sulifeclisclosure. Still, there is a concern that if
public comments are reviewed and used by the azgaon, they may be subject to disclosure
under a Public Records Act request. The fedenaigunent has taken the stance that federal
agencies must retain and disclose social medianbtitat is not otherwise publically available
specifically because not everyone has access totdmet (Institute for Local Government,
2010).

Other jurisdictions, too, have recognized sociatiia content as a public record. A 2009
Florida Attorney General Opinion stated that, urfelerida law, content posted to a city’s social
media sites is public record and must, therefoeaebained and disclosed. Because the pages are
meant for agency, not personal, use, “the placeofam@terial on the city's page would

presumably be in furtherance of such purpose acdnnection with the transaction of official
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business and thus subject to the provisions” ofifidostatute governing public records retention
and disclosure (Florida Attorney General’s Offiz8(9).

The City of Seattle has taken a similar view aades! that all communication through
social media is subject to the State of Washingtpablic records law. As such, the City
periodically saves an electronic copy of their Fmuk page to a city server and warns users that
any comments made may be subject to disclosurer tinelstate’s public records disclosure laws
(Institute for Local Government, 2010).

Open Meeting Laws

Open meeting laws may also prove a concern tagabéncies. California’s Brown Act
governs open meetings in California, and, amongrathings, prohibits a group of decision-
makers from engaging in private meetings or coratenss that informs or leads to a decision on
a matter before the body. This prohibition incleiigerial” meetings wherein two officials
engage in a conversation about agency businessrendf the officials engages in a similar
conversation with another official, and so on,tfe purpose of reaching concurrence among the
body (California Attorney General’s Office, 2003he California Attorney General has stated
this prohibition against “serial” meetings extemdglectronic communication. As such, agencies
who use social media may be opening decision-makgyessible Brown Act violations. For
example, if a city posts content to Facebook thatpublic then begins to discuss through
comments on Facebook, and members of the city dalso engage in the conversation, an
argument may be made that these officials violthted'serial” meetings provision of the Act
(Institute for Local Government, 2010)

A Florida Attorney General issued an opinion i®&G8pecifically warning public
agencies and officials to be careful of the usitgfrnet tools, as they may facilitate violatiotis o

Florida’s version of the Brown Act, called the Shing Law. The opinion states:



21

While there is no statutory prohibition againsits council member posting comments

on a privately maintained electronic bulletin boardlog, . . . members of the board or

commission must not engage in an exchange or diggusf matters that foreseeably

will come before the board or commission for ofiicction. The use of such an

electronic means of posting one’s comments andhtterent availability of other

participants or contributors to act as liaisons Maneate an environment that could

easily become a forum for members of a board omegission to discuss official issues

which should most appropriately be conducted attdip meeting in compliance with the

Government in the Sunshine Law (Florida Attorney&al’'s Office, 2008).
Given that this issue requires public officialsatd in a manner contrary to open meeting laws
and is not inherently a problem with social methalf, potential legal issues can be mitigated by
advising members of decision-making bodies abaBitown Act and its relation to electronic
communication of any type, including social media.
Response by Public Agencies to Legal Concerns

There are no data to suggest that these legaénmhare an impediment to public
agencies adopting social media on a broad basisvektr, these issues have given some
jurisdictions pause. For example, in 2010 the GitiRedondo Beach deleted its city Facebook
page citing concerns over First Amendment issudscantrol over public comments, record
retention and disclosure, and open meeting lawe Clty attorney stated that the issues have not
been settled by the judiciary yet, and the city ldoather not have its name attached to a
potential piece of future case law (Devall, 2010).

Other agencies have adopted robust policies t@eptassues from occurring, such as the
aforementioned City of Seattle. The city has depetl a broad social media policy that

specifically defines what public comments can b&¢ad to the city’'s social media tools and
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states that any comments in violation of those igions will be deleted by the city. The policy
also requires retention and disclosure of socialienposts (City of Seattle, 2009a). In addition
to the general social media policy, the city hagetigped platform specific standards for each of
the tools it uses. For example, the Facebook Stdntiscusses appropriate uses and policy
issues that apply specifically to Facebook (Cityehttle, 2009b). For agencies that are using
social media, the best course of action is to agwpblicies and guidelines that clearly address
how the agency, staff, and the public are to ussdhools (League of California Cities, 2010).
Social Media Users’ Interactions with Public Agereci

As with many aspects of social media use asateslto public agencies, there is very
little research to indicate to what extent and lsoeial media users are connecting with public
agencies, and what they want and expect when thepd The only available studies occurred
before the recent surge in social media use an@ngdneral population.

In late 2008, Captura Group, a social media siyatempany, conducted a survey to
discover what social media users wanted from ttlertd government’s social media tools. The
survey was distributed through social media, wasedwior to broader adoption of social media
by the general public, and only captured 385 cotaplesponses, so may contain considerable
bias. With that said, the survey found that thgonity of respondents where interested in
interacting with the U.S. government through sowiabdia, and their preferred platform for doing
so was Facebook. Respondents were very intergstesing social media to have conversations
with government officials, receiving emergency tgefinding civic and event information,
learning ways to protect the environment, and baleged to consumer goods recalls (Captura,
2009).

A Pew Internet study from 2010 found that only 68nternet users at that time had

become a “fan” or “friend” of a public organization official on a social media site, and even
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fewer (1-2%) of Internet users had posted a commerat social media site or blog of a
government agency or official. Of those that fallan agency or official on social media, 20%
had posted a comment on the agency’s or offigiige. Given that social media has become far
more broadly adopted since the time of the study,probable that a far higher percentage of the
population is today using social media tools teratt with public agencies and officials (Smith,
2010).

Summary and Areas Where Additional Research is étked

The general public is using social media quiteesively, and the level of social media
use among older age groups is on the rise. Amategriet users, demographic factors matter
little when observing who uses social media and ddws not; however, when looking at how
different demographic groups use the Internetrabe of use is lower among the older, poorer,
and less educated population. This translategeimographically speaking, social media users as
a group being more likely to be wealthier, moreaded, and younger than the general
population, though use is fairly high among all @gnaphic groups.

Not surprisingly given the high rates of use, priabencies have begun using social
media as a way to provide information to and engeitfetheir constituents. Federal agencies
seem to be using the tools quite extensively. ld@ate agencies are using social media is less
understood, but the little research available ssigghat most state governments are using some
form of it. Municipal use is largely unknown. Aaent study of the 75 biggest cities in the
United States found a high percentage of use,l@dame study found about half of the largest
cities in lllinois are using social media. Howettegse studies only examined a narrow swath of
cities, and results are probably not representatidl cities given that only more populated
cities were sampled. | was unable to find anyrimfation about how cities as a group are using

social media, if at all. Given the lack of inforiiwa as to if cities are even using social media
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broadly, there was no information available sugggdtow city governments are typically using
these tools. The lack of data suggests an undelaj®md understanding of how cities are
adapting to public information and engagement ievironment that increasingly relies on
social media as a communication and engagemeiffoipiat

The literature also does not suggest how ageacgebandling social media from an
organizational standpoint. | was unable to fing Berature discussing how social media is
typically managed, who in an organization is autteat to use it on an agency’s behalf, and if
most agencies are operating with formalized pditieinternally regulate the use of the tools in a
largely unregulated environment. This leaves nwmgstions about the level of oversight
agencies are placing on their social media usafahey view social media as a centralized
platform requiring strict control or take a morestaez-faire approach. This question is
particularly important given the potential riskseeagies take when using social media, such as
protecting First Amendment rights of commentergenton and disclosure of public records, and
compliance with open meeting laws.

Lastly, the literature did not provide much ingigito the barriers that public
organizations contend with that prevent them fraimgi social media. Without an understanding
of what barriers agencies are facing, it is diffita propose effective solutions that may
encourage more organizations to use social mediagage with their constituents. Also, while
the literature points out the potential problembljguagencies may encounter, it does not provide
context to those problems. It is unknown how fesgly organizations actually encounter these
or other issues. If reluctance to use social medile partly to fear of these issues,
understanding what problems organization are dgtaatountering on a regular basis may help

cities determine whether or not they should adaguicaal media strategy.
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Given the general lack of information, more reshas needed to provide perspective
into these areas. Questions remain not just albatis using social media, but what these
agencies are doing with it, how they manage it,\&hdt barrier and problems they are facing.
Answers to these questions will give better contesthe social media landscape municipal
government are operating in, particularly givert thany may not have the resources of larger
federal and state government agencies. If datgestignany local agencies have found ways to
overcome the barriers inherent in social media,agartheir resources effectively, and largely
prevent problems through adequate oversight, czgdans that have been reluctant to adopt
social media may be more likely to do so. Simylaiflinformation shows that public agencies
are encountering many problems with their sociadimese, or at least similar problems as one
another, organizations that support local goverrngdike the League of California Cities, will
have better insight as to what problems need trst attention and support. My research intends

to provide this information with regard to Califdarcities.
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Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of my research is to deternfiaeextent to which California city
governments are using social media to connecttéin constituents. My literature review
found that there is little understanding of howdatly city governments are using social media,
why agencies have chosen to adopt it or not, fatyhrposes they are using it, how they are
addressing the challenges presented by such ancopgnunications platform, and what barriers
or problems they have or are concerned about eterdog. These issues are somewhat better
understood at the federal and state level, but hateeen researched with much depth at the
local level. My research hopes to begin to overedne lack of data and develop a basic
understanding of what is “typical” for Californidies. It should be noted that California cities
might not be representative of cities in otheregtatSilicon Valley, which is home to many of the
companies that develop social media platforms aneranformation technology tools, is located
in the state’s San Francisco Bay Area. Such pritxita the “home” of information technology,
and the accompanying comfort with information tealbgy in general, may encourage the
adoption and use of such tools at a higher ratectties in other states.

The literature also pointed to a number of potérgsues public agencies face with social
media such as protection of First Amendment rigieisords retention and disclosure, and open
meetings laws. My research examines what citieslamg to address these problems, if they
have considered them at all. By developing thidewstanding, | hope to provide some context as
to how local agencies are coping with public comimation and constituent interaction in
today’s technological landscape.

To accomplish this, | developed a survey desidaedlicit information directly from city

officials. | chose to use a survey because | whtdeet an understanding of not only who is
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using social media and what they are doing withut,also why organizations have chosen to use
it or not and what, if anything, they are doingtevent potential problems. It would have been
difficult to collect information about internal axgizational decisions or policies through any
other data collection method. Because there aterder of popular social media tools, much of
the survey is limited to agencies’ Facebook usehoke to use Facebook instead of any other
social media platform because it is the most papalad asking questions about more than one
tool would have made the survey too lengthy. lehaeluded the full survey in Appendix A.

The survey examined three factors:

1. How widespread is social media use by Californig governments and for what
purposes are agencies using it? Questions icabégory pertain to whether city
governments are using social media, how long tlae been using it, how often they
use it, and what they typically post to it.

