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ABSTRACT 
 

My bachelor thesis is focused on issues with social networking services and their influence on 

modern society. It addresses their history from the very first attempts to create a social 

networking service to the modern global ones. Later the thesis provides an explanation of the 

creation of a social networking service and its characteristic traits. Furthermore it outlines 

problems connected with the availability and overuse of social networking services that are 

subsequently influencing the human society. The thesis also analyzes the influence of social 

networks on language, interpersonal communication and cultural adaptation. 
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ABSTRAKT 
 

Má bakalářská práce je zaměřena na problematiku sociálních sítí a jejich vliv na dnešní 

společnost. Zabývá se jejich historií od prvotních pokusů až po nejnovější globální sociání sítě. 

Poté práce vysvětluje základní myšlenku vedoucí k vytvoření sociálních sítí i jejich 

charakteristické znaky. Dále nastiňuje problémy související se snadnou dostupností a 

nadměrným využíváním sociálních sítí, které následně ovlivňuje lidskou společnost. Práce se 

věnuje vlivu sociálních sítí na jazyk, mezilidskou komunikaci a kulturní adaptaci. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Change is an important factor of life. It is a crucial part of nature and an essential part 

of the evolution. However, changes that have occurred in past fifteen years are nothing this 

world has ever seen. Humanity has entered the “digital age”. Although replacing old 

technologies is beneficial, there is a serious threat that those changes will affect lives in more 

factors than their creators have intended. As soon as an electronic technology upgrades, people 

envelop themselves with it at the expense of their social life. With the present style of life, there 

is not enough time to stay in contact with friends, or relatives, in other way than the electronic 

one.  

One of the latest advances in the field of digital technology - social networks - have a 

great impact on human society and play a major role in their everyday life. According to a 

research done by the Pew Research Center, 71% of internet users are on Facebook and 70% of 

them engage with the site at least once a day (Duggan, Ellison, Lampe, Lenhart and Madden, 

2015). People examine their news feed at school, at work, during dinner, they even fall asleep 

with cellphones in their hand. They use social networks for meeting new people, looking for a 

partner, sending birthday messages to their friends, family, or even to complete strangers. It is 

possible to say that they have a second, electronic version of their life. The real issue is hidden 

within people for whom this version of life can become more important than the real one. They 

tend to spend most of their time online, often at the expense of school, work, and family - many 

of the most important things in human life. 

However, social networks affect much more than our day-to-day life. Its influence 

reaches to the foundations of our society. Communication is one of the most influenced areas 

and has changed incrementally from what it used to be before the expansions of social networks 

– the focus has shifted from the verbal, personal communication to written dialogues realized 

over long distances between participants through the functions of social networks. 

Language is inseparably connected with the communication, and thus changes in one 

irrevocably affect the other. Languages around the world were also influenced by the mass 

expansion of social networking and some of them, for example English, were able to benefit 

from this influence. 

Another sphere of human society affected by the influence of social networks is a 

culture. Through social networks, the process of adaption to different culture had become easier 

and more fluid than ever before. 
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This bachelor thesis will focus on these three specific areas affected by social networks 

– communication, language and culture – and on social networks themselves. The first chapter 

is dedicated to the introduction of basic concepts of social networking as well as description of 

current social networks. Afterwards follows a chapter focused on the influence of social 

networking sites on the interpersonal communication and barriers it creates by dividing society. 

The third chapter is about language and the ways it has changed due to the expansion of social 

networks. It also foreshadows the possibilities for non-English speakers to break this language 

barrier and engage in conversations outside national boundaries. The fourth and last chapter is 

focused on the influence social networks have on the culture and how they help to overcome 

cultural differences to encourage cultural adaptation. 
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2. Classification and comparison of social networks 
 

Social networks themselves were not artificially created. They have existed as long as 

the human society and possibly even longer. Li-Xin Zhang and Zhi-Hong Tian (2014, 379) 

define social networks as: “A social structure made up of a set of social actors (such as 

individuals or organizations) and a set of the dyadic ties between these actors”. According to 

this definition, every person is a member of several social networks, be it their families, 

workplace community, friends or just random people who share interest in some of their 

hobbies.  

 

2.1 Characteristics of social networking services 
 

 Nowadays the term “Social Network” became a synonym for “social networking 

services”, also called SNS. They are computing platforms, which are defined as “the basic 

hardware (computer) and software (operating system) on which software applications can be 

run” (Janssen, n.d.) - frameworks on which social networks can be built. Most of them are web-

based and to be able to use their functions and thus become a part of these virtual social 

networks, users need to be connected to the Internet. 

 In 2007 researchers from Rice University, the University of Maryland, and Max Planck 

Institute for Software Systems conducted a research study which analyzed characteristics of 

several social networking services including YouTube and Flickr. They concluded that social 

networks differ from regular webpages in five basic characteristics. To fulfill these five defining 

requirements, the SNS must be: 

1. user-based (direction of that content is determined by anyone who takes part in the 

discussion) 

2. interactive (filled with network-based gaming applications) 

3. community-driven (members hold common beliefs or hobbies) 

4. based on relationships (the more relationships user has within the network, the more 

established he is toward the center of that network)  

5. preferring emotion over content (Mislove, Marcon, Gummadi, Druschel and 

Bhattacherjee, 2007). 
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2.2 The path to online networking 
 

 With the pace of technological evolution and changes in society associated with it, when 

people started to seek jobs or refuge in another countries or newly inhabited areas, there was a 

demand for new means of communication. These significant issues were solved by the 

commercialization of electromagnetic telegraphs in 1844 by Morse (McGillem, 2013), later, in 

1877, by Bell’s telephones (Borth, 2014). It was only a matter of time until the development of 

this field would eventually reach the new step in technical evolution, the Internet.  

 Since then a considerable amount of different social networking services on the Internet 

have been developed. While most of them work on the same principle as was described in the 

previous chapter, none of them is exactly similar and they keep their personal traits. 

 

2.3 Evolution of social networks 
 

All started in 1973 in Berkeley, California, with a Bulletin Board System (further BBS). 

It was only a precursor to the actual computerized version of the BBS, but its users were allowed 

to post public messages through wired terminals in neighborhoods after inserting a coin. Five 

years later, a version of BBS that could be used on personal computers was developed. This 

version was called CBBS (Computerized Bulletin Board Service). CBBS supported only one 

caller at the same time and users thus needed to take turns accessing the system. 

