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Abstract 
Social networking includes social networking sites (SNSs) as well as apps. The 
purpose of this thesis was to investigate the impact of social networking tech-
nology on students. The research questions focused how university students 
experience their interaction with social networking regarding advantages and 
disadvantages, and for what purposes they are using it personal, professional or 
study). A quantitative surveys study was used and data was collected through 
online questionnaires delivered via SNSs, e-mails and through delivery and col-
lection method. 122 valid responses were collected and 17 invalid responses 
were discarded. The questionnaire framework was built by means of the con-
cept of ease of use from Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and the five 
values of Uses and Gratification Theory; “purposive value”, “self-discovery”, 
“maintaining interpersonal interconnectivity”, “social enhancement value” and 
“entertainment value”. The findings showed that 64% considered themselves 
to be positively influenced by SNSs and 27% to be neither positively or nega-
tively influenced. Only 11 % considered that SNSs influenced them negatively. 
According to our findings, some of the most frequent advantages are keeping 
in touch with family and friends, cost and time efficient, easy to use and enter-
taining. And for the disadvantages, the responses were mostly time consuming, 
health issues, privacy issues, addiction to technology and cyber bulling. The 
majority of respondents reported using SNS firstly for personal use, secondly 
for study use and the professional use was the least selected. 88% of the re-
spondents thought that it is easy to use SNSs. The purposive value of SNS use 
was to get information, the self-discovery value to learning about oneself and 
others, for the maintaining interpersonal connectivity, to stay in touch, and for 
the entertainment value, it was to pass time away when bored. The results indi-
cated that the social enhancement value was not very important for the re-
spondents. 
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1Introduction 
This chapter had the purpose to introduce the reader to our selected topic of research. We 
started by introducing the background in which we discussed networking. Furthermore, we 
described and discussed the problem, and the purpose of our research that follows from 
the problem statement. Finally, we presented the definitions and delimitations.  

1.1 Background 
Speedy development of information and communication technologies in latest the years is 
associated with a corresponding growth in interest in computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) (Simpson, 2002). From a technical perspective, CMC has been around since the 
first electronic digital computer was invented. Since the 1960s, people have been com-
municating by means of, computer technology (Thurlow, Lengel & Tomic, 2004). The label 
of CMC basically refers to any human communication achieved with the help of computer 
technology. Furthermore, there is a partly more enigmatic definition from 1997: “Computer 
Mediated Communication is a process of human communication via computers, involving people, situated in 
particular contexts, engaging in processes to shape media for a variety of purposes” (Thurlow et al., 2004, 
p. 15). 

A large number of new services and applications that simplify collective action and social 
interaction online with huge amount of multimedia information exchange and evolution of 
aggregate knowledge have come to prevail the Web. Here we refer to terms such as Web 
2.0, online communities and social computing (Parameswaran & Whinston, 2007). Accord-
ing to Huijboom, Broek, Frissen, Kool, Kotterink, Nielsen and Millard (2009), “when survey-
ing the literature on social computing, it becomes apparent that these systems are continuing to grow in popu-
larity and penetration across the globe. Social computing can be understood as the systems concerned with 
creating value through the aggregation of large numbers of individual contributors generated in computer me-
diated social networks and platforms” (p. 46). Parameswaran and Whinston (2007) claimed that 
it is because of the extensive availability of broadband connectivity and more powerful per-
sonal computers that social computing has started growing as a phenomenon. Social com-
puting moved computing to the edges of the network, and enable individual users with 
even relatively low technological knowledge of using the Web to be a part of social interac-
tion, show their creativity, contribute their experiences, create and share content and pub-
lish information and propaganda. There are different types of social computing platforms, 
for example blogs, Wikipedia, Peer to Peer networks, YouTube as a social software plat-
form, social websites, etc. These platforms have added an exciting new dimension to the 
Internet. 

The evolution of the World Wide Web and shift from Web 1.0 to Web 2.0 is causing deli-
cate but deep changes in the ways people access information communicate with and learn 
from each other. These technological changes are driving changes in human behavior, in-
teractions, and knowledge learning: “The paradigms for learning have already evolved beyond tradi-
tional classroom models to synchronous and asynchronous, interactive, and collaborative learning, which is 
further extended by Web 2.0 tools and social networking approaches … in the Web 2.0 environment, so-
cial networking is linked to technological services and software that make it possible for people to communi-
cate with others from anywhere, at any time … thus, Web 2.0 tools foster interaction, collaboration, and 
contribution. An essential feature is user generated content enabling sharing, co-creating, co-editing, and co-
construction of knowledge reflecting the collective intelligence of the users.” (Gunawardena, Hermans, 
Sanchez, Richmond, Bohley & Tuttle, 2009, p. 4). 
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The term “social networking sites” come from “social network”, which depute the rela-
tionships and flows between people, groups, organizations, animals, computers or other in-
formation or knowledge processing entities, starting as a simple website that provides users 
by creating profiles, friends list and browsing through their friends list. Social Networking 
Sites (SNS) have developed dramatically as technology changes with new mobile dimen-
sions and features (Aimeur, Gambs & Ho, 2010). CMC, including social-networking sites, 
offer potential for gratifying the need for connection with others (Chen, 2011). SNSs, these 
virtual communities, like other modern technological improvements, exploded in populari-
ty in an extremely short time-span (Byrnside, 2008). Some examples of SNSs would be Fa-
cebook, LinkedIn, Twitter, YouTube, MySpace, etc. that provide users with different types 
of interaction (Aimeur et al., 2010). 

1.2 Problem 
Devadoss and Anand (2013) consider young population as the major assets of a nation; 
hence we should focus on their energy to dissipate it for the benefits of a nation and hu-
manity in as a whole. The majority of the social media users are young people and using 
these websites is among the most common activity of their daily lives. The rate of online 
social networks membership has exploded exponentially (Cheung, Chiu & Lee, 2011). 
Cheung et al., (2011) believe that Facebook is the most popular online social networking 
site among university students and it is crucial for the academic community to do study on 
the student’s use of these websites. 

Ellison (2007) made the connection between the topic of Social Networking and CMC and 
stated that it is a component of CMC.  In our literature review of the field, we have discov-
ered that most of studies refer to the relationship between CMC and humans, which can be 
considered as a subcategory of Human Computer Interaction (HCI). The field of HCI is 
very vast. For that reason, we wanted to focus more on CMC and to see how it can be ana-
lyzed in a particular age group, and more social media than one. Most previous studies are 
done on a very narrow or specific topic, such as Facebook. In order to become more spe-
cific, we decided to study social networking which is a component of social computing ac-
cording to what Pascu (2008) explained.  

When making a connection between CMC and SNS, we found that authors suggest that 
the study of young or youth or students is important. For example, Valaitis (2005) stated 
that the impact of CMC on adults and youth should be investigated. Furthermore Verrijdt 
(2009) also insisted on the importance of studies on the impact of CMC on different age 
groups, especially adolescents, as well as Sooryamoorthy (2011). Moreover, “few studies have 
investigated technology adoption targeting the individual at the level of society, community, or lifestyle experi-
ence. There is little research that approaches adoption in the context of social computing, and to our 
knowledge, no models have been developed to investigate this phenomenon” (Vannoy & Palvia, 2010, p. 
149). Even though these authors refer to CMC their arguments can be taken into account 
since SNS is a part of CMC. 

1.3 Purpose and research questions 
The purpose of this thesis was to create a deeper understanding of students’ use social 
networking and the way it impacts their daily lives. In order to make it more specific we 
wanted to find out what are the advantages and disadvantages of using diverse social net-
working technologies. 

The research questions were: 
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How do university students experience their interaction with social networking? 

Why are they using it (for personal, professional or study purposes)? 

1.4Delimitations 
In order to delimit our thesis, we chosen to target our data collection to students or univer-
sity students in order to capture as many responses as possible, all other data collected was 
not used in the analysis. 

Another delimitation was a geographical one; our data was not collected from other loca-
tions beside the students of Jonkoping University. 

The data collection was done only in English. 

We collected the data using the following mechanisms: delivery and collection, email-based 
and web-based questionnaire. 

1.5 Definitions 

1.5.1Definition of Apps 

When we refer to social networking technologies we refer to both SNSs and apps used for 
SNS. Applications should not be confused with apps. Applications are fully functional 
software with multiple functionalities while apps are created to serve a single purpose or 
functionality. 

The social revolution brought us a great amount of new ways to communicate, but it was 
actually the iPhone that drove the giant leap of these communication tools from the desk-
top into our pockets, called mobile apps. Johnson (2011) has collected some of the favorite 
social apps and organized them into categories such as chat and messaging (Skype, Yahoo! 
Messenger), photography (Instagram and Flickr), location (Foursquare), fashion (Go Try It 
On), dating (Skout and Dating for Facebook) and more.  

1.5.2Definition of Technology and types associated with CMC 

Thackeray and Hunter (2010) provide technology-related terms that describe different 
types of technology used by the youth: 

Social networking site: An online community where people can create their personal pro-
files and organizations can create pages. It permits users to keep contact with their friends, 
improve their existing social networks, find new friends and expand networks. 

Application: Features on social networking sites that made it possible for people to cus-
tomize their page and interact with each other. For example photos, groups, events, gifts, 
videos, notes are considered as application. 

Wall or Comments: The space on a social networking sites (SNS) page where users’ friends 
can post comments. 

Group: A collection of people who share interest in a common issue. Groups share a 
common SNS page and share and discuss ideas on message or discussion boards. 

Mobile phones: A communication device that applies wireless technology to send infor-
mation or communication across distances either to other devices or people. Cell phones 
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were the most common in this category. Web-enabled mobile devices made it possible to 
access the Internet. 

Multimedia Services (MMS): Audio, video, or picture images sent from one mobile phone 
to another one are considered as multimedia services. 

Short Message Service (SMS): Text message sent from one mobile phone to another. 

Other Internet Based Technologies are as follows: 

RSS Real Simple Syndication: A one-stop shopping for updates, a web feed or reader that 
automatically notifies subscribers of new content available on websites or pages. 

Twitter: A social networking service also referred to as micro blogging which allows people 
to share brief (140 characters or less) updates on their location, activities and thoughts with 
their followers. Messages can be sent or received using a mobile phone or the Internet. 

Blog: A type of webpage where a person makes regular entries such as text, photos or vid-
eos. Individual blogs can contain personal information, thoughts and feelings, and organi-
zation or topic-based blogs tend to be content specific. Readers can comment on posts. 

Podcast: An audio or video file that is distributed over the Internet and can be listened to 
on a computer of mp3 player. 

1.5.3Definition of Social Computing 

Masunaga (2012) has done an investigation on what the term social computing means in 
the context of collective intelligence, and realized that the definition, meaning and model-
ing of social computing have not necessarily been clarified, yet. However, Vannoy and Pal-
via (2010) claimed that because of the aborning nature of social computing, there is no 
widely accepted or recognized definition of it. However, this phenomenon is being recog-
nized in both academia and industry. Here, we present some definitions on social compu-
ting from academic and industry perspective: “The University of Michigan’s School of Information 
defines social computing as online communities, social networks, and user-contributed content”, while For-
rester Research provides the following definition: “Easy connections brought about by cheap devic-
es, modular content, and share computing resources having a profound impact on our global economy and so-
cial structure.” The Social Computing Group at IBM suggests that social computing is “digital 
systems that provide a social context for our activities.” (p. 151), although their research leaded to 
the following definition of social computing: “intra -group social and business actions practiced 
through group consensus, group cooperation, and group authority, where such actions are made possible 
through the mediation of information technologies, and where group interaction causes members to conform 
and influences others to join the group” (Vannoy & Palvia, 2010, p. 151). 