2. How are social media tools being administered, madaand overseen by city
governments? Questions in this category involve wlauthorized to use the tools, what
the city does with public comments on their Facélquages, if they evaluate the
effectiveness of their use, and the types of pedithey have in place to govern the
agency'’s use of social media.

3. What problems or barriers are city governments entasing as they use, or choose not
to use, social media? Questions in this categogive determining why cities not using
social media have chosen not to do so and whategmsh if any, agencies who do use it
have encountered.

To supplement the survey data, | used censudagether population figures, county
affiliation, and per capita income to examine tieadsociated with these factors. | also visited

the Facebook pages of respondent cities indic#tienguse Facebook to record how many
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“friends” or “fans” respondent cities currently leaas a measure of the success they have had
with their Facebook profiles.
General Information about the Survey

My study of social media use by California citwvgmments is based on a self-
administered survey to city officials. | developbd survey after reviewing literature, visiting
the Facebook pages of many public agencies to exawrys these agencies are using the site,
consulting with my thesis advisors, and seekingitirippm a social media consultant who has
worked with public agencies but is not affiliatedhwany public agency. For full disclosure, the
social media consultant is a family member whorefieto review the survey based on her
professional expertise.

Once completed, | submitted the survey to thef@ailia State University, Sacramento’s
Human Subjects Review process. The survey wasetk@rhave no risk to respondents and was
approved for distribution. The survey was devetbard administered in Survey Monkey, an
online survey tool.

Survey Sample Population

This survey was intended to be distributed to officials by email in all incorporated
California cities and towns. State law does nffedkntiate between cities and towns, so all cities
and towns are referred to as cities in this pa@alifornia Government Code sections 34502 and
56722). | developed the list of cities using Udi&tates Census Bureau data. Any place
designated as either a “city” or “town” was usealy pglace designated as a “Census Designated
Place” was excluded (US Census Bureau, 2010). eTliere 481 incorporated cities listed by the
Census Bureau.

To develop an email contact list of city officiafsall California cities, two primary

methods were used. First, | used contact infoondtr city Public Information Officers (P10s)
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available to registered members of the websith@Qalifornia Association of Public

Information Officers. Only P1Os with a websiterjalate of January 1, 2011, or later were used
to reduce the chance of collecting email addreskefficials who may no longer be with the city
or no longer hold such a position. | collectedtacthinformation for PIOs in 75 cities through
this method. For the remaining 406 cities, | @dithe website of each city and browsed for
contact information. Cities that did not have @site were excluded. Because not all cities
have a PIO or list contact information for the piosi, | used the email address of the City
Manager as a substitute when no PIO informationavaslable. If contact information for
neither the P10 nor the City Manager was availablised the email address of the City Clerk, if
available. If an email address was not availatteahy of the three positions, | excluded the city.
For reference, some cities allowed the public tat@ct city officials via email, but required the
email be submitted through the website and, as, ®ihil addresses were not provided. For
example, the City of Los Angeles’s website did Imate a direct email address for any of the
positions, and | was unable to find one throughe search. Instead, people wishing to contact
city officials were directed to the contact formtedded within the website. Cities that only
provided this method of contact were excluded beedwould have been unable to efficiently
distribute the survey through the website contachs. Because | excluded cities that did not
have a website, there is potential for bias. Tds8e is discussed later in this chapter.

The City of Los Angeles did not have email addesdsr city officials on its website.
However, given that Los Angeles is by far the bgjggty in the state and one of the biggest in
the country, | went to additional effort to find@ppriate contact information. | found that the
city’s administration is largely decentralized daets size. There is no central Public
Information Office because each city departmenttemtheir own public information. The

city’s Chief Administrative Officer is in charge 6hance, not the full realm of administrative
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duties; as such, that office would not be ablertwide the information | sought. The City
Clerk’s Office did not provide any email contaclormation and does not handle any of the
city’s social media tools. 1 visited the city’snteal Facebook page in hope of finding the contact
information of the person that supports it. Unfodtely, the page stated that is rarely monitored
and directed visitors to the city’s website for tamt information; however, the city’s website

only provide phone numbers. | then called the MayOffice central line to find out if someone
could provide me with the name or contact infororabf someone who could complete the
survey. | was advised that public informationamtiled by each department individually, so |
could not be directed to an appropriate contagqeunless | wished to speak with one of the
departmental PIOs. Since the focus of my surveynibow cities as a whole manage social
media, results from individual city departmentslddaias my results. For this reason, the City of
Los Angeles was excluded from the sample group.

Overall, | obtained email addresses of officials380, or 79%, of California cities, all of
which were sent the survey. One hundred and dies,c21%, did not have a website or did not
provide appropriate contact information on theibgige. | did not contact these cities. The mean
population of cities contacted is 59,744, and tleglian is 29,698. The mean population of those
cities | did not contact is 80,722, the mediangg126. The mean population for those cities not
contacted is high because the City of Los Angedésdluded. Excluding Los Angeles, the mean
population of those cities is 43,603. The mearugain for all California cities is 64,149 and
median is 29,247.

The city officials were sent an email from my maral email address explaining the
purpose of the survey and requesting their paetmp. The email contained a link to the survey,

which was hosted on the Survey Monkey website.
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After sending the survey, | found some contaatrimiation was out-of-date or could not
be delivered. Thirteen city email systems returtedemail as undeliverable, five contacts
replied with automated “out-of-office” messagedistathe contact was on long-term leave, and
an additional five city email systems requireddetaome form of action to prove my email was
sent from a safe source. | excluded all twentgdéHrom the sample population, bringing the
number of contacted cities to 357.

I emailed the survey to city officials on Febru@g; 2012. Officials were asked to
respond to the survey by March 2, 2012. HoweVer survey was left open through March 14,
2012, to allow those who could not meet the Marctat2 to respond. One hundred respondents
started the survey and eighty-four completed o Df the completed surveys were submitted by
the same city; the two surveys gave different answevarious questions so was therefore
excluded from the results of the survey. Excludimg city, 82 cities completed the survey for a
response rate of 23% of successfully contacteesciti

Survey Questions

The full survey consisted of twenty-five questiopst respondents could only respond to

between seven and twenty-four questions becauspiations posed depended on how

respondents answered prior questions.



Table 3.1 Summary of Survey Questions

Question Number Summary of Question

1 Consent

2 Name of city

3 Use of any social media tool

4 Reasons for not using social media

5 Use of Facebook by city

6 Use of Facebook by individual city departments
7 Length of time using Facebook

8 Frequency of updates to Facebook page

9 Management of Facebook page

10 Access to use Facebook on behalf of city

11 Type of information posted to Facebook page
12 Review of public comments on Facebook page
13 Response to public comments on Facebook pa
14 Evaluation of effectiveness of Facebook page
15 Ways Facebook’s effectiveness evaluated

16 Reasons for social media use

17 Establishment of social media policy

18 Length of time city has had social media policy
19 Contents of social media policy

20 Position dedicated to managing social media
21 Problems encountered with social media use
22 City executives aware of social media use

23 City executives happy with social media use
24 Consent to identify city in paper

25 Request of aggregate results of survey

32

Four of the questions (1, 2, 24, and 25 in Takll¢ ®ere used to establish consent, learn

the name of the city, ask if the city agrees tideatified in this paper, and if the city woulddik

the aggregate results of the survey. The remaimmegty-one questions (3 through 23 in Table

3.1) pertained to the city’s use or non-use ofaauiedia. Many of the questions were specific to

the city’s use of Facebook. Had | attempted thgatlata on more than one social media tool,

the survey would have become too lengthy. Faceb@skchosen because my literature review

revealed it is by far the most popular social medd.
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Supplemental Data

In addition to the survey, | gathered supplemedddd to help inform the survey
responses. | used Census Bureau information ablest 2010 population estimates for all cities,
identified the county within which the city residested the per capita income of the cities that
responded to the survey, and found the numberrigittds” or “fans” of the city’s Facebook page
as a method of measuring its success. The nunfiiigremds” or “fans” was gathered by visiting
the Facebook page of the respondent cities onelietveeen March 19, 2012, and March 30,
2012.

The number of “friends” or “fans” of a city’s Fdmaok page changes frequently based
upon Facebook users’ activities. Any time a usieisahe page as a “friend” or “likes” the page,
the number increases. Any time a user removepage from his or her “friend list” or “unlikes”
the page, the number decreases. As such, the nafrlieends” or “fans” is impossible to keep
accurate over time, but serves to establish a genember of “friends” or “fans.” As a
percentage of total population, the number of tfdg’ or “fans” may represent how successful
the city has been in reaching constituents thrdtayfebook.

Data Analysis

Survey responses are presented in both narratirednd visually in tables in the
following chapter. | reviewed and analyzed theadatreport trends in the use and management
of social media tools by city governments, as waelteport what problems city governments have
encountered while using the tools and the barteetse for city governments not currently using
the tools. To provide a more thorough analysidefdurvey’s finding and the supplemental data |
collected, | used limited quantitative analysisisaacluding the cross-tabulate feature available

in Survey Monkey. | also used basic formula arntd daalysis tools in Microsoft Excel to find
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the ratio of “friends” or “fans” to total populaticand create pivot tables that allowed me to
examine the data across multiple variables.
Potential Methodology Limitations and Errors

I have identified the following areas where metblodical limitations or errors may have
introduced bias or impacted the validity or relipiof my data and results: use of websites to
collect contact information, use of a personal ¢rddress for distribution, use of Facebook as a
proxy for all social media use, the lack of “nori¢l® above” as a pre-programmed response
option in one question, and the “point-in-time” ur&t of the data collection.

| used websites as the principle method of gatlyerity official contact information.
Because | excluded cities that did not have a welisiere is potential for bias in the sample
population. ltis likely those cities who have motbraced the World Wide Web as a means to
connect with the public also do not use social meéalbls. As such, the sample population, all of
whom are already using the Internet in some foray bre more likely to use social media than
the population as a whole. The sample populatiap atso have been impacted by excluding
cities for which | could not find contact informaii or required the use of an in-website contact
page to contact city officials. For example, Lasgales, which uses a plethora of social media
tools including Facebook, uses an in-website contat and did not provide email addresses,
and therefore was not surveyed.

Use of my personal email address to distributestimeey may have also contributed to
sample bias. | chose not to use my @csus.edu eddiiéss because | am not as familiar or
comfortable with the platform as | am with Gmaidecause the distribution email came from a
Gmail address, city email servers may have beee fii@ly to designate the email as spam,
preventing it from reaching the intended recipienbeing quarantined in the recipient’s spam

folder. Cities with more active spam filters magytechnologically more advanced,
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technologically more advanced cities may also beertikely to use social media tools.
Conversely, cities with more active spam filtersyrba more wary of security issues, so may be
less likely to use social media tools to decreaseaf exposure. Finally, some of the officials
contacted may have been less likely to read areddation upon an email from a personal email
address, as opposed to one from an academic @sgiofhal email address.