 The next major improvement in on-line social networking was brought by 

SixDegrees.com – social network based on the Web of Contacts model that allowed its users to 

list friends on the site. SixDegrees was using the theory of six degrees of separation (Andrews, 

2010). This theory claims that everyone and everything is six or fewer steps away from any 

other person in the world by way of introduction (Karinthy, 1929). The first time this theory 

was proposed was in 1929 by Frigyes Karinthy and although it was proven on small scale in 

1967 by Stanley Milgram, the theory was not considered a proven one due to the fact that 

Milgram based his conclusion on a very small number of tested subjects. It was as late as in 

2001 when a professor at Columbia University, Duncan Watts, tested the theory on a global 

scale via the Internet. Three years later he published a book called “Six Degrees: The Science 

of a Connected Age”, in which he summarizes his research and claims that after reviewing the 

data collected by 48,000 participants in 157 countries, he found out that the average number of 
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intermediaries was indeed six (Watts, 2003). Following this principle, SixDegrees.com allowed 

its users to send messages to people in their first, second and even third degrees, and thus 

connecting them with friends of their friend's friends. 

 LinkedIn was founded in December 2002 and launched six months later, in May 2003. 

Unlike most of the others networking services, LinkedIn was primarily oriented on business 

interactions rather than personal matters. For that reason, LinkedIn is considered a professional 

networking service (Forbes, 2014). By using this professional network service businesses were 

able to keep most of their networks up-to-date and in order. 

The first massively popular social network was the service called MySpace. The main 

motive of this site was a strong emphasis on music. While now there is only about 1 million 

unique visitors each month, in its prime, from 2005 to 2008, MySpace was the most visited 

social networking site in the world and in June 2006 even surpassed Google as the most visited 

website in the United States (Cashmore, 2006). But even though it was several times actualized 

and redesigned to keep in touch with the needs and requirements of its users, MySpace was 

eventually overtaken by Facebook in the number of unique worldwide visitors. In May 2009 

MySpace lost its primacy in the number of visitors in the US as well (Raphael, 2009). 

 Facebook, originally launched in 2004 as a social network for students of the Harvard 

University, became the most successful social networking service on the Internet when it 

overtook MySpace in 2008. Its creators soon realized the potential of their creation and allowed 

it to expand to colleges in the Boston area, the Ivy League, and Stanford University. The 

expansion continued to all universities and later to high schools. Nowadays, Facebook allows 

anyone who confirms to be at least 13 years old to become a registered user of the website (Hall, 

2014). The number of Facebook users worldwide reached a total of one billion in 2012 and in 

July 2014 website Business Insider announced that Facebook has over 2.2 billion users 

(Edwards, 2014). 

 The last social networking service mentioned will be a project by Google Inc. called 

Google+. While its functions are similar to those of other social networks and do not provide 

any special benefit to users, it is its structure which makes Google+ unique. Google+ is often 

described as a “social layer” that enhances many of its online properties (Benady, 2014). It does 

not consist of a single website, but it is rather a connection between all of Google's services, be 

it Gmail.com, Google Play or Youtube.com. 

Despite massive propagation campaign, Google+ is not nearly as successful as 
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Facebook (Hosch, 2014). Although Google claims that Google+ has more than 1.15 billion 

users, server's wearesocial.net statistics indicate that only 35% of them is actively using it, 

leaving around 400 million users (Dora, 2014). 

 

2.4 Classification of social networks 
 

 However, not every site focused on developing social networks is being called a social 

networking service. That is partially caused by the fact that these networks were developed 

differently from the sites such as Facebook or Twitter which can be considered as a model of 

modern social networking service. On the contrary, as of today, there is a vast amount of 

different social networks and social media working on different principle than the two social 

networking services mentioned above. From the perspective of their functionality, they can be 

divided into four major types. 

 The first type consists of social networks that focus on the sharing short and brief 

messages with a group of people without building a full-fledged network of internet contacts. 

The outmost example of the first type is Twitter, where users can “follow” each other to become 

subscribers of other user’s profile. This enables them to see “tweets” - short messages with 

maximal length of 140 characters posted by other users (Hosch, 2013). Unlike Facebook, 

Twitter does not rely on any other function, which causes it to be called “the SMS of the 

Internet” (Social Media Oracle, 2009). 

 The second type is based on a principle of discussions in the way they were realized in 

ancient Rome – people “meet” in virtual rooms or places, which are called accordingly to those 

of ancient Romans, “forums”. In these places, people can express and discuss their opinions 

with others. In these internet forums, users usually gain “ranks” accordingly to their activity 

and the quantity of their contributions, although despite these ranks, users are usually equal. 

The most popular of these forums is a site called Reddit and according to their own records, 

about 20 million people visit at least one of its discussion each month (Reddit, 2015). 

 The next type of social networks focuses on the value of its content over anything else. 

As examples of this type of social networks, Youtube.com or any blog - Web log or Weblog, is 

an online journal where an individual, group, or corporation presents a record of activities, 

thoughts, or beliefs (Dennis, 2014) - or vlog (video blog) service can be named. On both of 

these services, the main role is fulfilled by a source content, in case of blogs it is an article 
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written by the owner of the blog, in cases of Youtube and vlogs the content is a video. The only 

other functions that these services provide is a space under the content designed for reactions 

on it in the form of short comments left by visitors. 

 The fourth and the last type is represented by social networks Facebook and Google+. 

Both of them are a combination of all groups mentioned above, although usually in less 

sophisticated way due its effort to cover all of their functions. However, these are the most 

versatile and universal social networking services with the most registered and active users. 

 

2.5 Future of social networking  
 

The most popular social networking service nowadays, Facebook, is becoming more 

popular and powerful instrument of social media, while its influence on humanity and even on 

technological evolution increases. Some of the world’s most reputable experts on the economy 

including Joseph Calhoun (2012) predict that Facebook is the most probable medium which 

will determine the direction of subsequent technological development. 

 This assumption leads to the question of how it will affect the economy of the world. 

