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AbstracT 

This paper aims to provide data based detailed analysis of social media users, their motivations and the implications of this on message delivery and analysis of influence of social media. The paper will address questions related to use and analysis of social media within the call for specialist meeting. 

The early days of internet studies consisted of many utopian and dystopian proclamations about the technologies. Today, the analyses are becoming increasingly more nuanced and detailed and strongly rooted in empirical studies. Social media as a social phenomenon is still new enough to be strongly influenced by the utopian nature of the early analysis, but as more and more empirical analysis becomes available, the better judgements we are able to make about the importance and influence of the social media for both military and everyday applications.

Social media are surrounded by a lot of hype, but also associated with significant changes. In many instances, media texts appear to proclaim that “everyone uses social media”, while although social media users are increasing, it is still only a minority of the whole population. Based on representative survey data to be collected in November 2011, this paper will provide in-depth analysis of who uses social media and to what purposes in Estonia. Survey data, which collected in Estonia amongst both native Estonians and minority groups, will provide the opportunity to compare social media users according to their background, overall internet and media use and social status. This information will help give a better understanding as to who use social media and how their uses differ. Social media use as phenomenon is spread wide and far and to group people based only on social media use would result in missing a lot of important information. Thus the analysis of empirical results will provide important insights when understanding the use and influence of social media for a specific NATO country – Estonia. However, discussion with other studies will enable some of the results to be generalised to wider social media users. The results will include discussion of different uses of social media, looking at the variety of media used and different ways of using social media. Data will help to identify those whose involvement in social media is more passive versus those who are more active in their engagement.

1.0 Introduction

One could claim that with Time magazine proclaiming ‘You’ as the person of the year for 2006 [1] the lauding of the social media has peaked. Everyone talks about it, using the “Twitter Revolution” to signify any sort of civil unrest in the past 2-3 years, from Moldova to Egypt. Others call the 2011 events in Egypt or Iran “Facebook revolutions”. All this attention indicates that public opinion considers social media to be really relevant and important in a diversity of aspects. At the same time, there are critics, for instance prominent researcher professor Pippa Norris, who in her keynote speech at ICEGOV 2011 [2] pointed out that the actual use of social media in all ‘Arab Spring’ countries is so small that it can hardly be significant to the average population. Social media have been used to bring prominence to the revolutions, but mainly because the dealings have made events in those particular countries more easily accessible to the mainstream media.

In this paper, my aim is to look at the actual social media use of Estonia, a small NATO member country, who has several times caught the attention of the world for very fast, prominent and versatile use of ICTs. Hence my underlying question is, what can we learn by investigating a country where 85% of the population has used the internet and 74% of the population uses internet almost every day? On the one hand we can scrutinise social media use to the extent that we understand better who the social media users are, and on the other hand we can also see who they aren’t. This last is relevant, as in many cases when we discuss social media use, the dominant public opinion seems to think that everyone is a social media user. This has double implications – when we focus our publicity campaigns on social media, we might unwittingly miss out some important target groups. However, we might also miss other sorts of communication and channels which need to be in place for inclusion and coverage. 

2.0 Methodology

This paper is based on nationally representative survey data on the Estonian population. The questionnaire used consisted of altogether more than 850 questions composed by a research team from the Institute of Journalism and Communication at University of Tartu. The survey data was collected using a combination of self-completed paper questionnaires and face-to-face interviews. The data collection was completed in October-November 2011 all across Estonia. The survey was conducted by professional market research company Saar Poll.

3.0 users and non-users

In many occasions, when talking about social media, we follow the hype of the imaginary “everyone is there” notion. In the following section, the paper addresses first the question of who uses the internet with the aim of demonstrating that while we are rhetorically extrapolating social media use to everyone, not everyone uses the internet. In the second section, we look at actual social media users and demonstrate that while indeed they are a growing population, there are still active internet users who use no social media at all.

3.1
Internet Users and Non-Users
The early internet user studies focused either on the utopian or dystopian account of the role of the new technologies shaping societies. Many theoretical and empirical studies have since argued that the acceptance and use of the technologies is mutually dependent on both the social and the technological aspects. Adoption of internet use can be seen as being dependent on the one hand from the social aspects - networks of people around us help make the technologies relevant. At the same time, the institutional aspects of our environment support the provision of content in the internet, which in turn makes internet use important for us [3]. Table 1 gives an overview of those who could, at the end of 2011, be considered internet users and who could not. While statistically insignificant, the digital divide between men and women is almost reversed as there are more internet users among women. The other digital stratifications remain the same since early days of internet use [3]. All around the world, the younger population is more active in internet use, with almost everyone below thirty an internet user. The over 65s is the group which is least likely to be found online and from other studies, their internet use behaviour is the most passive [3].