For many of the questions in my survey, | focusedracebook to keep the survey
relatively short. My literature review revealedsitoy far the most popular social media tool and
would allow me to generalize social media use withocluding questions about the use of all
popular social media tools. However, there magities that use social media tools such as
Twitter or LinkedIn that do not use Facebook. Eheisies were able to provide answers to some
of the survey questions, but could not respondistions regarding specific uses of the tools.
My survey included a question about general sau@lia use and a question about Facebook
use, so | will be able to determine if cities theg not using Facebook are using other tools.

Question 21 asked respondents if they had ena@ehéay problems with their use of
social media and listed categories of problemsttiet could choose from, including an “other”
option, which would allow them to type a responkwever, | neglected to include a “none” or
“none of the above” option. Through the “othertiop, some respondents indicated they have
had no problems. The highest percentage of pessbpondents skipped this question compared
to any other, leading me to believe those thatrftagroblems were likely to skip the question.
Unfortunately, | cannot know that a skipped ansmezressarily indicates that, so the question and
resultant data is flawed. Because this is onb@féw questions posed to answer my research
question of problems and barriers with social mede, my ability to provide insight in to this

problem is limited.
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Lastly, my data only represents social media ysetkes during the months of February
and March 2012. Social media use is dynamic aadigg; unfortunately, my research can only
respond to the conditions of this time period. Witiallows me to identify trends of use that
will be applicable for a longer period of time, thgecifics of the data will be out-of-date more
quickly.

Summary

This chapter has provided an overview of the mesemethodology | employed while
developing this thesis, provided an overview ofsuywey population, gave a summary of my
survey and supplemental data collection effortd, diacussed potential limitations and errors.
The following chapter will discuss the results of data collection in detail, and the final chapter

will provide the implications of my work.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

The chapter discusses the basic findings and thaimes | found from my research.
Specifically, | identify who completed the survélye composite responses to the survey
guestions and my supplemental data gathering, #jerrtrends elicited from my findings, and
some of the factors | identified that affect soceddia use. The final chapter will provide more
in-depth analysis and respond to my major reseguelstions.

Twenty-two percent of the cities | contacted costgadl the survey. | omitted two
responses because they came from the same cityaandiffering responses to many questions. |
omitted one response because the respondent skippédtial consent question. All told, | used
the responses of 81 cities out of the 380 (21%)wlese sent the survey.

Information on Survey Respondents

The 81 cities that responded to the survey haetaapopulation of about 3.5 million, or
approximately 10% of the population of the state ashole. The difference between the
population percentage of the respondent citiestamdesponse rate is likely due to large cities
like Los Angeles, San Diego, San Francisco, andJ8aa not being included in the response
group. The mean population of the respondentsci$i®0,256, and the median population is
29,413. The mean population of cities contactés®ig44, and the median is 29,698. The mean
population for all California cities is 64,149, ati median is 29,247. Based on average
population, the respondent cities are fairly repnégtive of those cities contacted to complete the
survey. The largest city that responded is Saendonwith a population of 466,488. The

smallest is Biggs, located in Butte County, withogulation of 1,707.
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Figure 4.1 Counties in which Respondent Citiedaeated

I ot

. F i [ Shmm Counties with at least one
A5 Tanity o respendent city

Respondent cities are located in 32 of Californt8scounties, as shown in Figure 4.1.
Counties that did not have at least one resporuiigraire mostly located in the Central Valley,
along the eastern border, or in Northern Califarriiais is likely due to these counties having
relatively few cities compared to the more popuaieeas of the state. Almost half (46%) of
respondent cities are located in just five counti®ameda, Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Orange,
and San Mateo. Again, this is fairly representat¥the contacted population, as approximately
half of the state’s total population lives in theseinties, and approximately 45% of the state’s
cities are located within these five counties. éqpqlix B lists all cities that completed the survey,
the county within which they are located, their plagion, and their per capita income.

Main Themes of Findings

My research found five major themes regardingeedmg California cities’ use of
social media: most cities are using social medddoing so fairly regularly; cities are generally
more interested in information-sharing through abiedia than constituent engagement; cities

have internal control mechanisms but lack polithes address external issues; cities have
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encountered few problems with their social medig asd lack of adequate resources is the main
issue preventing more cities from using social med summary of the survey results is in
Appendix A.
Most Cities are Using Social Media

Most of the respondent cities are using socialianembls. More than three-quarters
(76.5%) of respondents stated their city has anwatomon at least one social media platform. Of
those using social media, three-quarters have teat&acebook page for the city, and 55% of
those cities have individual departments that Haaaebook pages separate from the city’s central
page. One city responded that it had a centi@@tb@ok page, but | was unable to find it; | was
only able to locate Facebook pages for individegdadtments of that city.

Table 4.1 Length of Time Cities Have Been Usingdbmok

Length of Time Using Facebook Percentage of Respondents (N=48)
More than 2 years 41%
Between 1 year and 2 years 35%
Six months to one year 13%
Less than six months 8%
| don’'t know 2%

The majority of cities using Facebook have beengu$ for more than a year. Forty-one
percent of cities that use it have been doing sbafo or more years, and another 35% have been
using it between one and two years. Only four (8%ihe respondent cities began using
Facebook less than six months ago. Cities that baen using Facebook the longest are the
most likely to have departments that have Facepaglks separate from the city’s central
Facebook page. Of cities that have been usingdea&eor two years or more, 75% have
departments that are using Facebook separatelp-tiivds of cities that have been using
Facebook for less than one year do not have ingilidepartments with separate Facebook

pages.
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Most of the cities that use Facebook update i wétative frequency. Ninety percent of
cities post to their Facebook at least once a vaeek38% post to it at least daily. Only the City
of Mission Viejo responded that it posts on Facébmoan hourly basis. Half of cities responded
that they update their page on a weekly basis. citles that have been using Facebook the
longest update it with the most frequency. Haltiokes using Facebook for two or more years
update it at least daily; none of the four citieattbegan using Facebook in the last six months
post on a daily basis.

Table 4.2 Differences between Longest and Shaddsisig Cities

Using Facebook for 2| Using Facebook 6
Years or More Months or Less

Number of Respondents 20 4
Individual City Departments o 0
Have Facebook Pages 75% 0%
Update Facebook Page At Least 50% 0%
Daily
Averagg Ratio of Followers to 3.93% 0.47%
Population

Most cities had relatively few “friends” or “fahcompared to their total population. All
but eight cities (79%) had a followers-to-populatratio of less than 5%. More than half had
less than 2%. By far the greatest ratios occurrégo smaller cities, Sebastopol and Jackson.
These cities had ratios of 41% and 35%, respewgtivEhe frequency with which the city updates
their Facebook page does not seem to correlateetoumber of followers the city has. The
length of time the city has used Facebook does seearrelate, as all of the top-followed cities
have been using it for at least one year. Thdsesavith a ratio of less than 1% are much more
likely to have been using Facebook for less thamnymar. Appendix B lists cities that responded

to the survey and includes the followers to redisieatio.
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Cites are More Interested in Information-Sharing than Engagement

All cities that stated they are using at least ®mgal media tool were asked what reasons
they considered when deciding to use social meldiarly all respondents (94%) stated one
reason was to provide a convenient way constituzartgyet information and news about the city.
Eighty-seven percent responded that they wishedbidket city programs, services, or events.
Less than two-thirds (63%) stated they were intetk® pursuing social media to engage
constituents in city affairs and issues. Only 3téded they considered social media as an
additional method for constituents to contact tityeto ask questions or resolve issues. Other
considerations included marketing local businesse®mmercial interests (15%), recruiting and
hiring (10%), and networking (10%). One responaddytstated they wished to reach out to a
younger demographic, and one respondent city sthggdpursued social media based upon a
councilmember request.

What respondent cities are actually using Faalelfar is similar to the reasons they
considered social media use in the first placearlyall respondents stated they use Facebook to
post general updates about the city or city sesv{p€%) or market events put on by the city
(94%). Nearly 70% of cities post their public niegtnotices on Facebook, and 60% of cities
market events not hosted by the city but occumiithin the city. Only one-third of cities
responded saying they use Facebook to post reqoeseedback on various city issues such as

linking to surveys or soliciting comments.
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Table 4.3 Type of Information Posted to City Fac#bBages

Type of Information Posted to Percentage of Respondents;
Facebook Page respondents could select multiple
(N=48)
General information or announcements
about the city or city programs or 96%
services
Events coordinated or hosted by the gity 94%
Public meeting notices 69%
Information generally otherwise
managed by individual city departments 67%

for wider promotion

Events happening in the city, but not
coordinated or hosted by the city
Requests for feedback on various city,
issues, such as links to surveys or 33%
soliciting public comments

Links to third-party information, such

61%

- . 33%
as newspaper articles or research studies
Job Opportunities 29%
General updates not connected with gity 2504
business
City policy information 21%
Promotion of local businesses or other 19%
commercial interests
Other 6%
| don’t know 2%

Even though the primary reasons for using Faceboeknformation-based as opposed to
engagement-based, most cities take an active stteréhe comments posted to their Facebook
page. More than 81% of respondents stated thatttéevely review and manage comments left
by members of the public on their page, and 83%&giiondents stated they take action, provide
information, or attempt to resolve issues basechgoonments left by members of the public.
Cities Have Internal Control Mechanisms, But Lack Policies that Address External Issues

My research found that cities that use social mmédive put mechanisms in place to
control and oversee the use of social media badleacy. Eighty-five percent of cities reported

that their Facebook pages are centrally manageldyPublic Information Office (54%) and/or
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their city’s executive office (30%). Other citieported that their pages are managed or
administered by information technology staff origeated staff members in other parts of their
organizations. Few have non-employees managirigghges; only one city reported its page is
managed by a consultant and two stated it is mahlagénterns. Slightly more than half of
respondent cities had a staff person whose primegonsibility is the management of their
social media tools.

Table 4.4 Management and Update Access RightstpFacebook Pages

Manages or Access to Update ar
Administers Page Modify Page

(N=46) (N=48)
Public Information Office staff 54% 54%
City executive office staff 30% 38%
Information Technology (IT) staff 15% 17%
Designated staff member(s) outside
the F?IO, executive office,(H)R, or IT 26% 25%
Designated manager(s) or
supervisor(s) outside the PIO, 7% 13%
executive office, HR, or IT
Staff within |r11d|V|duaI city _ N/A 15%
departments’ communication offices
Human Resources (HR) staff 4% 6%
Contract or consulting agency or 204 204
worker
Student Assistant(s) or Intern(s) 4% 2%
Any staff member N/A 0%
Other 11% 6%
Volunteer(s) N/A 0%

Whom cities provide with access and authorityfgdaie or post to their pages on the
behalf of the city follows a similar trend. Moteanh half of cities provide Public Information
Office staff with authority to post on behalf oktbity, and more than a third provide executive
office staff with such authority. Only two citiesported allowing non-employees to post or

update their page. Interestingly, of the threesithat have their page managed or administered
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by a non-employee, only one reported allowing a-@mployee (intern) to post or update the

Slightly more than half (52%) of cities using sdanedia reported having no formal,

a formal policy to regulate its use.