1.5.4Definition of Social Networking Sites (SNSs) 

Social networking has numerous definitions (Stroud, 2008). “Social networking sites” is 
considered as a term which comes from “social network”, indicates relationships and flows 
between people, groups, organizations, computers or other information/knowledge pro-
cessing entities (Aimeur, Gambs & Ho, 2010). 

Boyd and Ellison (2007) provided a more formal definition of SNS as web-based services 
that allow individuals to build a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, 
communicate with a list of other users they share a connection with, and view and go 
through their list of connections and other connections made by others within the system. 
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However, Aimeur et al., (2010) believed that this definition falls short of describing newly 
emerging SNS such as Twitter or resource-sharing websites with social networking compo-
nents such as YouTube and Picasa. Furthermore, this definition does not deal with the pri-
vacy concerns that emerge in an online community. Therefore, they presented a wider def-
inition of SNS as “websites that allow users to: 

- connect with other users by befriending (Facebook), following (Twitter), subscribing (YouTube). 

- interact with content posted by other users, for example by commenting, replying or rating, 

- restrict their own content to authorized users only” (Aimeur et al., 2010, p. 173). 

It is also defined as the practice of extending knowledge by making connections with indi-
viduals of similar interests. SNSs are perceived as online spaces with the possibility of being 
customized by their users (Gunawardena, et al., 2009). 

The terms of social networks and social networking sites are used interchangeably in this 
thesis.  
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2Theoretical framework 
This chapter provids the reader with the required theoretical foundations related to Social 
Networking Sites. The covered areas are CMC, Social Computing, Social Networks and 
Social Networking Sites. Moreover, related theories and the applied model of the survey 
study are introduced. 

2.1 Theoretical Background 

2.1.1Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) 

Computers and electronic networks have changed the shape of communication, and actual-
ly revolutionized it. Networked organization was one of the results of this development in 
computers and telecommunication networks, which replaced papers by electronic forms of 
communications. Broadly acceptance of different types of CMC mediums increased the or-
ganizations efficiency in term of communications and also decreased the cost and time in 
compare with the traditional way of communicating (Bordia, 1997). “Computer-mediated com-
munication (CMC) systems, in a variety of forms, have become integral to the initiation, development and 
maintenance of interpersonal relationships.” (Walther, 2011, p. 443). 

In the early 90s, Wasserman and Galaskiewicz considered CMC as a combination of tele-
communication networks and computers characteristics that made creating, processing, 
storing, exchanging and retrieving information conceivable. Information is the mostly 
communicational content between people. The process of communication using CMC can 
overcome the barriers most likely to occur in traditional communication process, such as 
time, distance, cost, etc. (Wasserman and Galaskiewicz, 1994). 

Ferris in the late 90s claimed that the term of CMC was considered as a new area of study 
and pointed to the increased number of users as a result of the lowered costs and easier ac-
cess to the computer technologies. He added that this area was attended by a fast growth of 
scholarly study of CMC. Ferris (1997) argued that generally CMC consists of both task-
related and interpersonal communication directed by computer and covered synchronous 
and asynchronous communication to and through personal or mainframe computer, such 
as communicating via chatting or email. Herring (2004) compared CMC with previous 
communication technologies and added that CMC in the late 1990s was in some respects 
basic and fragmented. It was mostly text-based, and its various modes were accessed by 
different means. Furthermore, Thurlow, et al. (2004) added any type of communication ful-
filled by humans assisted by the computers, either completely or partly is known as CMC.  

Widely acceptance of CMC and rapid growth of internet access created more and more 
possibilities for people with different roles in society. Scholars discovered that CMC influ-
ences people’s daily lives. For example, people with health-related concerns for whom it is 
difficult or impossible to have a face to face communication are engaged to participate in 
supportive communication with a network of individuals coping with similar problems 
(Wright & Bell, 2003).  

Some of the studies are investigating differences between groups using CMC and argued 
that minorities and immigrants are more likely to use CMC to recompense the lack of so-
cial capital and are more motivated to use CMC to keep existing family and friendships ties 
(Mesch, 2012). “In societies that reward individuals differentially according to income, prestige, and pow-
er, stratification systems result in a differential ability of individuals to gain access to jobs and residential lo-
cations (Massey, 2007). As a result, individual social associations tend to be with others of similar social 
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characteristics such as age, gender, marital status, ethnicity, religion and nationality.” (McPherson, 
Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2002; Mesch & Talmud, 2006, 2010). (Mesch, 2012, p. 321). 

Mesch, Talmund and Quan-Hasse (2012) pinpointed the dramatically increased use of so-
cial media by young people as the first adopters and the most frequent users of email, social 
network sites, and instant messaging as a key tool for students to stay connected with exist-
ing friends and family, as well as to create new friendships. 

2.1.2Social Computing 

Social computing is considered as an emerging (Vannoy & Palivia, 2010) and global (Pascu, 
2008) phenomenon. Vannoy and Palivia (2010) believe that a combination of human inno-
vation with the internet, networking and communication technologies have procreated a 
social and business networking platform, formation of community, and communication 
that is known as social computing. Masunaga (2012) examined two senses regarding social 
computing in order to investigate a formal model of it. One is the weaker sense of social 
computing that refers to the concept of making available social functions, i.e. the commu-
nication between human over the internet, or creating community and publishing the in-
formation via the Web, which is very conscious of society. The other one is the stronger 
sense of social computing that “refers to the realization of a function involving democratic decision-
making or public opinion formation or knowledge formulation by a group of people belonging to the web so-
ciety” (p. 317). Pascu (2008) has selected seven areas of content creation in social computing 
as blogging, podcasting, multi-media sharing, collaborative user-generated content, social 
networking, social tagging and social gaming. 

By reviewing the literature on social computing, it appears that these systems are growing 
in popularity and influencing the society, continuously across the globe (Huijboom, Broek, 
Frissen, Kool, Kotterink, Nielsen & Millard, 2009; Byrnside, 2008). Huijboom et al., (2009) 
enumerated four categories of social computing impact as political, social-cultural, organi-
zational and legal impact. 

2.1.3 Social Networks and Social Networking Sites (SNSs) 

Whenever the term Web 2.0 is mentioned, the phrase social networking will not be far be-
hind. Social networking websites are regularly topics of discussion in the general media 
(Stroud, 2008). Gunawardena et al., (2009) defined social networking as “the practice of ex-
panding knowledge by making connections with individuals of similar interests. In the Web 2.0 environ-
ment, social networking is linked to technological services and software that make it possible for people to 
communicate with others from anywhere, at any time.” (p. 4). 

 

Figure 2-1 Comparison between the focus of Web 1.0 and 2.0 technologies (Gunawardena 
et al., 2009, p. 4) 
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Figure 2-2 Evolution of learning from Web 1.0 to 2.0 (Gunawardena et al., 2009, p. 5) 

Anderson (2009) considered social networking as a term that is in common use only since 
2003. This term has been defined by many researchers and generally it refers to networked 
tools that allow people to meet, interact and share ideas, artifacts and interests with each 
other. Social networking applications have been phenomenally popular with sites such as 
Facebook, MySpace, SecondLife and LinkedIn that reached user numbers in the tens of 
millions. 

According to Li (2011), with the propagation of Web 2.0 technologies, there has been a 
significant growth of the number of people contributing in online SNs. These SN web sites 
provide users with a suite of valuable features at no or minimal cost. For example, some of 
the essential SNSs features are blogging, grouping, networking and instant messaging. The 
SNS features are not limited to only these features though (Li, 2011; Zhou, Xu, Li, Josang, 
& Cox, 2012). The new generation of Web applications is no longer read only and the Web 
users are no longer only consumers of information, but the “producers of information” 
(Zhou et al., 2012). 
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Stroud (2008) collected some of the social networking functionalities that are listed in fig-
ure 2-3. 

 
Figure 2-3 Social networking functionalities (Stroud, 2008, p. 279). 

As mentioned earlier, SNSs have become more and more popular with the rise of Web 2.0, 
the second generation of web-based communities, with increased opportunity of collabora-
tion and sharing between users through various applications. These sites are mostly popular 
among youth who use these new technologies to make instant communities of practice 
(Bosch, 2009). According to the literature review, it has been claimed that these online 
communication forms are mostly popular among adolescents and emerging adults 
(Subrahmanyam, Reich, Waechter & Espinoza, 2008). Lin and Lu (2011) added that SNS is 
a virtual environment that allows its users to connect to a social network and enables them 
to present themselves by sharing text, images and videos with their friends, like other 
members of the site and so on. These websites have turned into the established place for 
keeping contact with old friends and meeting new acquaintances (Aimeur et al., 2010). 

Typically the research on social network sites employ measures that treat SNS use as similar 
and homogenous, however the user-base, user practices, and feature sets of these tools are 
increasingly various (Smock, Ellison, Lampe& Wohn, 2011). Smock et al., (2011) explained 
that SNSs provide users with a diversity of communication tools. For example, Facebook 
permits users to broadcast messages to large audiences using status updates and wall posts, 
while also providing features, such as chat, for messages the user wants to keep private. 
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Whereas the diversity of features available on SNSs allow for similarly diverse forms of 
communication, previous research addressing the motivations for using SNSs have not ful-
ly considered the possibility that users may be attending to different features for different 
reasons. 

Li (2011) take another view of these websites and argue that SNSs are composed of users 
who interact with each other in an online community. Therefore, users’ behavior should be 
influenced not only by their own motivations, but also by other members within their 
online SNs. Regarding the role of the members, Stroud (2008) add that the members of so-
cial networks are driving these sites and the owners of these sites form the style of the net-
work, provide the functionality, creates/imports content and set the rules. But it is the on-
going levels of activity of the network users that determine the site’s remaining success. 
These sites are mainly used for casual social interaction and social relationship mainte-
nance, have received increasing attention recently in IT research. By reviewing the litera-
ture, Li (2011) found out that “some studies examined the direct effects of technology acceptance factors, 
knowledge sharing factors (altruism, reputation, etc.), social influence factors (social norms and community 
identification), critical mass, playfulness, trust, user satisfaction, self-efficacy, personal outcome expectations, 
and the indirect effects of performance accomplishment, social persuasion, information quality, source credi-
bility and disconfirmation function on usage behavior (Hsu and Lin, 2008; Jin et al., 2009; Lu and 
Hsiao, 2007; Sledgianowski and Kulviwat, 2009). Other studies explored the role of personality traits in 
one’s usage of these web sites (Lu and Hsiao, 2010; Ross et al., 2009). Another area of study is to look 
into the technological aspect of social software (Du and Wagner, 2006; Gao et al., 2010; Ip and Wagner, 
2008)” (p. 564). 

As claimed by other researchers, over the past decade, young people’s lives have been in-
fluenced by using the Internet to communicate. SNSs can be considered as the latest online 
communication tool that enables users to create a public or semi-public profile, create and 
view their own as well as other users’ online social networks and interact with people in 
their networks (Subrahmanyam, et al., 2008). Adolescents and young adults in college are 
the major users of the Internet relative to the general population, and use it widely for 
communication with peers. Lin and Lu (2011) also believe that as SNSs developed very fast 
in recent years, they have become the main media used by people to develop their online 
personal networks. These sites have influenced the daily life of their users and rapidly be-
came an important social platform for CMC. Some of the successful examples could be Fa-
cebook, MySpace and Friendster. Nowadays, SNSs are considered as the world’s fastest 
developing personal networking tool as they provide a new method of communicating, en-
gaging computers as a collaborative tool to speed up group formation and extend the 
group scope and its influence. Livingstone (2008) also stated that the explosion in social 
networking sites such as MySpace, Facebook, Bebo and Friendster is extensively consid-
ered as an exciting opportunity, especially for youth. 