One possibility is that there will be a focus on improving the business-to-consumer 

communications in few next years. Although there are no means to make sure what exactly it 

will look like, it appears to be reasonable to expect an increase in numbers of businesses and 

retailers listening to customer's ideas and asking for their cooperation in a process of developing 

a product (Mangold and Faulds, 2009). 

 However, social networking does not affect only the economy – its influence can be 

already observed in modern electronic devices like cellphones and tablets, which are being sold 

with pre-installed applications to access social networks. It is related to the increase in people 

who use only mobile devices to connect to Facebook. According to Facebook's Inc. annual 

report, thirty percent of their users do not use any other device, and sixty-two percent of their 

earning in 2013 was from mobile advertising (Facebook Inc, 2013). This could mean that 

Facebook and other large social networking corporations will be focused on developing devices 

which would make mobile socializing easier and more comfortable. 
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3. Influence of social networks on interpersonal 

communication 
 

Nowadays, young people have changed incrementally from preceding generations. 

Marc Prensky (2001) called this discontuity a “singularity” - an event which changes things so 

fundamentally that there is absolutely no going back. In his work “Digital natives, digital 

immigrants”, Prensky claims: “This so-called “singularity” is the arrival and rapid 

dissemination of digital technology in the last decades of the twentieth century.” (Prensky, 

2001, 16) At that time, social networking sites did not have had such an influence in the 

perspective of the Internet. However, the impact of these changes was of similar principle as 

the one of the social networks – it provided a choice of interactivity in the time of relatively 

static lives.  

At this point of my thesis it may be useful to draw a distinction between terms “digital 

natives” and “digital immigrants”. The difference between these two groups being one grew up 

affected by digital technologies while the other had to learn how to use them in some later point 

of their lives.  

 

3.1 Digital natives 
 

Digital natives are mostly members of the younger generation, those that grew up under 

the influence of digital technology, be it social networks, video games, cell phones or other 

tools of the digital age. According to Prensky, today’s average college graduates have spent 

“5,000 hours of their lives reading, but over 10,000 hours playing video games (not to mention 

20,000 hours watching TV)” (Prensky, 2001, 16) which makes things like the Internet and 

online social networking or computer games an integral part of their lives.  

The digital environment and all the interaction with it could have had an enormous 

impact on their thinking process. Prensky cites Dr. Bruce D. Perry of Baylor College of 

Medicine , who said: “Different kinds of experiences lead to different brain structures,” 

(Prensky, 2001, 16). Taking this fact into consideration, the way young people think and process 

information may be fundamentally different from the older generations. Digital natives are able 

to learn and receive information really fast, their minds are well build for “multitasking” – 

process of doing several activities simultaneously, which can be explained on an example of 



9 

 

the ability to chat with several people on Facebook concurrently while still being able to browse 

the Internet or watch television. Also their attention span is short, and they prefer to switch their 

focus often, working on the principal of random access, in the same way like the hypertext does. 

Problem appears when they are confronted with lectures, step-by-step logic, and “tell-test” 

instruction, which are exactly the methods used in schools and education. Today’s teachers and 

instructors are mostly members of “digital immigrants” and have little understanding and 

appreciation for skills of their students – almost exclusively the digital natives – that social 

networking have actually enhanced, and that are almost totally ignored. According Prensky 

(2001, 30), “Digital Natives accustomed to the twitch-speed, multitasking, random-access, 

graphics-first, active, connected, fun, fantasy, quick-payoff world of their video games, MTV, 

and the Internet are bored by most of today’s education”. 

 

3.2 Digital immigrants 
 

 Prensky compares the Internet, social networking and digital literacy in general to a 

language-learning process. Digital natives are all “native speakers of the digital language of 

computers, video games and the Internet” (Prensky, 2001, 16). The rest of the population, who 

were not born into this digital world, although they adopted “many or most aspects of the new 

technology”, can be classified as “digital immigrants”. As they learn this “new language”, they 

still retain their “digital accent”, a mark, that they do not “speak” it naturally and intuitively, 

but rather through hard-learned knowledge. It could be caused by the fact that the older 

generation was being socialized in different way than their descendants and their brains do not 

have connections created by using electronic devices in a low age. And as any other language 

learned later in life, the digital language is being stored into a different part of the brain 

(Prensky, 2001, 17). 

 Different brain structure influences not only their capability to learn and understand 

digital technology, but also the way their mind works. While digital natives can divide their 

attention to several things at the same time, digital immigrants prefer the way they (and their 

parents before them) were taught at school – working slowly, step-by-step, one thing at a time, 

individually, and above all, seriously. They do not believe anyone can learn or work 

successfully while listening to music or using social networking services to chat with their 

friends. These diametraly different points of view are often the main cause of conflicts between 

“natives” and “immigrants”. 



10 

 

3.3 Generation conflicts 
 

The difference between these two groups is easy to detect when they come in contact – 

for example, on social networks. While parents do not see any problem in establishing virtual 

connections with their children, be it just as an easily available communication method or to 

control what they public on the Internet, this enthusiasm is often not shared. Young people feel 

oppressed and deep inside they perceive this as a violation of their privacy. They fear they will 

be humiliated in eyes of their acquaintances by something their parents could share with the 

world. They do not want to be under constant supervision, to be hiding every trace of behavior 

parents would not approve of, and even the very “existence” of their parents in the virtual world 

is perceived as a form of danger to their “freedom and independence”. In a typical family, there 

exists a threshold children will not cross in presence of their parents. The issue is that this 

threshold is either more benevolent or even non-existing in a sole presence of their friends – 

those are the times, when the rules of social behavior has shifted. Their parents are a disrupting 

element. They would like to share opinions, experiences or things they find entertaining and 

amusing with their online world, but they are limited to behave the way their parents expect 

them to be behaving. 

As the exact opposite, digital immigrants do not have a problem to public even some 

private details of their life. It can be considered as a certain type of showcase – a place, where 

they show their progress in adapting to the digital world and their achievements. They are 

excited and proud about their successes and want to utilize every new ability they learned. They 

do not realize that uploading a photography of their child as an infant could harm anyone’s 

feelings. It was a special moment which they want to share with the world. 