Table 4.5 Items Contained Within Social Media Hekc

documented policy about their use of social medtia, one respondent indicated he did not know
if the city had a policy. Half of cities who haaeolicy have only introduced it within the last
year, even though more than three-quarters okaditsing Facebook have been using it for more
than a year. This indicates that even among cittes have formal social media policies, there

was likely a gap of time between when they firgjdeusing social media and when they adopted

Contents of Social Media Policy

Percentage of Respondents Indicating It¢

is Contained in Policy (N=29)

M

Purpose of the city’s use of social

. 90%
media
Deflr_1|t|on or examples of social 29%
media
The way employees should behave
when using social media on the 79%
city’s behalf
What information is considered
inappropriate and can be edited or 76%
removed by the city)
Who is authorized to use social 7904
media on the city’s behalf °
Type of information that can be 7204
posted
Who manages or administers the

o : ) 69%

city’s social media tools
Record retention 59%
The extent to which the city
monitors and responds to the

-, 55%
public’s comments or posts to the
city’s social media tools
Restrictions or rules on the public’s
use or interaction with the city’s 55%
social media tools
| don’'t know 3%
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Among cities that have policies to govern the& asocial media, the policies tend to be
more focused on internal controls than addressitey®al concerns. Table 4.5 summarizes the
percentage of cities that have various items coathwithin their social media policies.

Respondents are least likely to identify how rdaatention applies to their social media
tools (59%), the extent to which the city monitargl responds to public comments (55%), and
rules and restrictions on the public’s use or sxtdon with the city’s social media tools (55%).
However, a high percentage of cities (76%) indithé its policy contains provisions about what
information is considered appropriate and can b@wed by the city. The most identified items
within the policies are provisions that govern intd use of the tools: the purpose of the city’s
use of social media (90%), the way employees shoeffchve when using social media on the
city’s behalf (79%), what constitutes the city'didiion of its social media tools (79%), and who
is authorized to use the tools on the city’'s be(@96).

Almost two-thirds (65%) of respondents who stdtexy use Facebook review or
evaluate the effectiveness of their use. Thoseintioated they review and evaluate their use
were asked to an open-ended question as to howdthey. Table 4.6 summarizes their answers.

Table 4.6 Methods Cities Review and Evaluate Effeoess of Facebook Use

Method Percentage of Respondents Indicating Use
of Method (N=27)

Statistics of use supplied by
Facebook 63%
Number and type of questions and

| 30%
comments posted to page by publi¢
Number of “friends” or “fans” 22%
Surveys or other direct feedback 15%
Other web statistics tools 11%
Other methods 15%

The most commonly cited method of evaluating Faokhs the use of statistics supplied
by Facebook, called Facebook Insights, used by @3%&spondents who evaluate use. Facebook

Insights supplies information to the administratorgovernment Facebook pages and includes
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the total number of site views, the number of viemeach “tab” or component of the site, how
people were referred to the site, and the levebasumption of media, such as how often videos
or pictures were viewed (Facebook, 2012a). Alnaasird (30%) evaluate how effective their
use is based on the number and/or type of commestsbers of the public leave on their
Facebook page. While many use the standard Fakéfsight tool and view comments, other
cities are more sophisticated in their approaatr. ekample, Suisun City reported:
Every attempt is made to make items posted to #itelfook trackable in at least one
format: link analytics, web analytics, and Facebbdight stats. At least once a month,
we do an analysis of how many people are engagidthe Facebook, the types of
information that resonates with them, and how nthelh information is shared. Each
Facebook link has some objective (e.g. drive petapleok at a specific blog post or web
site page). Depending on the sensitivity of thatomne, we may analyze the results daily
so we can adjust the strategy to maximize the tesul
Given the care Suisun City puts into its Faceba it is unsurprising that the city has a
relatively high resident to follower ratio of 10%.
Cities Encounter Few Problems with Social Media Use
Overall, respondents did not indicate that theyehzad substantial problems with their
use of social media tools. Table 4.7 summarizeptbblems cities reported to have had.
Eighteen cities, 56% of respondents to the quesiaiicated that they have encountered
inappropriate commenting or posting, including ‘ispaing” the page by members of the public.
Other than that, few problems have been encountédee city indicated they have had a number
of problems, including unauthorized use by staffmbers, complaints by citizens of lack of use
or too infrequent of updates by the city, complainy citizens of too frequent use or “spamming”

of information by the city, inappropriate commeagtior posting by members of the public, and
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“hacking” or other unauthorized use of the citysls by a member of the public. Another city
indicated it had encountered inappropriate use stafd member authorized to use the tools on
the city’s behalf, complaints of lack of use or tofrequent of update by the city, and
inappropriate commenting or posting by membersefdublic. One city indicated an unknown
and unauthorized individual had made a Faceboo& fiaghe city and was posting the city’s
press releases to the page. The respondent giatpdge was only kept up for a few months
then disappeared.

Table 4.7 Problems Encountered with Social Media

Problem Encountered Percentage of Respondents Indicating
Encountering Problem (N=32)

Inappropriate commenting or posting
(including “spamming”) by memberg 56%
of the public

Complaints by citizens of a lack of
use or too infrequent use
Unauthorized use of the city’s officia
social media tools by staff memberg 3%
not authorized to use them
Inappropriate use or use inconsistent
with the city’s social media policy of
the city’s official social media tools 3%
by staff members authorized to use
them

Complaints by citizens of overuse of
“spamming” of information by the 3%
city
“Hacking” or other unauthorized use
of the city’s social media tools by

6%

: 3%
members of the public or other
unknown entities
| don’'t know 25%
Other problems 6%

Unfortunately, this question can only provide liedi insight into the problems cities have
faced. The question asked respondents if theyehaduntered any problems with their use of
social media and listed categories of problemsttiet could choose from, including an “other”

option which would allow them to type a responklwever, | neglected to include a “none” or
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“none of the above” option. Through the “othertiop, some respondents indicated they have
had no problems. The highest percentage of pessbpondents skipped this question compared
to any other, leading me to believe those thatritagroblems were likely to skip the question.
Unfortunately, | cannot know that a skipped ansmesressarily indicates that, so the question and
resultant data is flawed. Because this is onbeféw questions posed to answer my research
guestion of problems and barriers with social medig my ability to provide insight in to this
guestion is limited.
Lack of Resourcesisthe Main Barrier to Broader Adoption

Cities that indicated they are not using sociadlim&vere asked why not. Eighty-three
percent of the eighteen respondents indicatedatheatk of resources is one of the barriers
preventing adoption. Between 30% and 40% indictiied had no perceived need for social
media, concerns with record retention, concerns legal issues, and/or security concerns. Two
cities indicated they plan to begin using sociatlimesoon, but are in the process of developing a
policy first. Only one city indicated they havet monsidered using social media.

Factors Affecting Social Media Use and Sophistarati

California’s cities are quite diverse, so examjndgome of the factors that may influence
or affect use of and sophistication with social raesl necessary to understand the significance of
my findings. Specifically, the section looks apptation, location, and wealth as demographic
factors that may impact usage rates and sophisticat used four factors to measure
sophistication: whether or not cities have docuegisocial media policies, whether they
evaluate the effectiveness of their use of Facebabkther they actively review comments
posted to their Facebook, and whether they takeraot respond to members of the public based

on comments posted to their Facebook.
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Due to the limited number of cities that responttethe survey and the correspondingly
small number of responses in each category forlwihéan making comparisons, | am not using
chi-squared calculations to test statistical signif@of differences. The small sample size
resulted in smalthi values, so | am unable to determine with a higbllef confidence the
extent to which the differences are due to randarration. As such, my findings about the
differences in social media use and sophisticdiEtween various categories of cities should be
viewed as tentative.

Population

The population of respondent cities affects bothied media usage and sophistication.
The mean population for all survey respondent®j2%6, and the median population is 29,413.
When differentiating between cities that are usiagial media and those that are not, average
populations differ greatly. For cities that useiabmedia, the mean population is 55,889, and the
median in 31,473. Cities not using social medéfar smaller with a mean population of 31,883
and a median of 20,246. On average, cities usingsmedia are 50% larger than those that are
not.

The difference in use appears stark when compéhnméargest cities, those with a
population over 75,000, to the smallest citiesséhwith a population of less than 25,000.
Overall, 76.5% of cities stated they use some fofisocial media. The largest cities use social
media at an almost 90% rate, compared with only @0%e smallest cities. The larger cities
have also been using Facebook longer than theeshalties. Forty percent of the largest cities
have been using it for more than 2 years, and B8l have been using it for less than one year.
Less than 20% of the smallest cities have beergsagebook for at least 2 years, and nearly a

third of them just adopted it within the last year.
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Table 4.8 Social Media Differences between Largk @mall Cities

Cities with Population of Cities with Population of
Less than 25,000 More than 75,000

Use of Social Media 70% 89%

(N=33) (N=18)
Use of Facebook for 19% 40%
2+ Years (N=16) (N=15)
Use of Facebook for 31% 13%
Less than a Year (N=16) (N=15)
Formal Social Media 36% 63%
Policy (N=22) (N=16)
Evaluate Use of 50% 71%
Facebook (N=16) (N=14)
Actively Review 69% 86%
Comments (N=16) (N=14)
Take Action on 69% 100%
Comments (N=16) (N=14)

The level of sophistication with social medialsoagreater in the largest cities. Sixty-
two percent of the largest cities have a formatutieented social media policy, while only 36%
of the smallest have one. Almost three quardétlke largest cities review the effectiveness of
their Facebook use compared to half of the smatiéet. Cities with populations over 75,000
also take are more engaged with their social media, on average. All but two of the largest
cities (86%) stated they regularly review the comts®f their Facebook page, and every city
said they respond or take action based upon thenemts left on their page members of the
public. For cities under 25,000, 69% of citiesulagy review comments left on their page, and
the same percentage respond or take action basedhupse comments.

City size appears to be a factor that affectsamskesophistication with social media. The
biggest cities are more likely to use social meldée been doing so for longer, and are more
sophisticated with its use.

Location
Because of California’s geographic diversity, exang how location affects the use of

social media is an important factor to consideo.cbmpare usage based on location, | looked at
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the social media use rates and sophistication e@fg@ographic locations: the San Francisco Bay
Area and Southern California. | chose to use e Sancisco Bay Area because it is home to
Silicon Valley, home of many information technologgmpanies. For the purpose of my
analysis, | defined the Bay Area as all cities witihe counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, S@addonoma. Thirty cities from these
counties responded to my survey. | chose Souf@alifornia because it is where the bulk of
California’s population resides and, as a wholes more urbanized than the rest of the state.
For the purpose of my analysis, | defined Soutl@alifornia as all cities within the ten counties
below the sixth standard parallel, which includes ¢ounties of Kern, Imperial, Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, San Diego, San Luis Obispo,&8Jatbara, San Bernardino, and Ventura.
Thirty cities from these counties responded to oryeay.