According to Lange (2007), since SNSs obtain users and visibility, a wide range of websites 
have applied the features of SNSs. For example, YouTube started as a video sharing plat-
form, but it also offers users a personal profile page – called channel page- and added the 
feature of friending. Based on the research done on SNSs, the features and practices of so-
cial network sites differ across different sites.  
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2.2 History 
It makes sense to understand the history of social networks on the Internet. The use of the 
internet as a networking mechanism begun long before the birth of the web. Usenet is a 
distributed messaging system that has operated since 1979. It provides a forum for people 
to discuss online and to share rich media file. Unlike today's social networking sites, it is an 
“open” distributed system that is not owned or controlled by anyone or any company 
(Stroud, 2008). 

According to Chen (2011), in the early 1990s, when the Internet was called the World Wide 
Web, people created personal connections with each other through computer-conferencing 
systems. Ho (2012), claim that the connection and interaction features of a website are the 
main criteria that should be considered to determine whether or not a website is a SNS. 
However, it is important to keep in mind that these features predate the manifestation of 
SNS and already existed on the Internet for quite a long time. For example, many dating 
and community websites comprised the use of profiles as early as the 1990s. Moreover, In-
stant Messaging services such as AIM4 provided the concept of a list of Friends (one-way 
friends), while these lists were not made to be visible to others. Moreover, SixDegrees that 
was launched in 1997 was the first social networking site (Ho, 2012; Stroud, 2008; Chen, 
2011). This website allowed users to create profiles, list their Friends and in 1998 it includ-
ed the functionalities allowing users to overpass the Friends lists of their Friends. Stroud 
(2008) added that at the height of its success, the site had one million fully registered mem-
bers. The site was sold in 2000 for $125m. 

Chen (2011) mentioned another example of an early SNS, called WELL, Whole Earth ‘Lec-
tronic Link. The members of WELL held conversations via computer, shared unions, 
formed bonds, and, in some cases, met in real life. As computer interactivity became more 
developed, using the social networks became easier. 

Ho (2012) exemplified Friendster that was originally launched in 2002 as an online dating 
site. While most of the dating sites focused on introducing people to strangers with alike 
interests, Friendster was designed to help friends-of-friends meet, based on the assumption 
that friends-of-friends would make better romantic partners than strangers would. The au-
thor indicated that from 2003 onwards, plenty of SNSs were launched and nowadays, there 
are more than 300 SNSs that currently exist. 

A rash of sites followed SixDegrees.com, “including Ryze, MySpace, and then Facebook in 
2004“(Boyd & Ellison, 2007) and, finally, Twitter, two years later. Twitter is seeing more 
growth than either MySpace or Facebook, according to figures from Alexa.com, the web-
traffic ranking site2. Those figures show that for June 28, 2010, 6.45% of global Internet 
users visited Twitter, 2.52% visited MySpace, and 33.56% visited Facebook. Twitter’s per-
centage of global Internet visitors for that day was an increase of 25.79% since April 2010, 
compared with an increase of 10.04% for Facebook, and a drop of 16.7% for MySpace. 
“While social networks tend to flourish and then flounder, at least at the moment, Twitter seems to have 
strong appeal” (Chen, 2011, p. 756). Stroud (2008) revealed that MySpace has a similar story 
of mega growth as SixDegree.com. The site was launched in 2003 and was firstly used by 
the music community and its fans as a networking mechanism. Teenagers began joining en 
masse in 2004. As the site grew, three distinct populations began to form: musicians, teen-
agers and an older urban audience. By mid-2006, the site had over 100 million members. 
Facebook has appeared as a competitor to MySpace. Dissimilar to the other social net-
working sites, its origins are in academia rather than the commercial world. It was launched 
in early 2004as a networking forum for students at Harvard University. Membership was 
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expanded to other universities and then a separate network was created for US high 
schools. Since late 2006, the network has been available global to all users. In July 2007, the 
site had over 34 million active members. This remarkable growth prompted Microsoft to 
take a $ 240 million equity stake in the company, valuing Facebook at $ 15 billion. 

A recent report about the use of social networking technology has been done by Harvard 
university institute of politics in spring 2014 that revealed Facebook remains the dominant 
Platform in Social Network Preferences. The use of most social networking platforms and 
communications tools increased since the last poll was taken in the fall 2013. For example, 
the percentage of 18- to 29-year olds who have a: 

• Facebook grew from 79 percent to 84 percent; 
• Google+ account grew from 37 percent to 44 percent; 
• Twitter grew from 35 percent to 40 percent; 
• Instagram grew from 30 percent to 36 percent; 
• Pinterest grew from 25 percent to 33 percent; 
• Snapchat grew from 16 percent to 23 percent; and 
• Tumblr grew from 10 percent to 14 percent. 

 

 
Figure 2-4 Use of Social networking technology 

 

2.3   Classification of Social Networking Sites 
As mentioned earlier, the existing SNSs are very diverse in nature and promote different 
types of interactions and activities. Different researchers categorize the existing SNSs in 
different groups. For example, Sharma (2007) provided a comprehensive list of different 
types of SNS and categorize them into different categories such as Books, Business Net-
working and Professionals, Family, Friends, Hobbies and Interests, Media, Students and 
Social Bookmarking. Nations (2007) summarizes SNS into three main categories as Gen-
eral Purpose, Niche Sites with a specific theme and International Sites. 
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Another classification found by Gunawardena et al., (2009), that was developed by Erland-
son (2008) is presented as follows: Social networking refers to sites such as Facebook, 
MySpace, and LinkedIn, where users create a profile, create formal connections to people 
they know, communicate, and share preferences and interests. A very common social net-
working site that provides a 3-D virtual environment where users interact with each other 
through avatars is Second Life. Sites such as YouTube and blogs are classified as social 
publishing; Del.icio.us and Bibsonomy are considered as social book marking; Folksonomy 
and Tag Clouds belong to the category of social cataloging. Of great interest to online edu-
cators and trainers is the wiki, referred to as a collective intelligence tool that enables col-
laborative editing of documents on the Web. Merging wikis with several other social net-
working applications creates a great environment for communication and teach (Gun-
awardena et al., 2009). 

Ho (2012), added Huggins (2007) idea to the above classifications as to identify three dif-
ferent types of SNS: Personal Contact Management, Business Networking Websites and 
Cultural Trends Networking Websites. Lastly, the author added Privacy Rights Clearing-
house categories of SNSs divided into five main categories: Personal, Status update, Loca-
tion, Content sharing and Shared-interest networks.  

After reviewing different type of categories, we decided to choose the Ho (2012) categories 
to be applied in our study, as they are based on the criteria of how they affect users and the 
type of exchanged information among users. This classification has four different catego-
ries as Personal SNSs, Professional, Hobbies and Interests, and Functional. 

2.3.1 Personal SNS 

Personal SNS focus on giving the opportunity for users to connect with friends, relatives 
and the family members. In this category of SNSs, the users often upload a large amount of 
personal information on their profiles. Typical examples of personal SNS include Face-
book, QZone and Google (Ho, 2012). These examples are more described as follow ac-
cording to Ho (2012). 

• Facebook, founded by Mark Zuckerberg in 2004, was originally designed as a social 
networking site for Harvard students. After spreading from Harvard to other uni-
versities and down into high school, Facebook was opened to the public in 2006. 
On February 2012, Facebook had more than 845 million active users 13, of which 
483 million are daily users and has established as the leading SNS in 127 out of 136 
countries as highlighted in a report of Vicos Blog by Cosenza (2011). 

• QZone is a Chinese SNS created by Tencent Company in 2005. On November 
2011, this SNS had more than 536 million users and was considered as the second 
largest SNS in the world (Kemp, 2011). The most popular applications on QZone 
are blogs, pictures sharing and connecting with new friends. 

• Google+ is a SNS operated by Google launched in June 2011 in a Beta format, and 
later publicly released in September 2011. Google+ directly integrates different 
Google social services, such as Google Profiles and Google Buzz, but also intro-
duces new features such as Circles, Hangouts, Sparks and Huddles. 

2.3.2 Professional 

The main purpose of the second category, professional SNS, is to connect users with busi-
ness contacts, both old and new, as well as to help them to find a job or look for employ-
ees. For instance, LinkedIn, Xing and Doostang are Social Networking websites that young 
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professionals join mainly to speed up their career. The information on these SNS often 
comprises business contacts, expertise, recommendation and job offers. Most of the pro-
fessional SNS are structured in such a way that they can be used to manage customer rela-
tionships (Ho, 2012). 

• LinkedIn is a business-oriented SNS in which members invite other persons to be 
their “connections”, just in contrast with the term “friends” used by Facebook. 
LinkedIn is at the same time a contact management system and a social network, 
and has a business related question-and-answer section where users can share and 
receive business advices. 

• Xing is a SNS for business professionals that have more than 11.4 million members 
worldwide (as of September 2011). The members of XING have the opportunity 
of meeting and exchanging views with about 50,000 group specialists, while also 
meeting other members at networking events. 

2.3.3  Hobbies and Interests 

The SNSs in this category correspond mainly to places in which users share their hobbies 
and interests such as movies, Flixster, and music, Last.fm. As such, most information post-
ed on these websites cannot be used to directly identify a user and are often considered to 
be less sensible with respect to his privacy (Ho, 2012). 

“Stop watching bad movies” is the motto of Flixster. As such, Flixster merges a SNS com-
ponent with movie reviews and can be considered as the leading online destination for 
movie enthusiasts with more than 30 million visitors per month and 2 billion movie ratings 
(Buchanan, Paine, Joinson & Reips (2007). 

• Last.fm calls itself a social music site. Last.fm permits registered users to create 
their own radio station that learns the musical tastes of a person and suggests new 
tunes personalized to the user interest. Furthermore, users can listen to the radio 
stations of friends and other Last.fm users (Ho, 2012). 

2.3.4  Functional 

The last category of SNSs introduced by Ho (2012) is the Functional SNS category that 
provides different specific functionalities. For instance, blogging, photos sharing, status 
sharing, social bookmarking and reviews of product are considered as some of these func-
tionalities. “Often, these SNS does not necessarily capture demographic information but rather a large 
amount of personal information such as pictures. Examples of functional SNS include LiveJournal (blog), 
Picasa and Flickr (picture sharing), Digg and StumbleUpon (social bookmarking), Consmr (product re-
views)” (Ho, 2012, p. 11). 

• LiveJournal is a virtual community in which Internet users are enabled to manage a 
blog or a diary. In February 2012, more than 35 million accounts existed on 
LiveJournal with however only 1.9 million stated as “active in some way”. 

• Flickr is an image and video hosting website gathering an online community created 
by Ludicorp in 2004 and acquired by Yahoo one year later. Besides being a popular 
website for users to share and insert personal pictures, the service is extensively 
used by bloggers to host images that they embed in blogs and social media. In June 
2011, Yahoo reported that Flickr had a total of 51 million registered members and 
80 million unique visitors. 
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• Twitter is considered as a micro-blogging service and a SNS simultaneously. It ena-
bles its users to send and read text-based posts limited to 140 characters known as 
“tweets". Twitter was originally created in March 2006 by Jack Dorsey and 
launched the same year in July. The service quickly obtained a worldwide popularity 
with over 300 million users as of March 2011, generating over 300 million tweets 
and handling over 1.6 billion search queries per day. 

2.4 Advantages of SNS 
Devadoss and Anand (2013) stated some of the advantages of SNSs or the characteristics 
that make them different from other media: “1. they are easily accessible and relatively cheaper even 
sometimes free. 2. It allows everyone, including individuals to publish and access information unlike the in-
dustrial media for which vital resources are required for publishing information. 3. It is a decentralized me-
dia with minimum hierarchy which is distinguished by multiple points of production and uses. 4. It requires 
less specialized skill and technical training, once access is gained into it, it could be operated or used by any-
body with less difficulty. 5. It guarantees prompt and immediate response. However, since a good number of 
traditional/industrial media have begun to use similar facilities, this may not continue to be a distinctive 
feature of social media for a long time. 6. Social media unlike industrial/traditional one is ductile and mal-
leable. Errors in information could be corrected with immediate effect by way of comments and editing.” (p. 
258). 