However, what is a pleasant memory for one person, can be a source of embarrassment 

for another. In today’s teenage society, even the online society, there are strict social rules and 

even a little violation of them could result in a great social punishment. The act of uncovering 

one’s privacy or history, even if that is a completely natural part of human lives, is definitely 

going against these rules. Such act could also potentially make a person vulnerable. Eventually, 

this could become a reason for bullying and social exile. 

To prevent scenarios like this, young people respond to the adaptation of their parents 

to the latest trends, in this case to the social networks, negatively. This negative attitude is 

supposed to make parents feel uncomfortable and leave the cyberspace, what teenagers always 

considered their domain, their shelter from responsibilities and the adult world. The whole 
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conflict between digital natives and digital immigrants can be just an act of self-defense as the 

natives instinctively fight to protect themselves from harm, that could come from a mere online-

presence of their parents. 

 

3.4 Risks of online anonymity 
 

Most of digital natives spend several hours a day by sitting behind a screen. Besides all 

the other interests they have in the digital world, hiding behind a screen provides “common 

appearance that can blind others to the phenomenal destiny they represent“ (Bauerlein, 2011, 

11), because their activity is unknown to their surroundings. While most of the other actions 

that human can take are explicit – reading a book, playing a musical instrument, one cannot do 

anything else while doing these – using a computer or laptop allows its user to do several things 

at the same time, while still looking the same. This reclusiveness is an important feature of 

digital conduct, breaking down the borders of public decency and providing a sense of 

anonymity and intimacy even in open areas. 

This can become an issue when people come to a realization they are not bound by rules 

of polite social behavior anymore. Digital technology provides its users with a certain mode of 

withdrawal, which allows them to look well-behaved and gentle, while said technology 

provides users means to be vicious and uncouth. Mark Bauerlein wrote about it: “...that precise 

shelter removes one of the long-standing curbs on vicious conduct, namely, exposure” 

(Bauerlein, 2011, 12). Without a fear of social judgement, there is nothing that can keep our 

lesser intentions in check. And under this curtain of anonymity, anyone can “join the cyber-

bullying, mobbing, and swearing, all the while appearing entirely decorous in the public sphere 

of the coffeehouse“ (Bauerlein, 2011, 12). 

 

3.5 Effects on human brain 
 

The unforeseen consequences of the transition to a digital epoch is affecting every aspect 

of our lives. Human brain is more malleable than had been presumed – our mental meshwork 

is not fixed after reaching a certain age. According to Daniel Bell, we, after using certain tools 

for extended periods of time, “inevitably begin to take on the qualities of those technologies.” 

(Carr, 2008, 72) 
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Friedrich Nietzsche also experienced similar phenomenon when he acquired a 

typewriter due to his worsening medical condition. After that, Carr quotes German media 

scholar Friedrich A. Kittler who marked that “Nietzsche’s prose changed from arguments to 

aphorisms, from thought to puns, from rhetoric to telegram style” (Carr, 2008, 72). Nietzsche 

himself was also aware of this change in his writing style. In a message to one of his close 

friends, he wrote: “...our writing equipment takes part in the forming of our thoughts”. (Carr, 

2008, 72)  

 However, Jakob Nielsen and his research team found out that teenagers, who are well 

accustomed to using computers for their whole life, have the average success rate of working 

with unknown network lower by 11% than it is in case of adult users (Nielsen, 2005, 55). Their 

poor performance and results are caused by three substantial factors: dramatically low patience 

level, unsophisticated research strategies and mainly by insufficient reading skills. 

Reading was, just as the acceptance of digital technology, a major intervention into a 

human brain that took hundreds of years to be finally imprinted in human brains. In comparison 

to that, it took only a small fragment of that time to make human brain adapt to the new, 

interactive environment that social networking services provide. 

The real issue with such quick adaptation to digital technology lies in the fact that people are 

getting used to an immediate access to information the way the social networks provide. It is 

an endangerment of the ability to “probe beyond the information to think beneath and beyond 

the information given to the deeper layers of insight, imagination and knowledge that have led 

to this stage of human thought” (Wolf, 2007, 45) 

The act of affecting person’s ability to read is being reported by several scientists. 

According to Carr, Bruce Friedman, pathologist on the faculty of the University of Michigan 

Medical School, once said, that after few years of social networking, “his thinking has taken on 

a “staccato” quality, reflecting the way he quickly scans short passages of text from many 

sources online.” (Carr, 2008, 69) 

On the other side, there are certain qualities we can get by using digital technologies. 

Considering video games as an example, we can label them as a “simulations of embodied 

experience” (Gee, 2008, 47). James Paul Gee in his work “Learning theory, video games and 

popular culture” wrote, that “human understanding is not primarily a matter of storing general 

concepts in the head or applying abstract rules to experience. Rather, humans think and 

understand best when they can imagine and simulate an experience in such a way that the 



13 

 

simulation prepares them for actions they need and want to take in order to accomplish their 

goals” (Gee, 2008, 48) According to that, the human mind does not utilize some universal or 

general approach to understand occurring events and processes, but it learns to understand them 

on the basis of experience. In other words, we can summarize that the human mind seems to 

utilize a “case-to-case” approach. Lee claims, that due to influence of digital technology, 

specifically video games, a person can simulate different situations in its mind, visualizing them 

“differently for different occasions, based on what actions you need to take to accomplish 

specific goals in specific situations.” (Gee, 2008, 48) In their mental simulations, they can 

imagine themselves in another role of their memories or change the way in which those 

situations happened. Through imagination, people can plan and prepare their actions and their 

consequences on their real world before they actually act. In these simulations, people are 

usually limited by the same restrictions they were (or would be) in the real situation. Gibson 

called these restrictions affordances. “An affordance is a feature of the world (real or virtual) 

that will allow for a certain action to be taken, but only if it is matched by an ability in an actor 

who has the wherewithal to carry out such an action. Affordances are relationships between the 

world and actors” (Gee, 2008, 49). 
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4. Influence of social networks on language 
 

 The Internet became a medium connecting the whole world, and social networking sites 

are its main instrument. It is a reliable tool that gives its users a power to break barriers set up 

by the distribution of the world. By connecting places that were uncontactable in the past, the 

Internet offered new opportunities to the mankind to reunite itself in an easy and accessible 

way. 

 

4.1 Global language 
 

 

 Since the end of the cold war, there has been a great shift in the world language literacy. 