Table 1: Internet users and non-users in the Estonian population, 2011.
	% of population
	Has used the internet (n=1510)
	Has never used the internet (n=1510)

	Total
	85%
	15%

	Men
	83.5%
	16.5%

	Women
	86%
	14%

	Age 15-19
	100%**
	0%**

	Age 20-29 
	99%**
	1%**

	Age 30-44
	96.5%**
	3.5%**

	Age 45-54
	86%**
	14%**

	Age 55-64
	72%**
	28%**

	Age 65-74
	40%**
	60%**

	Below secondary education
	73%**
	27%**

	Secondary education
	84%**
	16%**

	Above secondary education
	95%**
	5%**

	Estonian speaking
	88%**
	12%**

	Russian speaking
	78.5%**
	21.5%**



** p<0.01 

The division between different education segments is also remarkable. One can see that almost all those with higher educations are internet users. At the same time, the high usage percentage in the below secondary education comes from the fact that many of the people in that education cluster are still young and have not yet finished their education. 

There is also a significant divide in Estonia in the ethnic groups – the Russian speaking community tends to have less access to the internet or less resources to maintain internet connections. Although the differences are narrowing slightly, they are still significant. 

This means that although overall a large majority of people are online, there is a significant minority, who are slightly more likely to be Russian speaking, of lower education or older people, who are not online and thus whose activities and opinions are only to some extent reflected in online discussions. In the context of Estonia, this is significant as this is the group most significantly disturbed by the end of Soviet regime. 

3.2
Social Media Users
In the first empirical section we saw which groups are left out from basic internet accessibility. At the same time, there seems to be an easy equation between internet users and social media users. Thus, one could say that social media is a good reflection of internet users – their opinions and thoughts are taken down in a fairly easily traceable way in the social media environments. Table 2 helps to provide a sort of reality check to this claim. Here all the differences are statistically significant (p<0,01) and social media use is compared to the overall population as well as internet users. As approximately 60% of internet users have used some sort of social media application, this means that only about half of the Estonian population have used social media.

Table 2: Social media users and non-users in the Estonian population, 2011.
	% of internet users
	Has used social media, % of whole population (n=1510)
	Has never used social media, % of whole population (n=1510)
	Has used social media, % of Internet users (n=1279)
	Has never used social media, % of Internet users (n=1279)

	Total
	 51% (n=772)
	49% (n=738)
	60%
	40%

	Men
	47%**
	53%**
	57%**
	43%**

	Women
	54%**
	43%**
	63%**
	37%**

	Age 15-19
	92%**
	8%**
	92%**
	8%**

	Age 20-29 
	83%**
	17%**
	84%**
	16%**

	Age 30-44
	62%**
	38%**
	64%**
	36%**

	Age 45-54
	36%**
	64%**
	41.5%**
	58.5%**

	Age 55-64
	21%**
	79%**
	29%**
	71%**

	Age 65-74
	8%**
	92%**
	20.5%**
	79.5%**

	Below secondary education
	59%**
	41%**
	80%**
	20%**

	Secondary education
	47%**
	53%**
	56%**
	44%**

	Above secondary education
	54%**
	46%**
	56%**
	44%**

	Estonian speaking
	50%**
	50%**
	57%**
	43%**

	Russian speaking
	53%**
	47%**
	67%**
	33%**


** p<0.01

This table also shows that women are more avid social media users. Of the young people, the below 20s are more active than the young people between 20-30. While internet use is almost 100% in these groups, the differences in their social media use are even more remarkable. Social media is more actively used among those with less than secondary education, most likely for the reasons explained earlier. Remarkable, however, is the social media use among the minorities. If, by and large, Estonians are more active internet users, then the Russian speaking community seems to be significantly more active in using social media. Two thirds of internet users and more than half of the overall population have used social media applications, making them more active social media users than  Estonian speakers.

4.0 What kind of Social media and for what purposes?
While in the previous section we discussed social media users as a single group then in this section the aim is to take that group apart in order to demonstrate that while in principle having access and using social media, this does not necessarily mean that social media use is similar across these groups. The first section will look at different social media channels and the frequency of their use, while the second section will look at the different kinds of activities available in social media. 