Table 4.9 Differences between Bay Area Cities atieeOCities

Bay Area Cities Other Cities

Use of Social Media 73% 78%

(N=30) (N=51)
Use of Facebook for 36% 56%
2+ Years (N=14) (N=33)
Use of Facebook for 7% 24%
Less than a Year (N=14) (N=33)
Formal Social Media 24% 58%
Policy (N=21) (N=40)
Evaluate Use of 57% 67%
Facebook (N=14) (N=33)
Actively Review 71% 85%
Comments (N=14) (N=33)
Take Action on 79% 88%
Comments (N=14) (N=33)

| was surprised to discover that respondent diiése Bay Area are using social media
less than the rest of the state and are geneeatydophisticated with their use. While 78% of
cities outside the Bay Area reported using some foir social media, only 73% of Bay Area

cities reported doing so. Forty five percent ofiBay area cities have been using Facebook for
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more than 2 years, while only 36% of Bay Area siti@ave been. In all four measures of
sophistication with social media use, Bay Areasitame up less sophisticated than the rest of
the state. Only 24% of Bay Area cities have a dwnted social media policy, compared with
58% of other cities. Bay Area cities are also ldsdy to evaluate their use of Facebook (57%)
than non-Bay Area cities (67%). Seventy one pdrard 79% of Bay Area cities actively review
the comments posted to their Facebook and respomdtake action based upon the comments
posted by members of the public, versus 85% and{®8%e rest of the state. Overall, my
results indicate the Bay Area lags behind theakgte state in their social media usage.

Table 4.10 Differences between Southern Califo@itees and Other Cities

Southern California Cities Other Cities

Use of Social Media 83% 73%

(N=30) (N=51)
Use of Facebook for 50% 36%
2+ Years (N=22) (N=25)
Use of Facebook for 36% 8%
Less than a Year (N=22) (N=25)
Formal Social Media 69% 31%
Policy (N=26) (N=36)
Evaluate Use of 70% 60%
Facebook (N=23) (N=25)
Actively Review 83% 80%
Comments (N=23) (N=25)
Take Action on 78% 88%
Comments (N=23) (N=25)

Southern California appears to be using socialiangtda higher rate than the rest of the
state and is more sophisticated in its use thare$teof the state in most categories. Overall,
83% of cities in Southern California are using abomedia, compared with 73% of other cities.
Half of Southern California cities have been udtagebook for at least two years, while only
36% of other cities have been doing so. Southelfiidinia also evaluates its use of Facebook at
a higher rate, 70% versus 60%, and is more lilebctively review comments posted to the

city’s page the rest of the state, 83% versus 8Bwever, cities in Southern California are
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slightly less likely to respond to or take actiasbd upon comments left on the city’s page than
cities in other parts of the state, with 78% vei88% of cities stating they do so.

Table 4.11 Differences between Southern Califo@itees and Bay Area Cities

Southern California Cities Bay Area Cities

Use of Social Media 83% 73%

(N=30) (N=30)
Use of Facebook for 50% 36%
2+ Years (N=22) (N=14)
Use of Facebook for 36% 7%
Less than a Year (N=22) (N=14)
Formal Social Media 69% 24%
Policy (N=26) (N=21)
Evaluate Use of 70% 57%
Facebook (N=23) (N=14)
Actively Review 83% 71%
Comments (N=23) (N=14)
Take Action on 78% 79%
Comments (N=23) (N=14)

When comparing use and sophistication between nelgpa cities in the Bay Area and
Southern California, Southern California citieswhhigher rate of use and sophistication in all
but one category.

Wealth

Because my survey found that lack of adequatauress was the principal barrier to
broader adoption of social media, | wanted to findif wealthier cities, who may have more
resources, are more likely to use social media, ifisd, if their use is more sophisticated than
other cities. To measure wealth, | used per capitame as reported by the 2010 US Census. |
classified a city as wealthy if it has a per capitlome of more than $35,000 per year. Nineteen
cities that responded to my survey met this peitadpcome threshold. Overall, | found that
wealthy cities are less likely to use social medig,those that do are generally more

sophisticated in their use than other cities.
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Table 4.12 Differences between Wealthy Cities atiteOCities

Wealthy Cities Other Cities

Use of Social Media 68% 79%

(N=19) (N=62)
Use of Facebook for 78% 34%
2+ Years (N=9) (N=38)
Use of Facebook for 0% 26%
Less than a Year (N=9) (N=38)
Formal Social Media 58% 44%
Policy (N=12) (N=50)
Evaluate Use of 67% 67%
Facebook (N=9) (N=42)
Actively Review 100% 7%
Comments (N=9) (N=39)
Take Action on 89% 82%
Comments (N=9) (N=39)

Wealthy cities stated they use at least one fdrsooial media at a lower rate than other
cities, at 68% versus 79%. However, wealthy citied do use social media are more likely to
have used it longer. Seventy eight percent of thgalities have used Facebook for at least two
years, and none have been using it for less tharyear. Conversely, only 34% of non-wealthy
cities have used Facebook for more than two yeas26% have been using it for less than a
year. Wealthy cities are also more likely to havermal social media policy, with 58% of
wealthy cities having a policy compared with 44%potfer cities. Two thirds of both groups
evaluate their use of Facebook. All wealthy citidsch use Facebook responded that they
actively review and manage comments posted on plagie, compared with 77% of non-wealthy
cities, and 89% of wealthy cities take action bageah those comments, compared to 82% of
non-wealthy cities. Wealth appears to make ldtfeerence in social media use rates, but may
contribute to a higher level of sophistication agdimose who do use it.

Summary
California cities use social media at a high rate] most cities that use it have been

doing so for at least a year. Cities also updafmst to their Facebook pages fairly often. Most
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cities have a relatively small proportion of follekg as compared to residents; nearly 80% had a
followers to residents ratio of less than 5%. Reskent cities are much more likely to view
social media as principally a one-way communicatam instead of a tool that can be used to
interact constituents, but most cities are alsivaetith reviewing and responding to comments
posted on their Facebook pages indicating theg@mdortable using it to interact. Most cities
have put process and procedures in place to ittgmatrol the organization’s social media
tools. The most common methods are limiting actespdate their social media sites to certain
employees, and many have a designated staff pafsose primary responsibility is managing
the city’s tools. A slight majority of cities thase social media do not have a formal,
documented social media policy, however. For tlvage policies, the policies are most likely to
be focused on internal controls; though a majaityespondents also indicated that their policies
have provisions allowing them to exercise somerobover external factors. Generally, few
cities indicate that they have had significant peots with their social media use; the most cited
issue is posting of inappropriate information bynmbers of the public. For those cities that are
not using social media, the most common reasomaiskeof adequate resources.

Population and location affect the rate and sdighiton of use of social media by cities.
Larger cities and cities in Southern California seeial media at a higher rate, have been using it
for longer, and are more likely to have a formdlqyo evaluate their use of Facebook, and
review and take action based on comments made bers of the public than smaller cities and
cities outside of Southern California. Wealth agopeo have little effect on social media usage,
but wealthy cities that do use social media apfeebe more sophisticated in their use than less
wealthy cities.

The concluding chapter will apply the findingsnty research questions, discuss the

broader implications of my work, and suggest afeafurther research.
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Chapter 5
CONCLUSION

Generally, my research found that a majority olifGania cities are using social media,
those using it are more interested in informatibarig than direct engagement, have put in
place internal controls on their social media tpb&s/e had relatively few problems, and a lack of
resources is the principal barrier to broader ddopif social media.

Answers to Research Questions

Based on my literature review, | developed thnéiecfpal research questions: 1) How
widespread is social media use by California cityegnments and for what purposes are
agencies using it?; 2) How are social media toeladadministered, managed, and overseen by
city governments?; 3) What problems or barrierscéyegovernments encountering as they use,
or choose not to use, social media? Through myesueind the additional data | collected, | am
able to provide preliminary answers to these qaesti
How widespread is social media use by California city governments and for what purposes are
agencies using it?

As reported in Chapter 4, as a whole, Califorfif\agovernments are using social media
quite extensively. More than three quarters gboeslent cities have a profile on at least one
social media platform, and three quarters of thse a central Facebook page for the city. That
equates to about half of cities having an activere¢é Facebook page for the city. As described
above, cities with a higher population, cities aleshe Bay Area and cities in Southern
California are more likely to use social media.min literature review, | discussed one of the few
studies | was able to find regarding municipal ossocial media. That study found that of the
twenty largest cities in Illinois, only about hakid an account on one of the main three social

media platforms: Facebook, Twitter, or YouTube. i/my research did not study Twitter or
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YouTube usage, it appears that, overall, Califocitias use social media more frequently than
cities in lllinois, particularly when looking onBt larger cities. However, my findings may
contain bias in that cities that did not have wigssor did not post email contact information on
their webpage were excluded from the sample grdiig. likely that these cities, which did not
show a propensity for using information technologdy,not use social media. Further, cities that
do not use social media may also have been lesly lik take the survey even if they were
contacted.

Use patterns are also fairly typical across Califocities. The majority of respondent
cities stated they use their Facebook pages taqe@eneral information updates about the city,
market events coordinated by the city or happenwirigin the city, public meeting notices, and
post information generally managed by individu&} departments for wider promotion. Only a
third stated they use their Facebook pages foctdaegagement by requesting feedback on city
issues, including links to surveys or requestsonments. These uses are consistent with the
principal reasons the cities adopted social medthe first place.

However, while cities seem to view their socialdmesites as communication tools
instead of a way to engage with constituents, naaayin fact, interacting with their constituents
through them. More than 80% of respondents sthwgactively manage the comments left on
their Facebook pages and take action, providerimdition, or attempt to resolve issues based
upon comments left by members of the public. €itiee not treating their social media tools as
one-way communication devices; instead, in additioproviding information to the public, they
are allowing and, by responding, encouraging th#ipto communicate with them, too.

This is a different model of communication tharhie past. Previously, residents had to
take direct action to interact with the city: atigoublic meetings, make a phone call, or write a

letter. Today, many people are logging into tserial media profiles daily and, if they have
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followed their city, receiving information from tinecity government in a fairly passive manner.
Instead of having digest that information and theake an additional effort to contact the city
through other means, the public can immediatelgared to that information with little effort, and
expect the city to read that response and take smkof action. Such a platform provides the
public with a much more direct line to their logalvernment, and perhaps encourages those who
would not otherwise be involved in city affairspgimovide input to the city. Unfortunately, my
research found a fairly small percentage of peapmecurrently connecting with their cities
through social media, as the vast majority of sitido responded to my survey have Facebook
follower to resident ratios of less than five perce

Some cities had much higher follower to residetibsathough. Interestingly, the way
the city uses and manages its Facebook seemséditikvimpact on how many followers it has.
Six cities who responded to my survey had a rdtmver 5%: Sebastopol, Jackson, Suisun City,
San Carlos, South Pasadena, and an Orange Cotyntlyatirequested its name not be used in
connection with its survey results. SebastopolJaakson had by far the highest ratios, with
41% and 36% respectively. The other four citied fzios ranging from 5 to 11%. None of
these six cities particularly stand out with tregcial media usage, and Sebastopol, the city with
the highest ratio, has a fairly undeveloped souiadlia program compared to the others.