There still exists several major language communities, but the change of political climate and 

relief gave a way to the spread of English. English was even before one of the most spoken 

languages, but since Gorbachev’s and Reagan’s treaty, many of the old states of the USSR 

slowly started to accept it as the “main” secondary language (Brooke, 2012). This, and the 

relatively low difficulty of the language, are the reasons why English is one of the most spoken 

languages in the world (Ethnologue, 2015). 

 It can be also considered as one of the reasons why English became the unofficial 

language of the World Wide Web and thus of the most social networking sites, except nation-

focused social networking sites. (Baron, 2003) Of course, the major role in this decision was 

that the World Wide Web itself is an invention of the western world, invented by Tim Berners-

Lee, a scientist in a CERN research center in Switzerland (Encyclopædia Britannica, 2014). In 

2001 Dara O‘Neill published a study that claimed that 72% of the whole content on the Internet 

is in English (O’Neill, 2001). Web Technology Surveys (2015) claims that it is over 55% as of 

today, but said information may be inaccurate due to an expansion of Chinese websites. For 

example Renren, the social network that was referred to as a “Chinese Facebook”, has more 

than 219 million users (Statista, 2014). Baidu Tieba, the leading Chinese social networking site, 

has about 300 million users. (Statista, 2015). However, Chinese social networking sites are not 

the only ones besides their English competitors. Another widespread language, Russian, also 

dominates its own social networks - VK (VKontakte) is the largest of them with over 100 

million registered users (Statista, 2015). These different social networks indicate the position 

of English as the global language is not as unambiguous as it might appear. 
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Sites in different languages are usually targeted to a specific audience (usually on 

members of a single nation) and do not have much to offer to a foreigner. On the other hand, 

an availability of site’s content in English translation is the first mark that the website is meant 

for the international purposes. As an example can serve the Wikipedia, the open Encyclopedia, 

which has most of its content available in at least two languages, while one of them is usually 

English. 

While communicating on social network outside the national boundaries, English is 

usually the first choice. On the one hand, not every Internet user knows this language enough 

to use it correctly. On the other hand, in most cases, that is not an issue, if their English is good 

enough to engage in simple conversation. For that, person needs to know only few basic rules 

of English grammar and have a certain vocabulary or to be ready to use a dictionary. As of 

today, even the English non-speaker can find (or post) information on the Internet, be it a regular 

website or a part of some social networking site, due to services called online translators, which 

allows people to translate whole sentences from their native to most of the other world 

languages. As an example of such service, the Google Translator can be mentioned. With tools 

like this, the Internet communication is more accessible to a still growing part of world’s 

population. 

 An alternative to using translating services is a sublanguage called “Globish”. It is a 

simplified and pragmatic form of English. In standard English exists about 615000 words, while 

most of native speakers do not know more than 80000 and, on daily basis, use more than 7500 

of them (Globish, n.d.). Globish uses only about 1500 words. On Globish’s official webpages 

is stated, that “the simple goal of Globish is to reach only a level -- a common ground -- where 

everyone understands everyone else, everywhere in the world.“ (Globish, n.d.) 

 Jean-Paul Nerriere, the inventor of Globish, had yet another intention besides creating 

an easy international language. He himself describes Globish as a device that will “limit the 

influence of the English language dramatically“ (McCrum, 2011). Robert McCrum, the author 

of a book Globish: How the English Language Became the World’s Language, claims that it is 

actually designed to be a barrier to the full English. In his book, he cites Nerriere: “I am helping 

the rescue of French, and of all the languages that are threatened by English today but which 

will not be at all endangered by Globish. It is in the best interests of non-Anglophone countries 

to support Globish, especially if you like your culture and its language.” (McCrum, 2011) 

 We cannot be sure how will humankind communicate in the future. In a certain way, the 

technology itself is a language, and with an increasing amount of experienced users it is a 
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special kind of lingua franca. Maria Bustillos in her article “Technology is the new English” 

wrote: “Technology has become the lingua franca of the world’s under-30s. They don’t just all 

speak English — they speak Rails and Ubuntu. They know how to work every telephone, and 

they know all the ins and outs of Tumblr and Twitter — 107.8 million of Twitter’s 140 million 

active users are international users, while 750 million of Facebook’s 900 million users are 

outside of the U.S. This fluency is quite thrilling to us dinosaurs; it’s fantastic the way the 

youngs can operate in any new environment or on any new device without a moment’s 

puzzlement.” (Bustillos, 2012) 

However, it is difficult to imagine this concept of operating with electronic devices to 

be transferred to a spoken or written language. All these assumptions are on highly theoretical 

level, but it would take either a long period of adaptation to the new way of communication or 

a breakthrough in the field of the artificial enhancing of minds. Human brain in its current state 

would probably not be able to neither comprehend nor utilize it. 

 

4.2 Variations of online language 
 

 The standard English is a formal language with strictly defined rules. The informal 

language is much more benevolent and it differs on the basis of the age, origin, psychological 

conditions of the speaker, geographical location and, in case of dialog, on the relationship 

between the participants engaged in it. We adapt our language to match different demands, 

depending on the situation around us. The same fact is applied to the language used on the 

Internet. 

 By entering the world of online networking, the set of these preconditions changes. 

Conditions like the age, origin or geographical conditions do not matter, and are replaced by 

their online opposites – social rank (or status) on the website community, reputation or fame of 

the user and the most important, the Internet location. The first two are dependent on 

connections and acquaintance of the community belonging to a certain website as well as on 

the individual skill, knowledge and activity of its users. However, the most defining is the last 

on, the Internet location, as it sorts the Internet users to a groups with a common goal, be it a 

shared hobby, taste in music or different interests. 

 Different communities of interest also develop their own vocabulary, usually consisting 

of abbreviations and slang nomenclature, making it difficult for anyone uninformed to 
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comprehend what they are talking about. Website Internetslang.com contains more than 1000 

internet abbreviations and acronyms (Internetslang.com, n.d.). However, those are only the 

most common and general expressions and do not include most of specialized terms.  

To provide an example, consider the sentence “OK IDK FWIW IMHO RTFM 

ROTFLMAO JK ILY TTFN“ as an anwer to the question "How do I turn on my headlights?". 