2.5 Privacy risks in SNS 
Sometimes even without being aware of the possible risks, users leave enormous amount of 
personal information about themselves and their friends on the SNS (Aimeur et al., 2010; 
Byrnside, 2008). This information can result in privacy drifts such as damaging their reputa-
tion and credibility, security risks (for instance identity theft) and profiling risks. Many inci-
dents have reported in news and media out of these risks and SNS users have reasons to be 
concerned about their privacy. These are the reasons that defame the reputation of these 
SNSs. Even though most of the current SNS run some privacy tools including privacy set-
tings and the possibility of blocking users and to report spam, they are not flexible enough 
to protect users against privacy risks. Furthermore, even if SNS users can control the ac-
cess to their own profile, they cannot control what others disclose about them. Conse-
quently, it is possible for information to be passed on without one’s consent (Aimeur et al., 
2010). 

Another problem is that SNS providers have unrestricted access to users’ data. With this 
large amount of information, there are many commercial opportunities for businesses on 
SNS. Marketers who target specific type of customers can use stated, personal information 
gathered from SNS for purposes other than what users originally intend. Aimeur et al. 
(2010) reviewed different privacy risks that SNS users are subjected to, besides the interest-
ing aspects of these popular communication tools. The authors divided the privacy risks in-
to two categories: Security risks and Reputation and credibility risks. 

2.5.1 Security Risks 

Because of the large amount of personal information flowing in SNS, users may be unpro-
tected to online attacks, such as identity theft, phishing, scam, predator and other cyber-
crime. According to an internet security threat report on April 2008, SNS have become the 
next top targets for identity theft. Identity theft occurs when someone uses your personal 
information without your knowledge or agreement to commit a crime, such as deception or 
theft (Symantec, 2008). Currently with the default privacy settings of most SNS which set 
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all the user data to be available to everyone, a cybercriminal could easily get access to in-
formation about a user’s home, hobbies, interests and friends, and then impersonate a reli-
able friend or convince him that he has the authority to request more personal or financial 
data. Applications due to third parties place themselves as a great security risk, too. For ex-
ample, millions of users play games on Facebook, some of which want users to buy credit 
or invite as many friends as possible. By adding strangers as friends, providing credit card 
number or cell phone number, the users are exposed to the risk of being the victim of iden-
tity theft, phishing or to have their reputation damaged if the application diverts from its 
claimed purpose. 

2.5.2 Reputation and Credibility Risks 

Reputation is the social evaluation of the public to a person, a group of people or an organ-
ization. It is an important issue in many fields such as business, online communities or so-
cial status. With the appearance of SNS, users’ online reputation has expanded beyond In-
ternet. If user’s reputation is defective, it can also impact his credibility in real life. As more 
and more people turn to SNS to record their lives and socialize with friends, they are also 
learning that their words and pictures are reaching way beyond the circle of friends for 
whom they were intended. Aimeur et al., (2010) mentioned an example that in October 
2007, several officers from the Canada Border Services Agency who work in British Co-
lumbia were accused of posting inappropriate and offensive material, some of it directly re-
lated to their jobs, on Facebook. Nowadays, more and more employers are utilizing SNS to 
screen potential employees (Aimeur et al., 2010). Byrnside (2008) also believed that em-
ployers are becoming increasingly aware of these sites and the fact that social networking 
sites become more and more common place in today's society, they are taking advantage of 
the massive amount of newly available information to support them in their hiring deci-
sions and there is increasing attention being given to reports of employers rejecting appli-
cants or firing employees based on information revealed on these sites. Aimeur et al., 
(2010) continued that SNSs provide a sense of intimacy created by our community of 
online friends, this leads to these privacy risks that much more noticeable in SNS than per-
sonal website and blogs. With the incentive to communicate and maintain relationships 
with others, the amount of information exposed willingly by the user is much greater than 
on other media. Furthermore, SNSs make it extremely easy to upload many different forms 
of personal information, such as age, contact information (including home address and tel-
ephone numbers), photos, sexual orientation, and music preferences. 

2.6 Framework for the empirical study 
In order to target all the measurements related to the purpose of this study, we combined 
the constructs of two theories, the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) and the 
Uses and Gratification Model (Katz, 1959). 

According to Davis (1989), perceived ease of use refers to “the degree to which a person believes 
that using a particular system would be free of effort. This follows from the definition of “ease”: “freedom 
from difficulty or great effort.” Effort is a finite resource that a person may allocate to the various activities 
for which he or she is responsible (Radner and Rothschild, 1975). All else being equal, we claim, an appli-
cation perceived to be easier to use than another is more likely to be accepted by users” (p. 320). Based on 
our research we formulated the following item/question under this construct: It was easy 
for me to learn how to use SNS and SNS apps, I use SNS and SNS apps without difficul-
ties and I can easily explain how to use SNS and SNS apps to a friend. 
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Cheung, Chiu and Lee (2011) stated that according to Katz (1959), the uses and 
gratifications (U&G) paradigm concerns the media use from mass communications re-
search that emphases on individual use and choice of media. They added that the key pur-
pose of this paradigm is to explain why people select a particular medium over alternative 
communication media and clarifying the psychological motivation behind using the select-
ed medium. In this paradigm, it is assumed that the users are goal directed in their behavior 
and are conscious of their needs. The U&G paradigm consists of five values (or needs), 
that are extensively adopted to specify the use of virtual communities. These five values are 
purposive value, self-discovery, maintaining interpersonal interconnectivity, social en-
hancement, and entertainment value that explained in more details as following: 

“Purposive value refers to the value derived from accomplishing some pre-determined informational and in-
strumental purpose. 

Self-discovery refers to the understanding and deepening salient aspects of one’s self through social interac-
tions. 

Maintaining interpersonal interconnectivity refers to the social benefits derived from establishing and main-
taining contact with other people such as social support, friendship, and intimacy. 

Social enhancement refers to the value that a participant derives from gaining acceptance and approval of 
other members, and the enhancement of one’s social status within the community on account of one’s contri-
bution to it. 

Entertainment value refers to fun and relaxation through playing or otherwise interacting with others.” 
(Cheung, et al., 2011, p. 1338). 

In table 2-1, the survey items/questions based on the constructs ease of use, purposive val-
ue, self-discovery, interpersonal interconnectivity, social enhancement and entertainment 
value are presented. 
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Table 2-1 Table of constructs 

Construct Items/ Questions 

 

Perceived ease of use  

It was easy for me to learn how to use SNS and SNS apps. 

I use SNS and SNS apps without difficulties. 

I can easily explain how to use SNS and SNS apps to a friend. 

 

Purposive value 

To get information 

To learn how to do things 

To provide others with information 

To contribute to a pool of information 

To generate ideas 

To negotiate or bargain 

To get someone to do something for me 

To solve problems 

To make decision 

 

Self-discovery value 

To learn about myself and others 

To gain insight into myself 

 

Maintaining interpersonal in-
terconnectivity 

To have something to do with others 

To stay in touch 

 

Social enhancement value 

To impress 

To feel important 

 

Entertainment value 

To be entertained 

To play 

To relax 

To pass the time away when bored 

 

 
18 



 

3 Methods 
This chapter served purpose as the research design description. It started from two similar 
research processes: the one from Williamson (2002) and the one from Oates (2006). 

 

 

 

We used the Williamson model (2002) in order to illustrate our research process. The first 
action of our thesis process was to choose a topic. We had started from the field of human 
computer interaction (HCI), then we looked into CMC and we searched what sort of stud-
ies are lacking or which studies appear for further researching. After extensive research we 
have decided that we will do an investigation on the impact of SNS on students. 

Our research questions where developed and improved until the framework was complexly 
decided on.  

The first chapter was developed after an extensive literature review in order to construct a 
background of the subject, to define the problem, purpose and research questions. Fur-
thermore the chapter contains definitions and the delimitations of our work. Our next step 
was to perform another search in order to develop the theoretical framework which is di-
vided in three sub chapters which are theoretical background, history and classification of 
SNS. The other next step was to define our sample. We have chosen to investigate students 
through an investigation done by collecting data from the students at Jonkoping University. 

The next chapter we introduced before the methodology chapter is the framework, which 
is an important part of the thesis. 

Figure 3-1 Qualitative research model (Williamson, 2002, p. 33) 
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The methodology chapter started with a description of our method and the steps that were 
done in order to create this thesis. The chapter was designed into four subchapters as fol-
lowing: the research design, in which we explain who we designed the research; the data 
collection, in which we describe how the data was collected and explicit information on 
why collect the data this way; the third step is the methodology for data analysis and the 
last sub chapter is where we have discussed the ethics of this research. This chapter cov-
ered the designing the research plan from Williamson (2002). 

The next step was doing the data collection through designing the questionnaire and post-
ing it online in a Facebook group that were created by students from Jonkoping University 
for students at Jonkoping University.  

Analysis and interpreting the data was the next step, which will be found in chapter 6. 

The final step will be reporting the findings in the conclusion section: results discussion, 
methods discussion, implications for research, implications for practice and future research  

3.1 Research design 
We chose a survey research design. Survey research, according to Williamson (2002) and 
Oates (2006), is used to describe a particular phenomenon, in our case the impact of CMC 
on youth. Out of the two types of surveys, descriptive and explanatory, we chose to do an 
explanatory surveys because our purpose is to investigate the “how and why, to explore interrela-
tionships of variables and likely causal links between them” (Williamson, 2002, p. 97) 

The important factors of designing a survey are the data requirements, data generation 
method, the sampling method, response rate and non-response rate and sample size. Pur-
posive sampling was the type of sampling we decided to use after consulting a couple of re-
search books and matching the possible sampling methods to our purpose. This type of 
sampling is used when the researchers know what kind of group they want to collect the 
data from and sample accordingly, and is a non-probability sampling method (Gillham, 
2008). 

In order to reach more respondents we selected a research strategy that can be used over 
the internet. But in order to be able to collect a high number of responses in a short time, 
we decided to distribute the questionnaire through the following mechanisms: delivery and 
collection questionnaire, which was done around the campus and around students accom-
modation; email-based questionnaire, which was dine through emailing fellow students and 
asking them to fill out our form and the last mechanism we used was web based question-
naire, which we have posted in various groups belonging to student groups of Jonkoping 
University on Facebook. All the questionnaires have been filled in online, also the ones 
which were delivered and collected (Ghauri, 2010). 

According to Saunders (2009), since this is a non-probabilistic sampling technique, the 
sample size is ambiguous and there are no rules. The sample size depends on the purpose 
of research and research questions and objectives. The purposive sampling in this case has 
a focus in illustrative and it is indicated to use typical case sampling. If we take into consid-
eration Everitt’s (1975) rule of 5 which states the ratio between variable and subjects 
should not be lower than 5. In this case, our data collection should have 23 times 5, which 
would mean that our minimum number of responses should be 115. 

Our sample respondents were students at Jonkoping University. The questionnaire was de-
livered by the internet through various groups in social networking websites (Facebook) for 
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students belonging to Jonkoping University. In order to reach more students, we also sent 
the questionnaire to some of our university colleges as well as distributed it in person 
around the university campus and student accommodations. We did not include the name 
of individuals or the groups in order to protect the privacy of the respondents. Also these 
groups were for current students, and the fact that they get changed on a regular basis, 
some were on current year of study, some on current semester or for exchange students 
and some were specifically on study programs, making it hard for a future researcher to get 
access to the same groups. 