4.1
Frequency of Using Different Social Media Channels
Social media signifies a diversity of things. In this paper, we are looking at a range of social media applications – social networking sites like Facebook, MySpace, Orkut and Rate.ee. The latter is a local site designed for teenagers and developed in Estonia. We also look at social media applications that provide the possibility to share and view things, like YouYube, and picture sharing sites like Flickr and Picasa. For the Russian speaking population, we also looked at the social networking sites more popular in the Russian language space Одноклассники, Мой Мир, Мой Круг. For methodological reasons data on the Russian speaking sites was only sought from Russian speaking population. 

Figure 1 gives an overview of different social media channels. Here one can see that the most popular channel in Estonia is Facebook with YouTube following a close second.
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Figure 1: Number of users of different social media channels
.
As discussed above, the Russian minority is more active in their social media use. The data show that they are also rather frequent users of their own language communities, especially Одноклассники, which is used very frequently by more than 40% of Russian speaking social media users.

The data in Figure 1 show that although Social media is a good overarching keyword, the actual uses of it are more complex. Even the most popular applications like Facebook or YouTube do not engage every social media user. The fragmentation of the information space is well visible here. Although this fragmentation may be less clear when we consider that about 95% of the population watches TV, even there the shared information space – news, daily discussions or even the daily dose of soap opera - does not connect everyone. 

3.2
Different Uses of Social Media
Similarly to the hype around early internet users, assumptions about the uniformity of social media use is very common. Even assuming that people are becoming increasingly engaged in social media, the uses people put it to are very different. Different media warrant different uses – thus picture sharing using Picasa or Flickr engages users in different ways to those of publishing CVs in LinkedIn. Even when looking at the same medium, e.g. the most popular in our paper, Facebook, the uses people engage in are very different. In the following figures, we can see the common activities and their use level.

First, figure 2 shows how likely different groups are to use the ‘like’ button, or similar tools, to follow organisations, networks, initiatives or public persons. This demonstrates to us that while 12% of all respondents use this feature of social media applications often, about one third of social media users have never used this. One could argue that pressing ‘like’ is just another activity – you do it or don’t, it signifies little. At the same time, the use of ‘like’ makes the use of social media public. It is a feature that expands private and friendship related use to the public domain. This can mean that, in principle, the social networks of people who do not use this feature only consist of their friends and acquaintances and any sort of public use is therefore not an important aspect. As can be predicted, the more public in their social media use are young people, for whom this application has transferred to popular culture outside networked and digitised communication.
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Figure 2: Use of the ‘like’ button among social media users.
At the same time another interesting aspect of using ‘like’ to follow public activities in the social media can be seen. Namely, although the Russian speaking community was significantly more active in using social media, their use seems to be more private. As figure 2 demonstrates, half of Russian speaking social media users have not used this feature at all. This can mean that possibly there is no equivalent feature in their preferred Russian speaking sites, and also that there is a possibility that their preferred use of social media is different. However, as the sample of Russian social media users in the survey is not big enough to make in-depth statistical analysis conclusive to the whole Russian speaking population in Estonia, these are more hypotheses for future study than firm conclusions. 

Figure 3 enables us to look deeper into social media activities and helps to put in perspective the kinds of public and private uses in which people engage. First, social media is often seen as a tool for engaging people within your networks in social activities. The first question checks for that and finds that of all social media users, 23% have invited members of their friendship group to join some organisation or citizen activity. The phrasing of the question indicated mainly public and voluntary activities. The civil society in Estonia is relatively young, after the disruptions of the Soviet Era. Thus engagement in public activities is still seeking its niche of activists. Social media have provided some of that possibility to network with like-minded people, but the invitation feature seems to be not very actively used.
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Figure 3: Engagement in social media activities among social media users.
From other discussion topics, in which people themselves post content, initiate questions or respond in discussions, media related content and cultural events related content are the most popular. As Figure 3 demonstrates, people are more likely to give feedback to private enterprises than to public institutions and only 5% of the whole population has accepted the social media channel as a valid communication tool in this instance. 

Overall, the questions around the communicative aspects of the social media show that people’s engagement in social media related issues varies. There are people who use the social media to discuss publicly relevant and public issues, but none of the topics proposed is universally popular among all social media users. The topics from media and culture are more engaged in than the issues of health or politics, meaning that the political opinions represented in social media are only representative of a very small minority of the population. 