Sentence is composed only from abbreviations. This imaginary dialogue is happening 

between two close friends, probably in their teenage years, and the answer’s full meaning 

is: “"Okay, I don't know, for what it's worth, in my humble opinion, read the manual! 

Rolling on the floor laughing. Just kidding. I love you. Ta ta for now." For people nescient 

to the meaning of these abbreviations, the sentence does not make any sense. The sheer 

amount of existing abbreviations is immense, but some of them are used more often than 

others. In addition to those in the example, it is possible to mention “afk“ (away from 

keyboard), used to let others know that person is not going to respond for a moment, “brb“ 

(be right back), an abbreviation with meaning similar to the previous, “lol“ (laughing out 

loud), which is an implication that he/she finds a certain thing amusing, and “omg“, an 

abbreviation for “Oh my God!“. 

 The basic division of these communities could be the Prensky‘s one – on the digital 

natives and digital immigrants, specifically on the younger and older generations. The former 

communicate mostly in the form of instant messengers and chats available on social networks, 

and are keen to use a lot of different abbreviations and to shorten words, enhanced by a frequent 

use of emoticons. Using only short sentences suits their fast pace of life and supports a fluidity 

of the dialog. On the other hand, members of the other generation often use the internet 

communication the same way they would use, for example, in a letter. They uphold grammar 

and spelling rules and express their thought in a form of full sentences rather than using few 

descriptive, yet accurate words. However, this division is greatly general. Difference of online 

vocabularies mostly depends on a focus of interest shared by users, not their age.  

A description of these language deviations would require comparing it to a pedigree. If 

you consider such a diagram with “English” as its main class, than there would be several of its 

subclasses, including standard and slang. Slang would be divided into another amount of 

subclasses. Following this principle, it is possible to reach any group of interest and divide it 

into several another afterwards. Theoretically, there exists an infinite amount of different 

language deviations. In reality they are limited, even though that final number would be high. 

One of the reasons is that similarly oriented language groups are intertwined (and thus 
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interconnected in the imaginary diagram) with each other and share a part of their vocabulary. 

 

4.3 Direct influence of social networks 
 

 Due to massive spread of the Internet and growing popularity of online socializing, there 

has been a change in the way people seek to associate themselves with those sharing similar 

interests. With an accessibility of the Internet communication, there was a decrease of real, live 

face-to-face interaction. That kind of interaction with other human beings is also an essential 

part for a good mental health (Herts Eeg Biofeedback, 2012). 

According to Susan Tardanico, CEO of The Authentic Leadership Alliance, only 7% of 

communication is based on the written or verbal word (Tardanico, 2012). Given that, over 90% 

of communication is performed through nonverbal body language and thus cannot be expressed 

solely via messages. Via social networking, people can be projecting any image they want and 

creating an illusion of their choosing, while there is no possibility for their audience to catch 

any signs of their body language revealing the truth. Online communication also leaves a great 

space for a misinterpretation. Henry Jenkins in his work Love Online mentioned this fact in 

reflecting his son and his first girlfriend, who met online. Jenkins says: “The medium’s 

inadequacies are, no doubt, resulting in significant shifts in the vocabulary of love. In 

cyberspace, there is no room for the ambiguous gestures that characterized another generation’s 

fumbling first courtships. The language of courtly love emerged under similar circumstances: 

distant lovers putting into writing what they could not say aloud.” (Jenkins, 2006) 

There is no certain manner to predict how this will affect human society, which was 

built on face-to-face communication, because in the age of social technologies, we are forging 

relationships and making decisions based on words, abbreviations and emoticons. 

Although it is not easy to judge a social network’s contribution to interpersonal 

communication, as the real and the online communications can be related. A study executed by 

the National Institute of Health found that youths with strong, positive face-to-face relationships 

may be those most frequently using social media as an additional venue to interact with their 

peers. At the same time, people who aren’t as comfortable with face-to-face interactions are 

thriving in an online environment, which helps them to build relationships they would not be 

able to establish otherwise due to their natural shyness (Jones, 2013). 

However, on a case-to-case basis, there can be dramatic differences. For example, a 
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study performed by Jean Twenge, a professor of psychology at San Diego State University, 

showed that a sample of high school students from Connecticut with problematic levels of 

Internet use were more likely to get into serious fights or carry a weapon (Twenge, 2013). 

 

4.4 Future of communication 
 

 Even today it is possible to observe the incoming change in interpersonal 

communication. The focus is slowly shifting from verbal to nonverbal, electronic way of 

communicating. Few years back, while still widely spread, the communication via social 

networks was usually limited to a long range communication. Instant messengers were mostly 

used on either laptops or desktop computers. 

 This changed with the arrival of mobile devices able to work with mobile versions on 

existing social networking services like Facebook or Twitter. Together with an expansion of 

freely available wireless connection to the Internet, the focus switched from a personal 

communication to chatting. As of today, it is nothing unusual to see group of people sitting 

together in silence, while all of them use their smartphones rather than talking to each other. 

 It may be caused by the fact that human contact has become something ordinary and 

people do not see it as any special occasion. That is the effect of social networking – people 

have a way to reach up to and communicate with everyone, who does have an Internet 

connection and account on one of available social networking services. Therefore, it may be 

concluded that the verbal communication is losing its value as a social currency. 
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5. Cultural, multicultural and intercultural aspects of 

social networks 
 

 Social networks, as a steady component of our lives, play an important role in today’s 

globalizing society. Besides providing a context for people to communicate and share 

knowledge, they also provide a link that connects members of different cultures. According to 

Chen and Zhang, “The compression of time and space, due to the convergence of new media 

and globalization, has shrunk the world into a much smaller interactive field. By connecting 

people from the whole world, social networks brought them to a “global village”. 

Communication that occurs in this online “settlement” promotes interactive dialogues to an act 

of building understanding of different points of view a thus allows its participants to gain 

knowledge and learn about different opinions and perspectives of issues, topics and events 

(Chen and Zhang, 2010). 

