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Media Perceived Value in Social Media:
Scale Development and Validation

Zhang Mingmin( South China Normal University)
Ye Yinjiao Xu Ping( University of Rhode Island)

Abstract: In order to explain the audience’s media consumption behavior this paper introduces the con—
cept of perceived value explains the connotation of social media perceived value from the perspective of com—
munication and constructs the corresponding research model. The research finds that: the social media per—
ceived value includes information value organizational communication value social networking entertainment
value and social status value and develops the related scale( MPV scale) ; There is a hierarchical relationship
between dimensions.The information value and organizational communication value have a significant driving
effect on the latter three dimensions.The research also reveals the structural relationship among the five meas—
urement dimensions and verifies the structural model of media perceived value( MPV Model) .The developed
scale with good reliability and validity can be used as a measurement tool of media perceived value( MPV
scale) in future studies.

Key words: media perceived value; social media; scale development; uses and gratifications; structural

equation model
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