Even though literature (Gillham, 2008) suggest that surveys does not produce very qualita-
tive data but even though it does not produce empirical generalization it does produce the-
oretical generalization. 

3.2 Data collection 
Questionnaires are one of the data collection methods suggested in the design for surveys. 
They are quantitative ways of collecting data as well as qualitative means of collecting data. 
We consider our data collection as quantitative through the closed questions and qualitative 
through the open questions. 

Questionnaires according to Bryman (2008) usually contain the following types of ques-
tions (see table 3-1): 

Table 3-1 Questions types according to Bryman (2008) 

Type of questions: Description: Which questions: 

Questions about personal facts These are questions that ask the 
respondent to provide personal 
information about themselves 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 17, 19  

Questions about attitudes These questions refer to respond-
ents attitudes towards something 
and it is used to measure attitudes 

16, 18, 20 

Questions about normative stand-
ards and values 

These questions ask the respond-
ents to indicate information on 
what principles of behavior influ-
ences them or they hold dear 

14, 15, 21, 22, 23 
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Another way in which we can categorize our questions according to Albaum and Smith 
(2005) is (see table 3-2): 

Table 3-2 Question types according to Albaum and Smith (2005) 

Type of 
questions 

Goal of questions Positioning of the questions Numbers of our questions 

Factual or 
behavioral 

To get information Questions beginning with what, 
where, when, why, who and 
how. 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 17, 

Attitudinal To get perceptions, 
motivations, feelings, 
etc., about an object 
or a topic 

What do you believe to be best? 
How strongly do you feel about 
XYZ? 

14, 15, 16 ,18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 

 

The development of the questionnaire was done in the following way: 

Since our questionnaire was done over the internet, all our data was collected on the Qual-
trics environment, which held the questionnaire as well as the responses. In table 3-3 the 
way that the questions are divided between the types of questions is presented. 

Table 3-3 Types of questions and division of questions 

Type of question Question numbers that are included in each type 

Background questions Nr. 1-18 

User and gratification paradigm questions Nr. 20 

Ease of use questions Nr. 19 

Questions regarding to the impact of SNS on the us-
ers 

Nr. 21, 22, 23 

 

We use the background questions in order to collect as much relevant information on the 
respondents as possible. Some of these factors can influence the overall responses related 
to the use of SNS and its impact. In table 3-4, the rationale behind all the survey questions 
is presented. 
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Table 3-4 Typology of question and reasoning of questions 

Questions 
number 

Type of questions Reason behind choosing this questions and addi-
tional information 

1 single answer closed question This was a background question we used in order to 
record the gender of the respondents. 

2 open text question This was a background question we used this in order to 
record the age of the respondents. 

3 drop down single answer closed 
question 

This was a background question with which we collect-
ed the information on the country of providence of the 
respondents. 

4 closed single answer drop down 
question 

This was a background question which we used to find 
out what previous completed studies the respondent 
has. 

5 closed single answer drop down 
question 

This was a background question which we used to find 
out what the respondent studies at Jonkoping Universi-
ty. 

6 semi open question in the form of 
a multiple answer question 

This was a background question which we use to see 
which technologies the respondent answer and make an 
evaluation of how many of the technologies they use 
can be used also for using SNS. Another aspect we 
wanted to find out was which technologies they use and 
for which purposes they use them: personal use, profes-
sional use or study use. This question is very important 
to our second research question. 

7 closed single answer rank ques-
tion with multiple factors 

We requested our respondents to rank or asses the 
amount of time per day they spend on each of the 6 
technologies we have chosen from the options from 
question 6. These options are the ones that can connect 
to the internet and which can be used also for using 
SNS and SNS apps. The ranking options are 6 options: 
never use, 0-30 minutes, 30-60 minutes, 1-3 hours, 3-6 
hours and over 6 hours. 

8 closed rank single answer ques-
tion 

This is a background question in which we ask the re-
spondents to rank 4 SNSs and an “Other option” with 
the amount of time they spend daily on the sites. The 
ranking is done in a 6 step scale which includes: never 
use, 0-30 minutes, 30-60 minutes, 1-3 hours, 3-6 hours 
and over 6 hours. 

9 semi open multiple answer ques-
tions 

With this question we recorded which SNSs the re-
spondents use.  

10 open text question We explore if the respondents use any other social net-
working sites beside the ones found in question 9. 

11 close multiple answer questions We used this question to determine which apps that 
were used for social networking the respondents use. 
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Questions 
number 

Type of questions Reason behind choosing this questions and addi-
tional information 

12 open text We explored if the respondents use any other SNS apps 
beside the ones found in question 11. 

13 rank question We asked our respondents to choose from 6 intervals 
how much time they spend using SNS apps. 

14 open question We wanted to find out what type of socialization the re-
spondents prefer between SNS and real life interaction 
and to motivate their response.  

15 scale question We asked the respondents to choose which of the 4 
steps of our scale represents their view of the im-
portance of using SNS in their lives. The options were 
“not important”, “neither unimportant nor important”, 
“fairly important“ and ”very important”. 

16 open question We used this question to find the explanation of why 
the respondents have chosen an answer on questions 
15.  

17 partly open multiple answer ques-
tions. 

This was a background question which we used in order 
to record for which purposes the respondents use SNSs. 
We have used the uses for Facebook from Bumgarner 
(2007) and we have adapted them to SNS and have 
eliminated the ones that were not clear or that would 
not fit SNS in general. 

18 single answer rank questions with 
multiple factors 

These factors are the ones used as the purposes in ques-
tion 17 and we asked the respondents to rank their im-
portance on a scale from 1 to 5, one being very unim-
portant, 3 neutral and 5 being very important. 

19 scale question The purpose of this question was to assess the ease of 
used when it comes to the usage of SNS. The question 
was a 5 step scale question which has the following re-
sponses: “very difficult to use”, “fairly difficult to use”, 
“neither difficult nor easy to use”, “fairly easy to use and 
very easy to use”. 
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Questions 
number 

Type of questions Reason behind choosing this questions and addi-
tional information 

20 closed ranking question with mul-
tiple factors  

The questions was directly related to the uses and grati-
fication theory. We have found in Dholakia (2004) that 
for each of the 5 values there were assigned measures. 
We wanted the respondents to rate these measures in 
order to find out which of those measures are most im-
portant for them. There were 19 measures which are di-
vided in the 5 values as follows the first 9 are for pur-
posive value, the next 2 belonged to self-discovery val-
ues, the following 2 belonged to the third value, the next 
2 were for social enhancement value and the last 4 be-
longed to entertainment value. The question required 
the respondents to rate each measure according to our 
general rating system which was better explained in the 
last paragraph of the data collection. The rating system 
used for this question is value one was attributed the 
measurement very unimportant, value two was attribut-
ed unimportant, value three was attributed neither im-
portant nor unimportant, value four was attributed im-
portant and the last value number five was attributed 
very important. 

21 closed single answer drop down 
question 

The values from which the respondents had to choose 
from where: positive impact, neither positive nor nega-
tive, negative impact. We used this in order to find out 
how the respondents believe the use of SNS impacts 
their lives. The purpose of this was to answer our first 
research question. 

22 open question We used in order to record the opinion of the respond-
ent on what they believe are the positive impacts of SNS 
on their life. We used this in relation to our first re-
search question. 

23 open question We used it in order to record the opinion of the re-
spondents on what they believe is the negative impacts 
of SNS in their life. We used the responses from this 
question also in relation with our first research question. 

 

3.3 Data analysis 
Surveys are quantitative research designs, hence the data analysis also was quantitative. Ac-
cording to Ghauri (2010), they are two types of analysis when it comes to statistics there 
are descriptive statistics which we used to describe and analyze our data and inferential sta-
tistics which is used for making decisions about the phenomena represented by the data. 

Descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, ranking and cross tabulations was used for the 
closed questions. 

A directed content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) was used to analyze responses of the 
open survey questions. The responses of each open question were read trough. Codes in 
the responses were identified and grouped into categories. The occurrence of responses 
within each category was quantified and illustrative quotes were added to each category. 
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Table 3-5 present the method of analysis used for each survey question. 

Table 3-5 Method of analysis 

Question Method used for analysis 

1 Frequency 

2 Frequency + Average 

3 Frequency 

4 Frequency 

5 Frequency 

6 Frequency 

7 Frequency 

8 Frequency 

9 Frequency 

10 Content analysis 

11 Frequency 

12 Content analysis 

13 Frequency 

14 Content analysis + Frequency 

15 Frequency 

16 Content analysis 

17 Frequency 

18 Frequency 

19 Frequency 

20 Frequency 

21 Frequency 

22 Content analysis 

23 Content analysis 

4+5 Cross tabulation 

15+21 Cross tabulation 

19+21 Cross tabulation 
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3.4 Ethical aspects 
One important aspect that we had to address was the ethical aspects of the data collection. 
In order to collect quality data in an ethical way, we designed the questionnaires to be 
anonymous. Furthermore, we noted in the beginning as well in the end of the questionnaire 
the purpose of collecting the data and that the information would not be stored further and 
that the data would be deleted after analysis. The Facebook groups in which the question-
naire was posted were not mentioned in this thesis in order to keep the anonymity and pri-
vacy of the respondents. 

According to Williamson (2002), it is important in order to involve and use the respond-
ents in a respectful and equitable way. We accomplished this by making the data collection 
anonymous. We have made the data collection online, thus the responders of our ques-
tionnaire can answer from where they feel more comfortable and we have use online social 
media groups in order not to spam their university email nor pressure them. 

Other aspects related to the ethical part of this thesis were the five fundamental principles 
of research from Williamson (2002) which we tried to follow when doing this data collec-
tion. The first one refers to treating all the involved groups with respect and dignity, which 
we did by informing them what we are doing with this research and why and by keeping 
their responses anonymous. The second principle is that the research had to be done based 
on other research data and/ or the study must be conducted or supervised by qualified per-
sons in order to ensure safety. This aspect did not apply for our study since the data collec-
tion the questionnaire was online and could not be tracked. The third one is that research 
benefits must overweight potential harm to participants but in this case we did not think 
it’s something that is applicable in our case since our data collection is just an online form 
and the data is anonymous and will be deleted after the paper has been graded. The last 
two aspects of ethics refer to the volunteering of the participation and to the openness of 
our research, in the first case since we post our questionnaire in various groups the partici-
pants are free to choose if they will answer it or not and in regard to the second aspect all 
papers are published online through the DiVA system so anyone has access to it once it 
has been graded. 
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4 Results of the data collection 
The data collection started on the 29th of April and finished on the 5th of May. The ques-
tionnaire was released for exactly 7 days and gathered a number of 122 valid results and 17 
invalid results, which include started questionnaires that were not finalized. The invalid re-
sponses were not included in the results or analysis. 

The number of responses to the questionnaire was above the 115 which was what we had 
as a minimum target. According to our data collection, 55% of the respondents were fe-
male and 45% male. There were 67 women and 65 men. The ages of the respondents var-
ied from 19 to 37 years old, with an average age of 23.74 years. The frequencies and per-
centages of different ages are presented in table 4-1. 

Table 4-1 Frequency of age 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The third question was intended to gather the country of providence of the respondents; 
they had a number of 206 countries choices. Out of these 206 a number of 162 countries 
where not chosen by any of our respondents. The frequencies of countries of providence 
are presented in table 4-2. 
 

Age Frequency Percentage 

19 2 1.6 

20 14 11.5 

21 8 6.6 

22 17 13.9 

23 26 21.3 

24 16 13.1 

25 13 10.7 

26 12 9.8 

27 4 3.3 

28 3 2.5 

30 2 1.6 

31 2 1.6 

33 2 1.6 

37 1 0.8 

Total 122 100.0 
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Table 4-2 Frequency of country of providence 

 
 
For the following 24 countries, we received one response from each country: Belarus, Bra-
zil, Canada, Croatia, Curacao, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Nepal, Norway, Slovenia, South Korea, Switzerland, Tur-
key, Uganda, United Kingdom, Vietnam, and the United States of America.  