Excluding Sebastopol, all these cities shared daydraits. All five cities have been
using Facebook for at least a year, with half ehthusing it for over two years. All of the cities
except for one stated they update their Facebolgast weekly, and half of them stated they do
so daily. All of the cities stated they activelamage the comments left by members of the
public, take action based upon those commentseasdate the effectiveness of their Facebook
use. | visited the Facebook sites of each of tiiesao determine if their use was particularly

novel or interesting compared to how other citieswsing Facebook, and | found that they are alll
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guite active and post a variety of different typésformation. For example, Suisun City,

which, as discussed in Chapter 4, has a well-dpeelsocial media program, posts items ranging
from pictures taken by members of the communitsetpuests for bids, as well as more typical
updates like public meeting notices. The OrangenBocity, the largest of this group by far with
a population of over 100,000, also frequently psstslar kinds of updates, including upcoming
traffic closures and requests for applicants feious citizen committees.

Sebastopol is the exception to each one of thé&th a population of more than 7,000
and more than 3,000 followers, the city’s ratidalfowers to residents stands at over 40%. Yet
the city does not post very frequently (only sirdis from January through April 2012), does not
actively review or manage comments left on the sit@s not take action based upon comments
left on their profile, does not evaluate their o§&acebook, and does not have a documented
social media policy. In visiting its profile, | atd find nothing that suggests why its ratio is so
much higher than all other cities. Sebastopoldmall city, though, as is Jackson, the city with
the second highest ratio of 36%. One hypothedlsisthe small town atmosphere of the city has
created a sense of community around the Facebagk pacouraging residents to follow it. Or
perhaps the city held a major event that stirréer@st in their Facebook page or encouraged
residents to follow the city. However, a numbeswfall cities responded to my survey, and that
ratio pattern is not consistent with the othergterestingly, of the five cities, Jackson and
Sebastopol are the least active on their siteg;iwdluiggests something other than use is driving
how many followers cities can expect on their datiedia sites. My research was not able to
determine what drives large number of people to thiy’'s Facebook page.

How are social media tools being administered, managed, and over seen by city governments?

All cities have some sort of internal controlglace to manage and oversee their

Facebook accounts. None allow unfettered accessvide variety of staff to post to the city’s
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profile, and only two allowed non-employees permis¢o use the site on the city’s behalf.
However, a majority of cities are lacking formalipes to guide their use of social media. My
literature review found that formal policies are thost powerful tool cities have for regulating
their social media use, particularly in how thepeavith potential legal issues such as First
Amendment rights of public commenters and recotehteon and disclosure. Even among cities
that have formal policies, only slightly more thzedf have addressed the issues of record
retention or placed rules and restrictions on thidip’s interaction with their sites. The policies
tend to focus instead on internal issues, suchhashas access to post on the city’s behalf and
how employees using the social media tools shoefidibe. This leaves many cities, including
many of those with formal policies, with potentiedal issues should challenges arise in these
areas.

For many cities with a policy, there is a gap E#wwhen the city first began using
Facebook and when they adopted a social mediaypofibout 60% of cities had some gap
between when they first started using the sitevameh they developed the policy. Nearly half of
those had a gap of more than one year, and thbadsi gap between six months and one year.
Those who have been using Facebook for less tkanaiths (75%) or more than two years
(65%) are the most likely to have a policy. Thigynmdicate, for the longest users, that their
sophistication and need for oversight has growtheg have become for accustomed to the tools
and potential problems. For the cities who hasge fjecently begun using Facebook, perhaps the
recommendation from organizations like the Institiar Local Governments that cities adopt
policies has encouraged cities who have not yattedasocial media to develop a policy before
they do so. No cities indicated they had a pdhefore they began using Facebook.

Overall, cities reported they have had few issudls their social media use, which may

make adoption of a policy seem less than necessaity officials. Still, the potential for
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problems continues to loom, as many of the legalds surrounding public agency use of social
media have not been resolved in the courts. A€ttyeof Redondo Beach alluded to when they
discontinued their use of Facebook, these legdlesigees may result in a city having its name
attached to a court decision.

What problems or barriersare city gover nments encountering as they use, or choose not to use,
social media?

For cities using social media, more than half reggbthey have encountered
inappropriate comments or posts by members of théigo The Town of Apple Valley is the
only city that elaborated on this issue, statiraj the most frequent problem occurs when
members of the public post commercial or politmahtent, which is in violation of their policy.
Only three other cities reported any problems witkir usage. The most interesting problem of
these three happened to the City of Beaumont, wigighrted that an unidentified person created
a Facebook page for the city, posted the city’'spreleases to it, and then disappeared after a
few months.

The lack of significant issues may be one reasay cities have not adopted policies
extensively. Of the three cities that reportedbfgms other than inappropriate posting, two have
formal policies. However, a sample of three issowll to draw any conclusions between if a
city has encountered significant problems and wdredh not they have adopted a formal policy.
When examining all cities that reported problemsl|uding inappropriate commenting or
posting, 42% also reported having a social mediayoThis figure is lower than the 47%
overall who reported having a policy, but thera lack of information to conclude if the small
difference is at all correlated.

Cities which are not using social media identiféeldick of resources as the predominate

reason for their non-use. This is consistent withfindings regarding the correlation between a
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city’s population and use, but not the city’s whalhd use. Cities with larger populations
presumably also have more staff than smaller cipietentially making it easier for these cities to
devote resources to social media. Wealthier cisiesilarly, may have additional resources, but
do not use social media at a higher rate than resdtiy cities.

Between 30 and 40% of cities not currently usiogjad media identified other or
additional reasons they have not yet adopteddtperceived need (39%), concern over legal
issues (39%), record retention concerns (33%) sandrity concerns (39%). Two cities
commented that they are in the process of drafioligies to address these concerns and will
then begin using social media. The seven citiasstated they have no perceived need for social
media are all fairly small with a median populatafrjust 3,400. Security concerns are standard
when using information technology and a policy may be able to adequately address those
concerns. However, my literature review suggdstother issues can be addressed through
adoption of a strong policy, even though the isdue® not yet been addressed in the judiciary.
Few cities using social media are actually encaingeany of these problems, indicating that the
concern over the problems may be greater thamtheence of them.

Implications of My Findings

California cities are using social media at a higite. More than three quarters of
respondents to my survey indicated they are usingesform of it. Many of the larger California
cities did not respond to my survey; however, Inda higher rate of use in California cities
regardless of population than did the study oftitenty largest cities in lllinois, which found that
about half were using one of the three largestsocedia tools. My literature review found that
social media use among the general populatioroiigg increasingly prevalent; as it does so,
more cities will likely adopt social media as a meaf communicating and interacting with the

public. Those cities that stated they have nogreed need for using social media may find that
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residents, as they becoming increasingly reliardamial media as a source of information, create
a need for the city to being using it. Broadergm is also likely to occur as some of the
potential issues with social media use are resdlvéite courts. Many cities not using social
media cited legal issues such as First Amendmerteras and records retention concerns as
barriers to adoption. Until the there is a moréniteve answer as to how well policies can
protect public agencies, these concerns remaid aalil will likely discourage some

organizations from adopting social media.

Resource barriers will continue to exist regarsligisthe outcome of any future legal
decisions. Cities are increasingly facing tighti¢pets, and some cities have not prioritized social
media as an appropriate place to distribute tloairce resources. This may change if people
continue to use social media regularly and becaroastomed to interacting with their
governments through social media; if that occuyenay priorities may shift toward this method
of citizen interaction particularly given its lowst and low barrier to entry. Given that most
cities have relatively low proportions of their idemts connected with their social media pages, it
is understandable that many cities have not feééed to shift resources toward its use.

The generally small number of people that connétt their cities through social media
limits the ability of social media to become a poiwktool for popular engagement. Even
though cities are generally interacting with thélpguthrough social media by reviewing and
taking action based on comments left by membenepublic, its impact is limited to the few
who have chosen to connect with the city. If sitrdsh to encourage broader citizen
engagement, social media is a natural way to ddavever, they will first have to devise
strategies to bring people to their social medmssgn the first place, and then ensure those who
visit the city’s site choose to follow it. My fiimts reveal that relatively few have been very

successful at doing so on a broad scale. Whileittes that have been successful share some
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common traits, many less successful cities alsceghase traits, indicating that it is not those
traits alone that are encouraging people to conmitctthe city. The city most successful in
attracting followers, Sebastopol, posts with rekdii little frequency and is not overly
sophisticated with their social media use. | ha@en unable to identify any specific uses, traits,
or trends that encourage higher percentages olg@émponnect with their local government
through social media.

From an organizational management standpointatiteof formal, documented social
media policies among a majority of cities usingiabmedia presents concern. This is
particularly true given the overwhelming percentageities that actively review and manage
comments and respond or take action based upoe tomsments. Cities are not just using social
media tools for one-way communication, but intdractvith a range of constituents through
these tools. | presume few cities allow contemnded overly offensive or inappropriate to
remain on their profile. Without a policy, how coe city make consistent determinations about
what should be removed and what should remainZaueccitizens have a right to free speech
under the First Amendment, the line between cldadppropriate speech and protected speech
may be fine.

My literature review suggests that by clearly defgwhat is appropriate on the site and
what can be removed provides a city with more éison and authority than it may have
otherwise. The Town of Apple Hill stated it hagllproblems with members of the public
posting commercial and political content to its #lamok page, but has removed that content
because it is in violation of their policy. If &ycwithout a policy did the same and the poster
maintained that they had a right to post it, watlgl city lose a court battle because it did not
make the rules clear from the outset? The answdhese questions are unknown until such a

problem occurs and is vetted through the couresystLuckily, few cities have reported
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problems with their social media use, meaning ttmadikelihood that a city finds itself in legal
trouble over social media is relatively low. Howevif more residents chose to connect with
their city and the city interacts regularly witlo#ie residents, the likelihood of problems may
grow. Clear documented policies are the bestttalcities have to protect themselves from
legal problems, and they will become increasingiportant as cities expand their use of social
media.

The research process for this thesis presentethtes@sting cases that are interesting to
note, particularly if they are at all indicativeather cities. The City of Walnut Creek responded
to my survey twice, each with different answersaarumber of questions. The City of Los
Angeles, the largest in California, did not haveaative Facebook page for the city as a whole.
Neither of these cities was included in the fireduits of the survey.

The City of Walnut Creek responded to my surveigéywand the responses were
provided one day apart. | sent the survey to ityssdPublic Information Officer. Based on the
varying responses to some of the questions andiffieeent IP addresses of the respondents’
computers, two different people within the cityelik responded to the survey. Responses to the
survey guestions varied on nine of the questiodsidting key questions, such as how often the
city updates its Facebook page, if the city tal@®a based on comments posted to the city’s
page, and whether the city evaluates the effeais®of its use of Facebook. Assuming the two
different people within the city supplied the anssy¢he differing results indicate that there is no
a shared understanding of how the city is using #teial media tools, even among people that
are presumably familiar with them.