5.0 discussion

As discussed in the previous sections of the paper, there is no such thing as THE one and only social media. The social media do signify groups of networks, which have to a certain extent overlaps, although rather than generating social cohesion one might still argue that they support division and stratification. The fragmentation of the public sphere is arguably a consequence of the new information and communication technologies, but it is also consequence of post-modernity in general, as the fragmentation happens not only because of new media, but also within the ‘old’ media. This is important in the current discussion, as the social media can effectively divide people’s attentions between different channels; thus discussion about political issues can as easily be prominent in some groups and omitted from some others. 

The relevance of the social media for military application is manifold. First, it enables individual social networks to be connected to the army member on a mission. This provides a direct and intimate channel for each of the soldiers to communicate with their loved ones. Second, this is an excellent publicity channel, providing the possibility to show the human face of the army to a wider population. Third, this is a possible surveillance channel; a good way to keep an ear to the ground and notice any sort of civil unrest that might be brewing. This, however, is simpler in theory than in practice, as even in a country like Estonia, the social media do not reach everyone. In the early days of media research Katz and Lazarsfeld [4] found that people’s decisions regarding presidential elections were not that directly influenced by media messages, but rather opinion leaders and personal influence played an important role. Social media seem like an ideal way for opinion leaders to meet and discuss things, enabling people to cluster around their more favoured ideas. Eli Pariser [5] has even gone as far as to claim that people generate a ‘filter bubble’ around them through their own choices supported by the algorithms of the social media. The algorithms are streamlined to support us in finding the most relevant, although at the same time they serve rather well to isolate different communities. While previous studies [6] have shown that people who have more internet-user friends find it difficult to remember friends and acquaintance who do not use the internet, the internet non-users have no trouble remembering others. This means that there may already be a stratified filter bubble around those who do not use the internet and thus have access to different kinds of resources. Continuing with the ideas of Eli Pariser [5], this continues among internet users and we tend to formulate closed communities of people with similar opinions, sometimes even losing awareness of the differences. 

This means that even if, in theory, social media monitoring might give a good idea of the public opinion and the moods of the people, it is more difficult to evaluate the dominance and prominence of the opinions. People in different networks may place different values on the circulating ideas and thus the social media messages may only reach though those groups where the opinion leaders and the general tone of the network are supportive. This may make it more challenging to distribute ideas that differ from the group opinion as automatic filters may just filter them out.

6.0 conclusions

The aim of this paper has been to use Estonia as an example of a technologically highly developed country and discuss the possibilities of understanding social media use and its military implications. The data collected by a nationwide survey in 2011 demonstrates that although 85% of the population are internet users, only about half of the whole population uses social media. This means that the issues discussed within social media still need to come to the attention of public opinion, either through the amplification of the traditional media, which keeps picking up and highlighting issues discussed in the social media, or through the informal networks of people, which should start playing a vital role. 

Data demonstrates that while in overall internet use men and women are equal, there are still divisions according to age, education and language communities. Analysis of social media applications shows that more women and younger people use social media and also more Russian speakers. However, when analysed in more detail, Russian speakers tend to use social media more for private purposes and use public liking or following significantly less.

In a society like Estonia, previous studies [6] have shown that networked technology like the internet tends to bring people with a similar outlook on life and technology together; and that if the internet user community is large enough then people who are internet users tend to have many fewer friends who are not internet users. In our study, the personal networks question was not surveyed explicitly, but we can assume that the interpersonal networks of the internet-connected people will include fewer of those who are not internet users. This means that the issue has to be big and socially relevant enough to either pass on to traditional media or to bridge interpersonal networks through all, including the weaker, links. 

Arguably, the issue might be slightly different when the communities under investigation are less connected and the segregation of internet users and non-users might be less prominent. However, it is still important to remember that not everyone sees or hears the messages spread in social networks and - even in a country like Estonia an active internet user whose activities do not include social media use can be ‘left outside the loop’ if the issue is not high profile enough.

The more we invest in social media communication, the more it becomes like a self-fulfilling prophecy where the content of the social media makes it more and more relevant to be ‘there’. However, at the moment, even in highly connected countries like Estonia, the sole focus on social media will miss important things. 
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� 	Often summarises the responses “several times a day” and “almost everyday”; Sometimes summarises the responses “a couple of times a week” and “a few times a month or less”.
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