In figures 4-1 and 4-2, the previous and current level of studies of the respondents is pre-
sented. 

 
Figure 4-1 Previous studies frequency 
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The majority of respondents as it can be seen in figure 4-1 had bachelor degree as previous 
studies.  

 
Figure 4-2 Currents studies frequency  

 

Figure 4-2 indicated that the majority of the responds had master degree as currents studies 
at Jonkoping University. 

Regarding technology use, it was found that the majority of the respondents use laptop for 
personal use (96%); professional use (76%) and study use (93%). This study revealed that 
the second most popular technology used by the respondents was smart phone, 95% for 
personal, 53% for professional and 58% for study use. We can add that beside these two, 
mobile phone, tablet, e-book reader and desktop were the next common technologies used 
by the respondents. The rest of the results is presented in figure 4-3. 

 
Figure 4-3 Dispersion of usage between technologies 
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 In table 4.4, the amount of time the respondents use each technology is presented. 

 

 

 

 

By means of question 8 we wanted to see which of the following SNSs were most used and 
which amount of time was spend of them. 

 
Figure 4-5 Dispersion of time among SNSs 

Facebook seems to be the most used SNS, as the majority of respondents chose that they 
spend between 30 minutes to over 6 hours, the next in usage is YouTube and the other two 
are a lot less used. A number of 89 chose that they do not use other SNS beside from the 
ones mentioned in question 8 and 9. 

  

Figure 4-4 Time dispersion among technologies 
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In figure 4-6, the ranking of SNS technologies among the respondents is presented.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-6 Ranking of SNSs 

 

For question 10, the majority of respondent stated that they do not use other SNS technol-
ogies.  

In figure 4-7 we can notice what apps were most commonly used for SNS, which relates to 
question number 11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
  

Figure 4-7 Ranking of SNS apps 
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In question 12 we inquired our respondents if they used any other apps. Only 24 responses 
claimed the use of other apps. 

Figure 4-8 illustrate the amount of time spent on apps for SNS which was the purpose of 
question 13.  

 
Figure 4-8 Frequency of time spent on SNS apps 

 

Question 14 was “Do you prefer using social networking sites or do you prefer real life in-
teraction?” After reviewing the data, the responses were categorized in 20 results for pre-
ferring using SNS, 56 results preferring real life interaction and 46 results for having both 
types of interaction.  

In table 4-9 it is noticeable that the majority of the respondents have chosen that SNSs are 
important for them, either very important of fairly important. This table shows the results 
of question number 15. 

 
Figure 4-9 Frequency of importance of SNS 
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Question number 17 exposes what were the most frequent purposes chosen by our re-
spondents. Table 4-10 illustrates what these purposes were in a decreasing order. 

Table 4-3 Ranking and frequency of purposes 

Answer   
 

Response % 
Keep up with news   

 

88 72% 
Message others   

 

83 68% 
Find events   

 

82 67% 
Social timeline   

 

73 60% 
Birthday reminder   

 

73 60% 
Friend details and profiles   

 

70 57% 
Group discussion boards   

 

53 43% 
Read walls   

 

51 42% 
Get contact info for others   

 

51 42% 
Make groups   

 

51 42% 
Plan events   

 

48 39% 
Look for photos of a specific 
person   

 

48 39% 

Add friends   
 

45 37% 
Accept or decline group invites   

 

45 37% 
Browse through other’s photos   

 

41 34% 
Write on walls   

 

39 32% 
Social network visualization   

 

38 31% 
Accept or decline friend  
requests   

 

38 31% 

Be friends with high school 
students   

 

37 30% 

Read personal info   
 

35 29% 
Make friends/Meet new people   

 

31 25% 
See how you are connected to 
others through friends   

 

30 25% 

Privacy settings   
 

28 23% 
Check out Web sites of  
individuals   

 

26 21% 

Update info   
 

24 20% 
Look up people to show  
someone else who they are   

 

22 18% 

Change the content of your wall   
 

21 17% 
Review your friend list   

 

18 15% 
Browse through other’s friends   

 

17 14% 
See who listed your courses   

 

16 13% 
Browse group memberships   

 

14 11% 
Search for people who fit  
certain criteria   

 

12 10% 

Look at someone’s groups   
 

9 7% 
Search for people sharing your 
info   

 

7 6% 

Look at other courses   
 

3 2% 
Make fake profiles   

 

0 0% 
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Question 18 aimed to rank the most usage of SNSs to see how important those uses are, 
according to our respondents’ point of view. The ranking is presented in figure 4-10. 

 
Figure 4-10 Top 5 ranking and frequencies of purposes 

 

One of the more important results of our thesis, which relates to the concept of ease of 
use, showed through figure 4-11 that the majority of respondents found SNS technologies 
being very easy to use or fairly easy to use. 

 
Figure 4-11 Ease of use frequencies 

Furthermore related to our used concepts, when it comes to the uses and gratification the-
ory, we had question number 20 - which asked the respondents to rate a number of 
measures related to the 5 values of the theory. The responses can be found in table 4-4, 
which indicates how each measure was valued; purposive value (PV), self-discovery value 
(SDV), maintaining interpersonal interconnectivity (MII), social enhancement value (SEV), 
and entertainment value (EV). 
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Table 4-4 Ranking and frequencies of uses and gratification measures 

Question 
Very 
unim-

portant 
Unimportant 

Neither im-
portant nor 
unimportant 

Fairly 
important 

Very im-
portant 

Total Re-
sponses 

To get information 
(PV) 0 0 5 49 68 122 

To generate ideas (PV) 1 1 43 34 43 122 
To relax (EV) 8 14 31 44 25 122 
To learn how to do 
things (PV) 1 2 25 47 47 122 

To provide others with 
information (PV) 4 5 38 44 31 122 

To contribute to a pool 
of information (PV) 4 2 45 48 23 122 

To negotiate or bargain 
(PV) 4 20 48 45 5 122 

To get someone to do 
something for me (PV) 7 15 79 18 3 122 

To solve problems (PV) 2 9 35 53 23 122 
To make decisions (PV) 2 7 34 52 27 122 
To learn about myself 
and others (SV) 3 8 55 35 21 122 

To gain insight into 
myself (SV) 7 20 32 50 13 122 

To have something to 
do with others (MII) 5 37 40 23 17 122 

To stay in touch (MII) 0 0 9 61 52 122 
To impress (SEV) 40 16 41 23 2 122 
To feel important 
(SEV) 36 14 36 23 13 122 

To be entertained (EV) 0 9 42 35 36 122 
To play (EV) 32 17 46 11 16 122 
To pass the time away 
when bored (EV) 4 9 16 53 40 122 

 

The final closed question investigated how SNSs influenced our respondents. In figure 4-
12 it can be noticed that 64% responded that they were influenced in a positive way. 

Figure 4-12 Frequency of impact of SNS 
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5 Analysis 

5.1 Use of SNS and SNS apps 
Our respondents are 55% females and 45% males with and age starting from 19 to 37. The 
average age is 23 - we had 16 respondents between 18 and 20 years old, 80 respondents be-
tween 21 and 25, 21 respondents between 26 and 30 and only 5 respondents over the age 
of 30. They come from 44 countries and 16% indicated Sweden as their country of origin. 
A correlation analysis between previous and current studies, which is presented in figure 
5.1.1, shows that most of our respondents had a consistent learning path, since very few 
are here for a second bachelor or second master. 

 
Figure 5-1 Correlation between previous and current studies 

The respondents mostly laptops and smartphones, between 1 and 6 hours daily. The SNS 
mostly used are Facebook and YouTube, spending between 1 and 6 hours or more on 
them daily. Furthermore, on the use of SNS apps, the majority of the respondents claimed 
to use them between 1 and 4 hours, and 25% claimed to use them over 4 hours. The re-
spondent’s behavior is very consistent: the majority had similar usage of SNS and SNS 
apps and 81% consider SNSs usage as being important. SNS is mostly used for keeping in 
touch with news, with friends and family and for finding events. Our respondents stated 
that it is easy to use SNSs and SNS apps, 88% choosing this answer. Sixty-four percent of 
the respondents considered SNS as a positive influences in their life. The use of SNS and 
SNS apps of the respondents will be further described in section 5.4. 

A vast majority of the respondents did not any other social networking sites beside Face-
book, LinkedIn, Google+, Pinterest, Tumblr, YouTube, MySpace, Twitter, Instagram and 
Flickr, all mentioned as response alternatives in question 9. Occasional respondents men-
tioned also other SNSs, such as Vkontakte, Line, Foursquare, Xing (mentioned twice) and 
Vk.com, Xiaonei, Weiboi and Cyworld (mentioned once). 

A majority of the respondents did not use any other SNS apps than Skype, Yahoo Messen-
ger, MSN Live Messenger, Google talk, Whatsapp and Viber. Other apps mentioned were 
Snapchat (mentioned 10 times), Tango and Blackberry Messenger (mentioned 3 times), 
Facetime (mentioned twice), Facebook messenger, Rebtel, Weixin, Qzone, Tinder and 
Hangouts (mentioned once). 

5.2 Preferred type of interaction 
Question number 14 looked into what the respondents prefer - real life interaction or SNS 
interaction - and asked also for a motivation behind this answer. After analyzing the an-
swers, we discovered three categories of responses instead of two: the first one which pre-
fers SNS interaction, the second one which prefers real life and the third one which prefer 
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a mix of them. Quotes illustration responses in the three categories are presented in table 
5-1. 

Table 5-1 Classification of question 14: Type of interaction which respondents prefer 

Type of interaction  Number of 
Responses 

Quotes 

Social networking sites 
interaction 

20 “I prefer SNS I am introverted and real time interaction is some-
times uncomfortable for me” 

“I prefer social networking to know new people so I can see who is 
interesting in being with me and who doesn´t” 

“I prefer SNS it help me find people that are introverted like me 
and help me get to have some real time interaction” 

“I prefer social networking sites, it's easier to contact my friends, as 
I’m a news fan I just "like" or "follow" news accounts. it is free of 
charge or at least I only need to pay the internet fee” 

“interaction through SNS is easier” 

“SNS is more entertaining than real life interaction” 

“I like SNS s more I can get to meet more people this way in real 
life” 

Real life interaction 56 “I prefer real life, as through real life interaction I can see the reac-
tion, mood of the person” 

“I like real life interaction I am a very outgoing person and I feel 
better with people then with technology” 

“real life is more personal” 

 “real life interaction - to see the real reaction and because it's just 
more human to talk face-to-face, be able to touch - also it's easier 
to laugh, to interact with the real person” 

“I prefer real life interaction because I can meet more people, feel 
better, personal contact makes me happier ” 

“I prefer real live interaction more with my friends and family but 
SNS helps me keep in touch with the ones that don’t live in the 
same city” 

“real life is more personal less misunderstandings” 
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Type of interaction 
 

Number of  
Responses 

Quotes 

Both or a mix of SNS 
interaction and real life  

Interaction 

46 “both, when you are living far away from your home country u 
need to be more accessible via social networking help”  

“social networking sites are really useful to stay in contact with 
people and also interact with people you do not know that well but 
with close friends and family I prefer real life interaction as well as 
when it is important to make/get a personal impression or when it 
concerns important issues like job search, contracts, group work 
etc.” 