The City of Los Angeles maintains a central Faogljmage for the city, but it is largely
inactive. On the top of the page, the city hagqubthe message, “This page is not monitored

regularly. If you need assistance, please call@isit the City of Los Angeles online at
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http:/www.lacity.org/. For Official information garding the City of Los Angeles, please visit
http://www.lacity.org/.” When | contacted the city find a central communications person, |
was informed that each department manages its coinations separately. Unsurprisingly,
many city departments have their own Facebook pégesre not synced with the city’s main
page. This creates difficulties for residents thish to receive general information from the city,
as they would have to follow each of the city dépants on Facebook to do so. Such a system
is overly bureaucratic and not conducive to braaghgement with the public on general issues.
Even though large cities are more sophisticateHd thigir use of social media, the case of Los
Angeles may indicate that once a city reachestaioesize, social media use becomes less
coherent than with smaller cities due to the burestic challenges large cities face.

To compare the case of Los Angeles with otherlaities, | reviewed the Facebook
pages of San Diego, San Jose, and San Francisaotleugh none of the three responded to the
survey. All three maintain a central Facebook fagéhe city as a whole and post to it with
some frequency. To compare outside the statekeld for the City of Chicago’s central
Facebook page but was unable to find one. New @ik however, does have a central
Facebook page that is regularly maintained andteddaVy limited research into this issue may
indicate that once a city government reaches aioesize and complexity, similar to many
organizational management issues, central commiimriceoordination likely becomes more
difficult.

Areas for Further Research

My research showed that cities are connectedawthatively small proportion of their
residents; in most cases, less than 5%. Some Meoyare connected with far more than that.
My study was not able to discover why some citiesraore successful at attracting follower on

their social media sites than others. If sociaflimés becoming a tool for engagement with the
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citizenry, and cities want to encourage broadeagament, then understanding what attracts
social media users to a public agency’s sites pmant. Why does Sebastopol, which is not
particularly aggressive or sophisticated with tiseicial media use, have multiple times the
proportion of followers that most cities have? Wioes the City of Sacramento, the largest
respondent city, which updates its site daily, ptes a plethora of information to followers, and
is fairly sophisticated in its use, have a ratidadfowers to residents of less than two percent?
My study was unable to provide a clear answer,raomeé of the information | encountered for my
literature review provided such insight. Reseandhis area will be valuable to cities wishing to
use social media more broadly with a higher peagmbf their population.

Due to the limited number of respondents, | waablento determine if differences in
social media use and sophistication between ditigarious categories are statistically
significant. To better determine the level to whpopulation, location, and wealth affects social
media usage among cities, additional researchaniéinger sample size would be desirable. This
would allow the researcher to perfodm-squared tests and evaluate differences at various
confidence levels. To increase the sample siterduesearchers may wish to assess use in cities
in multiple states or across the country, or useethodology that does not rely on city officials
to complete a survey.

Now that my research has established a basic stadeling of how California cities are
using social media, future public administratiose@ch can focus on what makes social media
sites successful for cities and other public agemcWhile my study discovered that many cities
are evaluating their use of Facebook, it providegéd insight into how successful cities feel
they have been with their use, how they define esgcand what future goals they may have for
social media use. Gathering an understanding af wtnstitutes successful use of social media

from the organizational point of view and contnagtthat with sites that attract a high number of
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followers would provide an interesting case stufigaw organizational success with social
media translates to how well-followed the agensgsial media sites become.

As stated throughout this thesis, public ageneyafsocial media is not well understood.
Through my thesis, | provide some insight intoigselie as it relates to the use, management, and
problems of social media use in California citi€arther research is necessary to understand
how to encourage broader constituent engagemenighrsocial media, how to attract residents
to public agency social media sites, and whatyfa@ionstitutes successful use of social media by

public agencies.
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APPENDIX A
Survey Instrument and Aggregate Results

Text of Email Sent to City Officials
Date: February 22, 2012
Subject: Social Media Survey for California Cities

My name is Christopher Zimmer, and | am a gradattdent at California State
University, Sacramento working towards my MastérBublic Policy and Administration. As
part of my thesis, | am surveying California ciffidals about their city’s use of social media. |
hope to gain a better understanding about howsaitie using social media to connect with their
constituents. | would very much appreciate youtiggation in the (up to) 25-question survey
by Friday, March 2, 2012.

The survey can be taken at: https://www.surveyragrdom/XRLDHNQ.
Should you choose to participate, please be adtsdt the end of the survey you may elect
whether or not to have your city’s name disclosedannection with your responses to the
questions. Should you elect not to allow your’sityame to be disclosed, your responses will
remain anonymous.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/XRLDHNQ

If you have any questions about the survey or regith please do not hesitate to contact

me at this email address or by phone at [redact€dank you in advance for your participation.

Christopher Zimmer



70

Survey with Aggregate Results for all Valid Respemns

1. You are being asked to participate in researchucted by Christopher Zimmer as a
thesis requirement for the Master of Public Poliog Administration program at
California State University, Sacramento. The puepaisthis short survey is to gather
basic information on the way and extent to whiclif@aia cities are using social media
to interact with their constituents. This resedsctunded in its entirety by the researcher.
You will not receive compensation for participatinghis study. The research will be
published as a thesis and may be publicly accessitdigital or print formats. You may
decline to answer any question if you wish. Youtipgoation in the survey is entirely
voluntary. There is no expected risk or harm teséhparticipating in the survey. You will
be asked at the end of the survey if the researnhgrdisclose the name of your city in
connection with your survey responses. If you gélaa’, your responses will remain
confidential. You may change your request at amg tafter the survey by emailing the
researcher.

If you have any questions regarding this survemngresearch, you may email
me at cgzimmer@gmail.com or my primary thesis azhad California State University,
Sacramento at kirlinm@saclink.csus.edu.

Your participation in this research is entirelyur@ary and you may withdraw
from participation at any time. By clicking “Yese&lw, you acknowledge that you have

read this consent form and agree to participateanmesearch.
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Have you read the above consent form and agreartizipate in this survey?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Yes 100.0% 81
No 0.0% 0
n= 81

2. What is the name of the city for which you work?

Text Box Response Count
See Appendix B for list of cities 81
n= 81

3. Does the city have an official account on any daniedia platform?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Yes 76.5% 62
No 23.5% 19
| don't know 0.0% 0
n= 81

4. Why is the city not using social media? (checklzdt apply)

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Have not considered it 5.6% 1
No perceived need 38.9% 7
Lack of adequate resources 83.3% 15
Concerns over legal issues such as 15t 38.9% 7
Amendment rights or public records

laws

Concerns over record retention 33.3% 6
Security concerns 38.9% 7
| don't know 0.0% 0
Other (please specify) 2
n= 18

Other responses:
* We are currently developing a social media pol@gce the policy is

finalized, departments will begin using social naedutlets.



* In process of drafting a policy to address concerns
5. Does the city have a central Facebook page focithes a whole? (ex: Official City of

Chicago Facebook page)
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Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 75.8% 47
No 24.2% 15
| don't know 0.0% 0
n= 62

6. Do individual departments within the city have Hamek pages separate from the city’s

central Facebook page?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 55.3% 26
No 42.6% 20
| don't know 2.1% 1
n= 47

7. How long ago did the city start using Facebook?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
0-6 months 8.3% 4
7-12 months 12.5% 6
1-2 years 35.4% 17
2+ years 41.7% 20
| don’'t know 2.1% 1
n= 48




73

8. How often is the city’s central Facebook page updat

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Hourly 2.1% 1
Daily 37.5% 18
Weekly 50.0% 24
Bi-Weekly 4.2% 2
Monthly or less 2.1% 1
| don’t know 4.2% 2
n= 48

9. Who manages or administers the city’s central Faalelpage? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Public Information Officer (PIO) or PIO 54.3% 25
staff

City executive office staff 30.4% 14
Human Resources (HR) staff 4.3% 2
Information Technology (IT) staff 15.2% 7
Designated manager(s) or supervisor(s) 6.5% 3
outside the PIO, executive office, HR,

or T

Designated staff member(s) outside the 26.1% 12
P10, executive office, HR, or IT

Contract or consulting agency or worker 2.2% 1
| don't know 0.0% 0
Other (please specify) 5
n= 46

Other responses:
*  Webmaster
» Each participating department will have two assibugers. Additionally,
two analyst in the City Manager's Office will haaecess.
* Interns
* Interns

« Various team members, Recreation Staff, Admin Stiaff
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10.Who has access to update, modify, or post to thyss @entral Facebook page on behalf

of the city? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Public Information Office (P10) staff 54.2% 26
City executive office staff 37.5% 18
Human Resources (HR) staff 6.3% 3
Information Technology (IT) staff 16.7% 8
Staff within individual city 14.6% 7
departments’ communication offices

Designated manager(s) or supervisor(s) 12.5% 6

outside information offices, executive
office, HR, or IT

Designated staff member(s) outside 25.0% 12
information offices, executive office,

HR, or IT

Any staff member 0.0% 0
Student Assistant(s) or Intern(s) 2.1% 1
Volunteer(s) 0.0% 0
Contract or consulting agency or worker 2.1% 1
| don’'t know 0.0% 0
Other (please specify) 3
n= 48

Other responses:
» |T Director and Webmaster
» City Manager or PIO
e Currently: Community Services Director, Communigr8ces Supervisor,
Community Services Coordinator, Community Servigesretary all have
access to update. However, the ONLY people whaadlgtupdate are

interns.
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11.What type of information does the city post orciémtral Facebook page? (check all that

apply)
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
General information or announcements 95.8% 46
about the city or city programs or
services
Events coordinated or hosted by the gity 93.8% 45
Events happening in the city, but not 60.4% 29
coordinated or hosted by the city
Public meeting notices 68.8% 33
Job Opportunities 29.2% 14
Information generally otherwise 66.7% 32
managed by individual city departments
for wider promotion (Parks and
Recreation updates, traffic updates, efc)
City policy information 20.8% 10
Requests for feedback on various city 33.3% 16

issues, such as links to surveys or
soliciting public comments
General updates not connected with gity 25.0% 12
business (ex: congratulating a local
sports team on a recent victory or
posting general questions like “What
are you doing this weekend?”)

Promotion of local businesses or other 18.8% 9
commercial interests

Links to third-party information, such 33.3% 16
as newspaper articles or research studies

| don't know 2.1% 1
Other (please specify) 3
n= 48

Other responses:
* Because we have not launched our social media #iese responses are not
yet set.
* Chamber and Business Association sites

 We do not allow comments



76

12.Does the city actively review and manage commentgiestions left by members of

public on the city’s Facebook page?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 81.3% 39
No 16.7% 8
| don’t know 2.1% 1
n= 48

13. Does the city take action, provide informationatiempt to resolve issues based upon

comments left by members of the public on the sifyacebook page?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 83.3% 40
No 14.6% 7
| don't know 2.1% 1
n= 48

14.Does the city review or evaluate the effectiverasts use of Facebook?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 64.6% 31
No 27.1% 13
| don't know 8.3% 4
n= 48

15.1f yes, how does the city review or evaluate tHeativeness of its use of Facebook?