Cultural differences influence communication, behavior and values. Devan Rosen, 

member of Ithaca College, in his work Online and Offline Social Networks: Investigating 

Culturally-Specific Behavior and Satisfaction claims, that “…there are differences in the way 

that people who identify with different cultures, based on both national identity and gender, 

manage their communicative behaviors within SNS (Social Network Sites)” (Rosen, 2010). To 

understand these differences we can apply the “diffusion of innovation” theory developed by 

E.M. Rogers in 1962. The result of this diffusion is that people, as part of a social system, adopt 

a new idea, behavior, or product. This adoption is affected by five characteristics: relative 

advantage, compatibility, trialability, observability and complexity (Rogers, 2003). 

 

5.1 Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory 
 

Another way to understand these cultural differences is through the Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions. It is a framework for cross-cultural communication, describing how the society’s 

culture affects values of its members and their successive relation to the behavior. Dr. Geert 

Hofstede, Professor Emeritus of Organizational Anthropology and International Management 

at Maastricht University in the Netherlands, conducted a research on employees of the IBM 

company. Hofstede analyzed the results and found clear patterns of similarity and difference 

amid the responses along six dimensions and even though it is not their original purpose, they 
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are applicable on social networks. These dimensions are: 

 

1. Power/Distance (PD) 

“This dimension expresses the degree to which the less powerful members of a 

society accept and expect that power is distributed unequally. The fundamental 

issue here is how a society handles inequalities among people. People in 

societies exhibiting a large degree of power distance accept a hierarchical order 

in which everybody has a place and which needs no further justification. In 

societies with low power distance, people strive to equalize the distribution of 

power and demand justification for inequalities of power.” (The Hofstede 

Centre, n.d.) 

In the case of social networking, there also exist sites which divide users 

by their “sphere of influence”. Most of them are in the form of online forums, 

where each user has his profile with a rank according to his position between 

other users. With higher ranks come greater rights and possibilities in the frame 

of the website. That is in direct contrast to the principle of the second type of 

social networks – the equality of users. 

 

2. Individualism (IDV) 

“The high side of this dimension, called individualism, can be defined as a 

preference for a loosely-knit social framework in which individuals are expected 

to take care of only themselves and their immediate families. Its opposite, 

collectivism, represents a preference for a tightly-knit framework in society in 

which individuals can expect their relatives or members of a particular in-group 

to look after them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty. A society's position on 

this dimension is reflected in whether people’s self-image is defined in terms of 

“I” or “we”.” (The Hofstede Centre, n.d.) 

A fine example of this aspect is the Facebook itself. The user is an 

individual who represents only himself/herself and has ties only to friends and 

family. However, by using Facebook’s function to create or join a “group”, the 

same user also becomes a member and representative of this community. 
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3. Masculinity (MAS) 

“The masculinity side of this dimension represents a preference in society for 

achievement, heroism, assertiveness and material rewards for success. Society 

at large is more competitive. Its opposite, femininity, stands for a preference for 

cooperation, modesty, caring for the weak and quality of life. Society at large is 

more consensus-oriented. In the business context Masculinity versus Feminity 

is sometimes also related to as “tough versus gender” cultures.” (The Hofstede 

Centre, n.d.) 

This dimension is also observable in online social networks. The 

approach (masculinity or feminity) differs either on every single user and either 

on a principle on which website works. As an example of feminity approach can 

be mentioned the Wikipedia again. It is a place where people share information 

to a benefit of all rather than their own fame. On the opposite, the masculinity 

approach is represented in the most competitive online websites which rewards 

their users for a certain activity. This is a key principle for many online games 

available on Facebook or video games with online multiplayer. 

 

4. Uncertainty/Avoidance Index (UAI) 

“The uncertainty avoidance dimension expresses the degree to which the 

members of a society feel uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity. The 

fundamental issue here is how a society deals with the fact that the future can 

never be known: should we try to control the future or just let it happen? 

Countries exhibiting strong UAI maintain rigid codes of belief and behavior and 

are intolerant of unorthodox behavior and ideas. Weak UAI societies maintain a 

more relaxed attitude in which practice counts more than principles.” (The 

Hofstede Centre, n.d.) 

The uncertainty/avoidance index in an online networking can be 

represented by a frequency of activity of its users. People with an intention to 

affect or “control” the future are more likely to actively create, post and share 

information, while people with a lower UA index are in the most cases only a 

passive consumers of those information. Steve Jobs used a similar parable in his 

opinion on the difference between television and the Web, when he said that 

difference between them is as the difference between lean-back and sit-forward 
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media. The networked computer makes you lean in, focus, engage, while 

television encourages you to zone out. 

 

5. Long Term Orientation (LTO) 

“Every society has to maintain some links with its own past while dealing with 

the challenges of the present and the future. Societies prioritize these two 

existential goals differently. 

Societies who score low on this dimension, for example, prefer to maintain time-

honored traditions and norms while viewing societal change with suspicion. 

Those with a culture which scores high, on the other hand, take a more pragmatic 

approach: they encourage thrift and efforts in modern education as a way to 

prepare for the future. 

In the business context this dimension is related to as “(short term) normative 

versus (long term) pragmatic” (PRA). In the academic environment the 

terminology Monumentalism versus Flexhumility is sometimes also used.” (The 

Hofstede Centre, n.d.) 

In the terms of social networks, this aspect is hard to express – unless the 

user is an extrovert with a need to share all their opinions and ideas. Social 

networks do not usually provide an opportunity to show this trait of human 

personality and thus it can be expressed only it the user choses to do so. 

 

Sixth dimension has been added in 2010 and is based on research conducted by Micheal 

Minkov. This dimension is called Indulgence versus Restraint (IND). “Indulgence stands for a 

society that allows relatively free gratification of basic and natural human drives related to 

enjoying life and having fun.  Restraint stands for a society that suppresses gratification of needs 

and regulates it by means of strict social norms.” (The Hofstede Centre, n.d.) 

This issue was already outlined in one of the previous parts of this thesis. Social 

networks and cyberspace in general allows a vast amount of “freedom and independence” that 

can be and often is abused. The main reason why people chose this medium to unleash the 

personality traits otherwise suppressed by the rules and restrictions of society is that it provides 

them with anonymity. Their actions are ambiguous to anyone who can see them in person and 

with the use of false name it also protects them from recognition on the Internet. 
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 However, the score and values earned by using Hofstede’s method are relative, because 

each human being is, apart from being a member of human race, unique and may not fulfill the 

typical traits and behavior of an average member of the same nation. Thus “culture can be only 

used meaningfully by comparison” (The Hofstede Centre, n.d.). 