“I prefer real life interaction to explain things in detail, if there is 
not so much explanation needed networking sites are fine as well ” 

“social life; because real life interaction support by social network-
ing” 

“Both, but I prefer Real interaction generally, because it gives addi-
tional information emotionally that sites cannot “ 

“I prefer SNS it helps me find people tend help me get to have 
some real time interactions” 

“I like having a mix of the two is convenient ” 

“I prefer real life, SNS can be superficial thought it's good for in-
teraction when it isn't possible to be face-to-face” 

“Both, I prefer real life interaction but social networking sites work 
for distant contacts and also for formal ones” 

“sometimes I feel like real life interaction is better but sometimes I 
need to use these websites or apps” 

 

One of the answers for real life interaction was a link to a YouTube video “Look up” by 
Gary Turk, which encourages people to start living in the real life and reduce the amount 
of time spent on technologies and phones. The creator underlined in the videos the down-
sides of SNS usage by using a couple of scenarios. We have taken this aside because this 
answer was quite unique not just by being a link but also for the content of the information 
collected. 

Other answers in this category of preferring real life interaction, beside the quoted ones, are 
quite similar. The majority of answers related to the closeness or the personal feel that real 
life has versus the superficiality of the SNS. Another aspect that appears is the health as-
pect, which is associated with real life - making it easy to conclude that they consider SNS 
unhealthy. 

When it comes to the category of choosing SNS, most of the answers refer to that the re-
spondents felt more comfortable with SNS than with people and that this helps them con-
nect with people also in real life. Another aspect that has arisen is the perception that SNS 
helps them interact better with people, because they can sort the people by acquiring more 
information about them online. 

In the category, choosing a combination of SNS and real-life, the following aspects were 
identified: SNS were used by their peers and that even though they like real life, they have 
to use SNS in order to maintain they social life in real life. Another aspect mentioned was 
the necessity of having SNS while abroad, which helps them keep in touch with family and 
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friends and being a cheap or free way of contacting them. Some of the respondents consid-
ered SNS as time saving, while other considered SNS as time consuming. 

For the open question (number 16), regarding the motivation of SNS technologies use, the 
responses were coded into 11 categories presented in table 5-2.  

Table 5-2 Classification of question 16: Motivation of importance of SNS use 

Number of Re-
sponses 

Motivation of SNS use categories 

74 Keeping in touch with friends/family/acquaintances/networks 

22 Cost efficient way of communicating/money saving 

20 Easy to access and use/easy to share information/user friendly environment 

10 Time efficient way of communicating/time saving 

10 Entertaining  

9 Nowadays everybody use SNSs 

7 I can survive without using SNSs 

5 Following the news/getting information 

4 To know more about friends and others 

3 I can’t survive without using SNSs  

2 Stalking your ex-partner 

 

Furthermore, we found some responses that added more information to what is presented 
in table. The exact response are quoted as follows: 

1. Nowadays it is part of our life and not using SNSs is like being cut from the world. 
If you do not exist online, your real life socialization will diminish and you get a bit 
marginalized. 

2. I can get in touch with my family and friends, because I am far from my country. 
3. It is a powerful tool to know people and making contacts that you do not know 

when they can help you. 
4. I can survive without my smartphone, but I would not be happy about it. 
5. It is not important, but today society is trying to require us to use it such as school 

and workplace. 
6. It is good to have. Communication tools are important to keep in touch (Viber and 

such) but Facebook is not essential. 
7. I like SNS s more but real life interactions are healthier. 
8. I cannot live without all those SNSs, they make life easier. 
9. It is useful but it has its downsides. 
10. It is easier for me to be myself online than in reality. Because, I am very shy. 
11. Stalking your ex and what they do with your children and don’t tell you. 
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5.3 Ease of use 
This section focuses on the degree to which the respondents believed that using SNSs and 
the related apps would be free of effort. This corresponds to the core construct of “ease of 
use” from TAM. In total, 88% of the respondents believed using these technologies are 
fairly to very easy to use. This result is interpreted as, that according to our respondents’ 
point of view, these technologies mostly are user friendly and can be used with little effort. 
According to the responses, the amount of time spent on these technologies was consider-
able and showed that there is a positive relationship between the amount of time and the 
ease of use. If these technologies were not user friendly or required a lot of effort to work 
with them, then the users would not spend that much time on them. 

5.4 Uses and gratification theory 
As mentioned previously, uses and gratification theory comprises of five values. The first 
value is the purposive value, with the measures of getting information, learning how to do 
things, generating ideas, providing others with information, making decisions, contributing 
to a pool of information, solving problems, negotiating or bargaining and getting someone 
to do something for me. The data analysis showed that the respondents ranked the follow-
ing measures the most as the very important ones: to get information, to learn how to do 
things and to generate ideas. As fairly important measures were selected solving problem, 
making decision and getting information. This results indicate that users are willing to be 
learn new things and also that these technologies are easy, accessible and common channel 
of reaching these purposes. In general for this value, the measures were chosen to be fairly 
important for the respondents. 

The second value is the self-discovery value. That value consists of two measures: to learn 
about myself and others and to gain insight into myself. The results showed that the major-
ity of respondents rated this value as neither important nor unimportant, or as fairly im-
portant. This leads us to find out that being on social networks can help the users to have 
an insight into them and to learn more about others, but that it is not the most important 
aspects of social networking. According to the received responses, some of the respond-
ents stated that after using social networking technologies, they have learned more about 
their personality and the others. 

The third value is maintaining interpersonal connectivity and includes two measures: to have 
something to do together with others and to stay in touch. According to our findings, this 
measure is one of the most important measures in using the social networking technologies 
as they make it very easy for the respondents. We received a lot of responses mentioning 
that as students live in a country far from their families and friends, they tend to use these 
technologies more to be able to stay in touch with them. Some stated that sometimes they 
use the SNSs or the apps all weekends, as they can find their family members at home and 
just simply give them a call using the SNSs or the apps that are remarkably cheaply or free 
of charge. We found that students consider the cost as a very important issue, since the ma-
jority of them stated this opportunity as a great benefit from using these technologies. 

The forth value is social enhancement value and consists of two measures: to impress and to 
feel important. The results revealed that this value was not important for the respondents 
as we received almost the same numbers of responses for very unimportant and for neither 
important nor unimportant.  
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The last value of the uses and gratification theory is entertainment value. The related measures 
for this value are: to be entertained, to play, to relax and to pass the time away when bored. 
The received responses showed that the measure of passing time away when bored is rated 
the most “fairly important”. To be entertained was mostly ranked as neither unimportant 
nor important, but the number of ranking this measure as fairly important and very im-
portant was high. Therefore, we conclude that the social networking sites and apps are 
considered as highly entertaining tools for students. The respondents mostly chose the re-
laxing measure as a fairly important issue and the measure of playing as neither important 
nor unimportant, and this measure had the least number of responses as being very im-
portant. 

5.5 Purposes of use of SNS 
When it came to the use of SNS, we wanted to find out for what do students use SNS: for 
personal use, professional use or study use. 

As is presented in table 5-3, the majority of respondents used these technologies mostly for 
personal use, followed by study use and, thirdly, professional use. Considering that laptops 
and smartphones have the biggest number of responses, we will describe this in greater 
depth: 96% use laptops for personal use and 95% smartphones. This is interesting if we 
take into account the time factor, since 90% of our respondents spend from 3 hours to 
more than 6 hours a day on their laptops. Also, 47% of them spend between 30 minutes to 
3 hours on their smartphones and 45 % spend between 3 hours and some reach over 6 
hours a days on their smartphones. Furthermore keeping in mind the amount of time they 
spend on their laptops and smartphones, 93% use SNS also for study purpose when it 
come to their laptops, while 58% claim to use their smartphones for school usage. Regard-
ing the professional use, the numbers are a lot smaller than in the case of the first two uses 
only reaching 76% claiming to use their laptops in this purpose and 53% their phones. 

Question Personal use Professional use Study use 
-laptop 118 93 114 

-desktop 21 18 15 

-smartphone 117 65 71 

-tablet 41 18 32 

- eBook reader 31 0 14 

    

Figure 5-2 Use dispersion between technologies (n_122) 

Furthermore another aspect we need to take into account is the amount of time spent on 
SNSs and SNSs apps: all though it is clear that the personal use is more important and re-
confirms that the study use comes second and professional use comes last.  

5.6 Influence of SNS 
As mentioned in the introduction chapter, this thesis aimed to construct a deeper under-
standing of the relationships between students and social networking and the way it im-
pacts their daily lives.  
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The majority of the respondents, 64%, believed that the social networking technologies 
have a positive impact on their lives. Only 11% of them stated that these technologies have 
a negative impact on their lives. The rest, 27%, have chosen neither positive nor negative. 
Figure 5-3 is a correlation between the ease of using SNSs and the way it influences the re-
spondents’ lives and shows that most of those who feel it is very easy to use the SNSs, con-
sidered them as having a positive impact on their lives. Hence, these respondents are more 
probable users of SNSs. Therefore, we conclude that there can be a direct relation between 
the ease of use of a technology and the idea that it has a positive impact on the user’s life. 

Figure 5-4 is a correlation between the importance of using SNS and the way it influences 
the respondents’ lives. This figure demonstrates the fact that when using SNS has a high 
importance level for the respondents, they feel it has a positive influence on their lives. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 5-4 Correlation between importance of use of SNS and influence of SNS technologies on life. 

5.6.1 Positive influences 

For the open question (number 22) regarding the positive effects of using SNS technolo-
gies, the coding by directed content analysis showed created 10 response categories pre-
sented in table 5-3.  

Figure 5-3 Correlation between Q19 and Q21 
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Table 5-3 Classification of groups of positive responses and frequency 

Number of 
Responses 

Positive Influences on Life Category 

83 Keeping in touch with family and friends, all around the world 

30 Keeping up with the news/accessing to a lot of information 

25 Cost efficient 

23 Easy communication tool/easy to use 

12 Event planning/find social events and have real interactions 

12 Entertaining  

8 Gaining knowledge from useful videos on YouTube  

3 Stalking ex-partner  

3 Finding professional contacts/finding job 

2 Time efficient 

 

Furthermore, we found some responses that added more information to what we have al-
ready mentioned in the above table. We quote the exact responses as follows: 

1. Easy communication tool, it makes up for my lack of social skills. 
2. I can maintain my social network, easy communication for groups. 
3. I can be updated with new fashion and discounts.  
4. Helps me to be closer to my family and friends. 
5. Making groups for our courses that way we can access our group mates very easily. 
6. I feel like I can help more people. 
7. Making friends from all over the worlds and stay in contact with them. 
8. I feel more comfortable not to be seen by person. 
9. Easy to find educational videos. It is easy to find second hand stuff for students. 

5.6.2 Negative influences 

Regarding negative influences on life by using SNS technologies (question number 23); the 
responses were coded into 8 categories presented in table 5-4. 
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Table 5-4 Classification of groups of responses and frequency 

 

 

We received 38 comments stating that using these technologies cause health issues. Most of 
them talked about that problem in general, but some specified exactly what they mean by it 
- mentally or physically. We collected some of the more noteworthy comments in table 5-5. 

Table 5-5 Classification of health issues 

Health issues 

Physical problems Mental problems 

Affecting my shape Emotional state 

It is bad for my health-weight It makes me compare myself to others in a negative 
way 

It takes a toll on your head It makes you jealous or depressed 

Feeling pain physically of sitting too much at the 
computer 

I feel bad when I see others pictures that they look 
better than me 

It causes back problems It lowers my self-esteem 

Your eyes get tired fast In a large quantities, it makes me a bit depressed 

Online games made me more aggressive 

Emotional traumas 

It makes me feel self-conscious 

 

We also found some responses that add more information than what we have already men-
tioned in the above tables. We quoted the exact response as follows: 
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1. Bad impact on your life style. 
2. Makes the close relations feel far away. 
3. No control over information. 
4. Sometimes I feel I should not have my life history online, it probably impact my fu-

ture life negatively.  
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6 Conclusion 
The first research question was investigated in depth in chapter 5.6, which referred to how 
university students experience their interaction with social networking. 