Text Box Response Count
n= 27
Responses:
e Survey

« Evaluate the of number of Friends, Likes and Visits
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We are currently reviewing the use of commentsofsght now, we will
likely turn the comment feature off.

Review and evaluation of the effectiveness hayebbeen determined since
we have not launched our social media program.

Facebook statistics, types of comments and question

Klout, Google Analytics, Facebook Insights

Facebook Insights

Number of postings and visits and input gatherethfthe public on
important issues and topics.

Monitor likes, impressions, activities, etc.

The current evaluation is done manually based edifack.

Reviewing Page feedback on www.engagecanyonlake.com

Facebook provided statistics

Every attempt is made to make items posted to dovelfook trackable in at
least one format: link analytics, web analytics &adebook insight stats. At
least once a month, we do an analysis of how manoplp are engaged with
the Facebook, they types of information that retesaith them, and how
much that information is shared. Each FacebodkHas some objective
(e.g. drive people to look at a specific blog pmsiveb site page). Depending
on the sensitivity of that outcome, we may analjeresults daily so we can
adjust the strategy to maximize the results.

Very loosely - we will post "Facebook fan" specifiisevents, to see how

many people saw a post then came up to our bodkie &vent. | review the



78

stats provided by Facebook and watch which posts seiccessful. It is all
very anecdotal.

Review - PIO scans regularly for effective mesdaggth, format, links, etc.
Evaluate - Change in event participation and ahititsatisfy constituents'
inquiries or concerns.

Observation of feedback left in response to posts.

Review weekly stats sent by Facebook

Depending on the comments or articles that areedamtd the interaction
with the face book network of people who commentt@narticles.

We review and compare the weekly updates thateareby Facebook, also
by the number of followers on twitter, and usingki stats.

Number of hits

Review Facebook metrics to determine if peopleuaieg/viewing the
information.

We review the statistics provided by the site.

Comparing FB stats to attendance numbers, commnegots,

We review comments and cross check them with ocglb@ok policy. If
they are in violation of the policy we delete them.

Public comments, anecdotal information, numberiehfls

We use the Insights feature and we monitor refetabur website from FB
using Google Analytics.

By tracking activity, number of followers, comments

Feedback reports, number of fans, reader comments.
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16. What reasons did the city consider when decidings®social media? (check all that

apply)
Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Providing a convenient way constituents 93.5% 58
can get information and news about the
city
Updating constituents during 50.0% 31
emergencies
Engaging constituents in city affairs and 62.9% 39
issues
Providing an additional method of 37.1% 23
contacting the city to ask questions or
resolve issues
Marketing city programs, services, or 87.1% 54
events
Marketing local business or commercial 14.5% 9
interests
Recruitment and hiring 9.79 6
Networking 9.7% 6
| don’'t know 1.6% 1
Other (please specify) 2
n= 62

Other responses:

» Reaching out to the younger demographic

» Councilmember request

17.Does the city have an official, documented sociatlia policy?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Cou
Yes 46.8% 29
No 51.6% 32
| don't know 1.6% 1
n= 62




18.How long ago did it adopt the social media policy?
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Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
0-6 months 34.5% 10
7-12 months 17.2% 5
1-2 years 27.6% 8
2+ years 17.2% 5
| don’'t know 3.4% 1
n= 29

(check all that apply)

19. Which of the items listed below are contained waitthie city’s social media policy?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Definition or examples of social media 79.3% 23
Purpose of the city’s use of social media 89.7% 26
Who manages or administers the city’s 69.0% 20
social media tools

Who is authorized to use social media 72.4% 21
on the city’s behalf

The way employees should behave 79.3% 23
when using social media on the city’s

behalf

Record retention 58.6% 17
Type of information that can be posted 72.4% 21
What information is considered 75.9% 22
inappropriate and can be edited or

removed by the city)

The extent to which the city monitors 55.2% 16
and responds to the public’'s comments

or posts to the city’s social media tools

Restrictions or rules on the public’s use 55.2% 16
or interaction with the city’s social

media tools

| don’t know 3.4% 1
Other (please specify) 3.4% 1
n= 29

Other responses:

» Visit the City of EIk Grove policy on Facebook/Tteit
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20.Does the city have a person or persons whose prireaponsibility is managing the

city’s social media tools?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Yes 56.5% 35
No 43.5% 27
| don't know 0.0% 0
n= 62

21.To your knowledge, has the city ever had any ofdfewing problems with its use of

social media? (check all that apply)

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count

Unauthorized use of the city’s official 3.1% 1
social media tools by staff members not
authorized to use them
Inappropriate use or use inconsistent 3.1% 1
with the city’s social media policy of

the city’s official social media tools by
staff members authorized to use them

Complaints by citizens of a lack of use 6.3% 2
or too infrequent use

Complaints by citizens of overuse of 3.1% 1
“spamming” of information by the city

Inappropriate commenting or posting 56.3% 18
(including “spamming”) by members gf

the public

“Hacking” or other unauthorized use af 3.1% 1
the city’s social media tools by

members of the public or other

unknown entities

| don’'t know 25.0% 8
Other (please specify) 18.8% 6
n= 32

Other responses:
« No

« No such issues
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* We have a posted comment policy, and the most émquiolation is posting

of commercial content on our wall and (now, duramgelection year)

political content - though not by our own electeds.

* None of the above

* Someone made their own city of Beaumont Facebog& pad started

posting our own press release to it. it was onfst kg for a few months and

then disappeared.

the city is using social media tools?

The city has not encountered any problems

22.To your knowledge, are city executives generallp@of the way and extent to which

Answer Options

Response Percent

Response Count

Yes 81.0% 51
No 7.9% 5
| don't know 11.1% 7
n= 63

which the city is using social media tools?

23.To your knowledge, are city executives generallygyaabout the way and extent to

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
City executives are happy with the way 46.0% 29
and extent to which the city uses social

media tools

City executives would like to see an 31.7% 20
increase in the city’s use of social megia

tools

City executives would like to see a 0.0% 0
decrease in the city’s use of social

media tools

| don’t know 22.2% 14
n= 63
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24.May the researcher identify your city when discagghe survey results in the final

thesis?
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Yes 80.2% 65
No 19.8% 16
n= 81

25.Would you like to receive the aggregate resulthisf survey?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Yes 92.6% 75
No 7.4% 6
n= 81
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Table of Cities that Responded to Survey

Cities that Agreed to be Identified

City Name | County Population | Per Capita Ratio of Followersto
Income Population

American

Canyon Napa 19,454 18,440 N/A

Apple San

Valley, CA | Bernardino 69,13% 17,830 3.80%

Atherton San Mateo 6,914 112,408 N/A

Atwater Merced 28,168 15,162 N/A

Beaumont Riverside 36,877 14,141 4.42%

Beverly

Hills Los Angeles 34,109 65,507 2.63%

Biggs Butte 1,707 12,386 N/A

Canyon

Lake Riverside 10,561 29,646 0.91%

Carlsbad,

Calif. San Diego 105,328 34,863 0.51%

Carmel-by-

the-Sea Monterey 3,722 48,739 N/A

Cathedral

City Riverside 51,20( 16,215 N/A

Claremont Los Angeles 34,926 28,843 N/A

Colusa Colusa 5,971 15,251 2.45%

Commerce Los Angeles 12,823 11,117 0.50%

Coronado San Diego 24,697 34,656 0.46%

Dana Point | Orange 33,351 37,938 N/A

El Centro Imperial 42,598 13,874 11.10%

Elk Grove Sacramento 153,015 20,916 1.06%

Fairfield Solano 105,321 20,617 0.48%

Folsom Sacramento 72,203 30,210 N/A

Fountain

Valley Orange 55,313 26,521 N/A

Gilroy, CA | Santa Clara 48,821 22,071 1.11%

Half Moon

Bay San Mateo 11,324 37,963 N/A

Hughson Stanislaus 6,640 13,636 2.45%

Huntington

Beach Orange 189,992 31,964 0.76%

Irvine Orange 212,375 32,196 1.52%

Jackson Amador 4,651 21,399 35.63%
Contra

Lafayette Costa 23,893 54,319 N/A
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City Name | County Population | Per Capita Ratio of Followersto
Income Population

Lemon

Grove San Diego 25,320 17,002 0.23%

Lodi San Joaquin 62,134 18,719 0.97%

Los Gatos Santa Clara 29,413 56,094 N/A

Mission

Viejo Orange 93,30% 33,302 1.30%

Mt. Shasta Siskiyou 3,394 20,629 N/A

Newark,

California Alameda 42,5773 23,641 N/A

Newport

Beach Orange 85,186 63,015 2.05%

Norwalk Los Angeles 105,549 14,022 0.21%

Ojai Ventura 7,461 25,670 N/A
Contra

Orinda Costa 17,643 65,428 N/A

Oroville Butte 15,544 12,345 1.34%

Pacifica San Mateo 37,234 30,183 N/A

Patterson Stanislaus 20,413 14,746 N/A
Contra

Pleasant hill| Costa 33,157 33,076 2.33%

Portola Plumas 2,104 14,734 N/A

Portola

Valley San Mateo 4,358 99,621 N/A

Redwood

City San Mateo 76,815 34,042 N/A

Roseuville,

CA Placer 118,788 27,021 1.06%

Sacramento| Sacramentp 466,488 18,721 1.77%

San

Anselmo Marin 12,336 41,977 0.00%

San Carlos San Mateo 28,406 46,628 10.11%

San Pablo, | Contra

CA Costa 29,139 14,303 0.43%
Santa

Santa Maria| Barbara 99,553 13,780 N/A

Santa

Monica Los Angeles 89,736 42,874

Seaside Monterey 33,025 15,183 N/A

Sebastopol Sonoma 7,379 22,881 41.04%

Sierra

Madre Los Angeles 10,917 41,104 3.33%

Sonora Tuolumne 4,903 19,248 1.47%

South

Pasadena Los Angeles 25,619 32,620 9.51%

Stanton Orange 38,186 14,197 N/A
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City Name | County Population | Per Capita Ratio of Followersto
Income Population

Suisun City | Solano 28,111 20,386 10.27%
Truckee Nevada 16,180 26,786 N/A
Tulare Tulare 59,278 13,655 N/A
Upland Alameda 73,732 23,343 N/A
Villa Park Orange 5,812 53,103 N/A
Waterford Stanislaus 8,456 13,933 N/A
Yountville Napa 2,933 30,721 N/A

Cities That Requested Not to be I dentified
An additional sixteen cities responded to the sparmrd requested that they not be
identified in connection with the survey resulfhese cities are located throughout the state,

have a mean population of 52,815, a median populati 32,613, and an average ratio of

followers to population of 2.2%.
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