 

5.2 Intercultural adaptation 
 

Intercultural dialogue is a crucial instrument in establishing intercultural relationships 

and thus creating a politically stable world. According to research conducted by members of 

the Georgetown University, turmoil and violence would be the consequences of people refusing 

to “promote intercultural dialogue and communication competence to achieve harmony and 

understanding” (Georgetown University, 2010). 

Different social networks influence culture in various manners. A universal effect on 

intercultural dialogue, shared by the most existing social networking services, is providing a 

common medium for exchanging messages as well as it “brings together people with different 

backgrounds and encourages interaction” (Sawyer, 2011). Through this, a feeling of belonging 

to a greater social network than to a local community is created and basic background for people 

to engage in an international communication is established. The importance of international 

communication was described by Young Yun Kim in her work Communication patterns of 

foreign immigrants in the process of acculturation “Communication is crucial to acculturation. 

It provides the fundamental means by which individuals develop insights into their new 

environment” (Kim, 1977). Her work focuses on mass media and interpersonal communication 

channels. “Among many forms of human communication, interpersonal communication and 

mass media consumption are the two most salient forms in the cultural learning process” (Kim, 

1977). In her work, published more than 35 years ago and thus long before the worldwide 

expansion of online social networking, Kim also proposed that availability of interpersonal 

communication and media channels can have a significant influence on the amount of 

communication occurring. 

 According to Kim, additional opportunities were made available through work, school, 

or social groups and for those reasons, people living abroad their native country (exchange 

student, immigrants or sojourners) have a higher chance to successfully integrate to foreign 

culture (Kim, 2001). Supporting this theory, Robert Witchert in his research on cultural 
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adaptation Acculturation and Intercultural Identity in the Post-Modern World states: “The 

multicultural world is enhanced by the experiences of sojourners, merchants, immigrants, and 

others that successfully transition from one culture to another. The individual becomes more 

mature and knowledgeable. The world becomes more diverse and at the same time becomes 

more understanding” (Wichert, 1996). 

However, the intercultural adaptation done through social networking services may be 

closer to Fred Casmir’s approach. According to him, the intercultural communication does not 

have to end by adopting one culture. Casmir proposes the existence of a cooperative 

intercultural approach that results in the formation of a mutually beneficial “third culture.”, yet 

the third culture is built only when “the participants engage in an active, coordinated, mutually 

beneficial process of building a relationship” (Casmir, 1993). 

 

5.3 Role of social networks 
 

 “Social media has a social, physical and cultural influence on intercultural adaptation,” 

claims Rebeca Sawyer in her work The Impact of New Social Media on Intercultural Adaptation 

(Sawyer, 2011). Sawyer conducted a series of interviews to discover the full expanse of social 

networking services’ influence on intercultural adaptation. She reached a conclusion that social 

networks do influence multiple parts of acculturating process. 

 One of those conclusion was the importance of “how seeking connections on social 

media sites impact intercultural adaptation”. Her research conducted on ten foreign students at 

the University of Rhode Island implies that people use social media to strengthen, build and 

maintain relationships and thus use them to “establish interconnectedness, which is important 

component for communicating with people in the host and home countries”.  Sawyer claims 

that those connections are important for “establishing a sense of community” and “overcoming 

adjustment challenges”, which is an essential factor in intercultural adaptation (Sawyer, 2011). 

 Interviewed students also used social media to gain an inside knowledge about their host 

country and understand cultural norms and traditions from their contacts in the U.S. Through 

these acquaintances they also “acknowledged the stereotypes and biases and could shape their 

perceptions around multiple sources”, helping them to create a wider world view perspective 

on American culture (Sawyer, 2011). 

 After their arrival into the host country, her interviewers used the social media to 
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forming new relationships and thus creating a sense of belonging and integration. On the same 

time, social media were also used to keeping in touch with their families and friends in their 

respective home countries, which helps in sustaining the sense of belonging to the home culture. 

Social media help people to “foster a sense of community and feel like they belong to multiple 

cultures” (Sawyer, 2011) 
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6. Conclusion 
 

 Social networks have significantly evolved since their creation in 1973. Every social 

network attempted to surpass its predecessors and had learned from their mistakes and 

achievements. Over these forty years, they became inseparably intertwined with our society, 

influencing it in many different aspects.  

Influence of social networks reaches into many different fields. It can be easily observed 

in everyday life of each of us. Social networks provide their users an easy way to stay in contact 

with their families and friends, regardless the distance dividing them. They are becoming a 

source of information, in some cases even more reliable than other media. They are a place 

where people share their ideas, opinions or important moments of their lives. 

 The influence of social networks is not always positive.  They can lead to loss of privacy, 

as people willingly share their personal information with each other without a way to ensure 

this information will not be used inappropriately. Social networks can become addictive, 

causing addiction either on social networking itself or on the Internet generally. There exist 

opinions that social networking makes people antisocial, unable of any other means of 

communication than through the screen of electronic device. In extreme cases, this can escalate 

into a complete loss of a real social life. This level of addiction can occur worldwide, but due 

to the amount of Asian Internet users and their specific cultural traits, Asians are one of the 

most vulnerable groups. Their mentality is connected to their culture and thus different from, 

for example, Europeans’, meaning that the attitude towards the Internet and social networks 

differs as well. 

 Social networks also greatly affect the very foundations of our society. It is easily 

accessible platform through which an instant communication between two or more people can 

be arranged. The instantaneous character of the dialogue can influence an attitude of its 

participants, making the participant’s reactions (and whole communication in general) more 

prone to be frivolous and exaggerative. This is often a source of discords, especially when 

people do not share the same background knowledge or do not know the exact context of the 

communication – parents and children, for example. Social networks also influenced language 

- their expansion gave an impulse to creation of different language variations. Their form and 

contents depend mostly on people, who use them. Certain kind of these variations spreads 

between wide general public, usually thanks to its attractiveness to members of younger 
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generation. The popularity of these variations is one of the causes of grammatical illiteracy of 

increasing amount of young people and endangerment of proper and former variation of said 

languages.  

 However, in the end, social networks are mere tools and it depends on people, how 

they will be used. This issue should be taken seriously, because social networks could be 

shaping our future. 
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