Our results indicated that 64% of the respondents believed that the social networking 
technologies have a positive impact on their lives. Furthermore only 11% considered that 
they are influenced negatively by social networking technologies, while 27% considered to 
be neither influenced in a positive way nor in a negative way.  

Another aspect to this question was to gather the advantages and disadvantages of using 
social networking technologies. This aspect can be found under chapter 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 in 
more depth. According to our data analysis from the responses, the most frequent ad-
vantages are keeping in touch with family and friends, cost and time efficient, easy to use 
and entertaining. And for the disadvantages the most common responses were time related 
issues, health issues, privacy issues, addiction to technology and cyber bulling. 

The second research question was investigated in depth in chapter 5.5, which referred to 
why students use social networking technologies (for personal, professional or study pur-
poses).  

Our results indicated that the majority of respondents use these technologies mostly for 
personal use, followed by study and, thirdly, professional use. More information on which 
technologies are used for each use and correlations related to our results for the second re-
search question is available both in chapter 5.5 and 6.1.  

6.1 Results discussion 
The results of our thesis portray the background of our respondents, follow our frame of 
reference and finalize with answering our research questions in the results and analysis 
chapter. 

The problem we found was that there were very little studies done on the impact of SNS 
and the uses of SNS when it came to students. According to Devadoss and Anand (2013) 
the young population is the major asset of a nation and that the focus should be on their 
energy to dissipate it for the benefits of a nation and humanity in as a whole. The majority 
of the social media users are the young people and using these websites is among the most 
common activity of their daily lives. 

The purpose of this thesis was to construct a deeper understanding of the relationships be-
tween students and social networking and the way it impacts their daily lives. In order to be 
more specific, we focused on the advantages and disadvantages of using diverse technolo-
gies in order to communicate.  

Our research questions were firstly related to this impact and then second referred to the 
type of use of social networking sites, which is more used: personal use, professional use or 
study use. We believe that we have fulfilled our research questions, we recorder from our 
data collection that 64% of the respondents felt the SNSs influence them positive and 27% 
felt neither positively influenced nor negatively and only 9% felt that SNS influence them 
negatively. Besides recording these frequencies, we have gathered in two follow up ques-
tions further information: on what they believe to be positive influences or advantages and 
which they believed to be negative influences or disadvantages. Furthermore, we construct-
ed also a table in which we exposed an interesting aspect on the results of the negative in-
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fluences, which relate to health related issues - both physical and psychological. This is a 
very interesting finding, because we have not found a lot of articles that were presenting di-
rectly the advantages, disadvantages nor the impacts on health which was an unexpected 
result of our data collection. Related to this impact, we can find also in our background 
profile of the respondents their opinions on SNS compared to real life and their motiva-
tion, as well as why they believe SNSs are important. 

Our second question investigated why students are using SNS in the sense of personal us-
age, professional usage or study usage. Our results indicated that the most important usage 
for our respondents was the personal use, followed by study use and last was ranked the 
professional use. Furthermore, related to the usage we can connect the responses we have 
received for what purposes they use SNSs and their ranking of the importance of each of 
them. Another aspect we want to relate to this is the fact that the majority of our respond-
ents considered it easy to use and the amount of time spent on the technologies used for 
SNS and on SNS apps which underlines even more the importance which we already got 
through our responses. The uses and gratification theory is also something that if we take 
into account shows the behavior of the respondents as well as to give us insight of what 
they values they hold more important.  

The ease of use was one of our theories we used to guide our two researches questions as 
well as the uses and gratification theory. All our collected data including our background 
questions relate to our research questions and theory in one way or another. 

Our results are not generalizable at this point, because of the low amount of the number of 
responses, but the internationality of the respondents make it valid and possibly make it 
generalizable or at least usable to other researchers.  

6.2Methods discussion and implications for practice 
Regarding the methodology, after performing the study, we feel some aspects could have 
been done more efficient and with a higher quality.  

One of the aspects would be to use more data collection methods and combined the ques-
tionnaire with interviews. Furthermore, in order to get more significant data, it would be 
better to extend the sample to all students in Sweden, both for the questionnaires and in-
terviews. A larger number of responses, and non-probability sampling would make the re-
sults generalizable. 

Another aspect would be to choose a different medium questionnaire data collection and 
analysis; Qualtrics has issues when exporting to SPSS, making it hard to do more advanced 
statistical analysis. 

A different structure and formulation of the questionnaire could also improve both the va-
lidity of the results as well as the number of respondents. The questionnaire is quite exten-
sive and time-consuming, which might discourage respondents.  

The gathering of the data should be done in English and Swedish, possibly also in other 
languages. Having to answer a questionnaire in your second or third language can be a bar-
rier in gathering the data.  

We consider that the medium (for example, Facebook groups) was appropriate since the 
topic of this thesis was on social networking technologies. Including more social network-
ing sites could be an improvement also getting approval from universities to send the ques-
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tionnaires and invite students to interviews through their internal emailing system could 
improve the amount of results.  

6.3 Future research 
As any empirical study, the present one was not without limitations. Due to the research 
questions, this study only focused on the Ease of Use and Uses and Gratification theory as 
the research theory. Further research can adopt more related theories to enrich the results, 
i.e. the impact of three modes of social influence (subjective norm, group norms and social 
identity). 

The study respondents were current Jonkoping University students. Thus, further work 
should target different group of users/students from different geographical areas.  

According to the literature reviewed, we found out that the existing studies are mostly done 
on a specific social networking site i.e. Facebook or Twitter. In order to improve the cur-
rent situation of research in this area, more general and broader research is required to be 
conducted on the impact of SNSs on students.  

Last but not least we should consider that social networking is quickly and constantly 
changing and evolving, therefore research on this area should be continuously ongoing.  
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Appendix 1 
Questionnaire list 

1. Please state your gender. 

 Female 
 Male 
 

2. Please write your age. 

 

3. Please write from which country you come from? 

 Here were 206 options. 

 

4.  What is the last level of studies you have completed so far? 

 High school 
 Bachelor 
 Master 
 PhD 
 

5. Current level of studies at Jonkoping University? 

 Exchange 
 Bachelor 
 Master 
 PhD 
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6.  Which of the following types of technologies are you using and select for which use or 
uses? 

 Please select as many as you want 

 Personal use Professional use Study use I don't use this 
technology at all 

-Mobile phone         

-laptop         

-desktop         

-smartphone         

-tablet         

- eBook reader         

- mp3/video 
player         

-DVD player         

-TV         

-smart TV         

-gaming equip-
ment         
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7. How much time per day do you spend on each of these following technologies? 

   

 Never use 0-30 
minutes 

30-60 
minutes 1-3 hours 3-6hours over 6 

hours 

Smart 
phone             

Laptops             

desktops             

Tablet             

eBook 
reader             

gaming 
consoles             

 

 

8. Which of the following social networking sites do you use? And how much time do you 
spend on each of them on a daily basis 

   

 Never use 0-30 
minutes 

30-60 
minutes 1-3 hours 3-6 hours Over 6 

hours 

Facebook             

YouTube             

LinkedIn             

Twitter             

Other             
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9. What are the social networking sites do you currently use? 

 Facebook 
 YouTube 
 LinkedIn 
 Myspace 
 Google + 
 Twitter 
 Pinterest 
 Instagram 
 Tumbler 
 Flicker 
 Other 
 

10. If you choose at question 8 or 9 that you use other SNS, than the above list, please state 
in the text box which are they 

 

10. Do you use other types of social networking tools beside sites? 
 Skype 
 Yahoo messenger 
 Msn Live Messenger 
 Google talk 
 Whatsapp 
 Viber 
 

12. If you use any other types of apps used for social networking please write them down 
in the this section 

 

13. How much time per day do you spend on using the above apps(question 11+ 12) used 
for social networking? 

 0-10 minutes 
 10-30 minutes 
 30-60 minutes 
 1-2 hours 
 2-4 hours 
 over 4 hours 
 

14. Do you prefer using social networking sites or do you prefer real life interaction? And 
please motivate why very briefly 
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15. How important is it for you to use SNS (Social networking sites) 

 Not important 
 Neither important nor unimportant 
 Fairly important 
 Very important 
 

16. Please motivate your answer from question 15 very briefly 
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17. For what purposes do you use social networking sites 

 Social timeline 
 Make friends/Meet new people 
 Friend details and profiles 
 Social network visualization 
 Be friends with high school students 
 Check out Web sites of individuals 
 Browse group memberships 
 Make groups 
 Accept or decline group invites 
 Look at someone’s groups 
 Make fake profiles 
 Group discussion boards 
 Accept or decline friend requests 
 Browse through other’s friends 
 Review your friend list 
 Add friends 
 See how you are connected to others through friends 
 Browse through other’s photos 
 Look for photos of a specific person 
 Read personal info 
 Read walls 
 Write on walls 
 Look up people to show someone else who they are 
 Change the content of your wall 
 Privacy settings 
 Update info 
 Message others 
 See who listed your courses 
 Look at other courses 
 Get contact info for others 
 Find events 
 Plan events 
 Birthday reminder 
 Search for people sharing your info 
 Search for people who fit certain criteria 
 Keep up with news 
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18. Based on your personal use and opinion please rank the following uses of SNS accord-
ing to how important you think they are to your SNS use 

   

 
1- very unim-
portant 2 3-neutral 4 5-very im-

portant 

Social timeline           

Make 
friends/Meet 
new people 

          

Friend details 
and profiles           

Social network 
visualization           

Be friends with 
high school 
students 

          

Check out 
Web sites of 
individuals 

          

Browse group 
memberships           

Make groups           

Accept or de-
cline group in-
vites 

          

Look at some-
one’s groups           

Make fake pro-
files           

Group discus-
sion boards           

Accept or de-
cline friend re-
quests 

          

Browse 
through other’s 
friends 
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Review your 
friend list           

Add friends           

See how you 
are connected 
to others 
through 
friends 

          

Browse 
through other’s 
photos 

          

Look for pho-
tos of a specif-
ic person 

          

Read personal 
info           

Read walls           

Write on walls           

Look up peo-
ple to show 
someone else 
who they are 

          

Change the 
content of 
your wall 

          

Privacy settings           

Update info           

Message others           

See who listed 
your courses           

Look at other 
courses           

Get contact in-
fo for others           

Find events           

Plan events           
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Birthday re-
minder           

Search for 
people sharing 
your info 

          

Search for 
people who fit 
certain criteria 

          

Keep up with 
news           

 

 

19. How easy is it for you to use SNS and SNS apps? 

 very difficult to use 
 fairly difficult to use 
 neither difficult nor easy to use 
 fairly easy to use 
 Very easy to use 
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20. Please rate the following values: 

   

 
Very unim-
portant Unimportant 

Neither im-
portant nor 
unimportant 

Fairly im-
portant 

Very im-
portant 

To get infor-
mation           

To learn how 
to do things           

To provide 
others with 
information 

          

To contribute 
to a pool of 
information 

          

To generate 
ideas           

To negotiate 
or bargain           

To get some-
one to do 
something for 
me 

          

To solve 
problems           

To make deci-
sions           

To learn 
about myself 
and others 

          

To gain in-
sight into my-
self 

          

To have 
something to 
do with oth-
ers 

          

To stay in 
touch           
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To impress           

To feel im-
portant           

To be enter-
tained           

To play           

To relax           

To pass the 
time away 
when bored 

          

 

 

21. How do you consider that the usage of these technologies influences your life? 

 A positive way 
 Neither positive nor negative way 
 A negative way 
 

22. What do you consider positive influences in your life gained through the use of social 
networking sites? 

23. What do you consider negative influences in your life gained through the use of social 
networking sites? 
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