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Confirmatory Factor Analysis on Gender Differences in the Use of

Social Network Services among College Students
Keol Lim’

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at examining the differences between male college students and female ones in the use of social
network services(SNSs) by conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis. For the research, a total of valid 496 students
participated in the survey with the research questionnaire having 4 factors and 16 related elements. From the EQS structural
equation modeling statistics package, both males and females showed similar purposes of using SNSs such as relationships,
information distribution, collaboration, and feedbacks with appropriate goodness of fit indices. Configural, measurement, and
structural invariance testings indicated that both searching friends/socializing activities and producing/sharing information
were closely related each other among males. Producing and sharing information were also related each other and the
information distribution factor was closely connected to knowledge building activities among females. As suggestions, an
approach in terms of gender differences, rather than gender gaps, should be highlighted in the use of SNSs so that

appropriate development and usage strategies should be facilitated considering gender differences.
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Table 1. Research participants
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Table 3. Goodness-offit results for males

Goodness-of-Fit summary for method = robust
Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi-square = 154.0063 on
96 degrees of freedom
Probability value for the Chi-square statistic is
.00016

Fit Indices

Bentler-bonett normed fit index = .938
Bentler-bonett non-normed fit index = .969
Comparative fit index (CFl) = .976

Bollen’s (IFl) fit index = .976

Mcdonald’s (MFI) fit index = .900

Root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA)
= .047

90% confidence interval of RMSEA (.033, .060)
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Table 4. Standardized solution results for males
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Table 5. Goodness-offit results for females

Goodness-of-Fit summary for method = robust

Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi-square = 146.8845 on
96 degrees of freedom

Probability value for the Chi-square statistic is
.00065

Fit Indices

Bentler-bonett normed fit index = .917
Bentler-bonett non-normed fit index = .961
Comparative fit index (CFl) = .969

Bollen’s (IFl) fit index = .970

Mcdonald’s (MFI) fit index = .891

Root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA)
= .049

90% confidence interval of RMSEA (.032, .064)

39 29 EROR SR Rzt
v1 .768 .590
v2 773 .598
F1
v3 .856 732
v4 456 .208
v5 .680 463
V6 748 .559
F2
v7 766 587
v8 639 408
v9 .866 750
v10 934 872
F3
v11 .846 .716
v12 .854 729
v13 784 616
v14 .850 722
F4
v15 .780 .609
v16 791 .626

3 £ %3 F2¢9} F12949] &
3, E63k E59| eatg-iato] A A HoH, o] 5
< &8t Byl AFAHAT. FAHARYY
Cronbach Alpha=.93, Rho | 5=94%3 0.1 A& 2
et 2

F2HE QUYHE AAE TS <E 63} 2O
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£ 6 0NNE EX3 20195

Table 6. Standardized solution results for females

i 29 &1l R*%
v1 693 480
v2 855 743
F1
v3 713 509
v4 502 252
v5 690 476
v6 680 462
F2
v7 844 713
v8 642 412
v9 896 803
v10 948 899
F3
V11 909 826
v12 471 (:323) 545
v13 846 716
v14 837 702
F4
v15 745 554
v16 670 449
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2kl 7} 91-& Aol & H At
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Table 7. Tests for invariance of factorial structures

T SB )(2 df *CFI *RMSEA
Configural 301.1555 192 973 .048
Mesurement 366.8390 207 .960 .056
Structural 371.2329 213 .960 .055

T ;’;ﬂf%‘ *AS-By? Adf p
Configural .037, .058 N/A N/A N/A
Mesurement | .046, .065 65.6835 15 <.001
Structural .045, .064 70.0774 21 <.001

A7) AFE Hlgo R, <O 1> HuE 897
z 437t =4 H%0 .

<o 3>

3% 1. Yo o7 A

Fig. 1. The results of the factorial structures
among groups
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