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Abstract

There is an ongoing debate whether or not intradnaif new technologies, such as Internet, intohthesehold
can potentially change the quality of family reta$hips. This paper examines the theoretical fraomesv
researchers used to understand the effect of mddehmology on family relationship. It brings toget work
from different fields that examine the relationshigtween Internet usage and family time. Besidas,gaper
also aims to explore the perception of youth oerimt. To find out the perception of youth, whetimternet is
changing their family relationship or not, this dguused quantitative method of data collection. Shenple
consisted of 384 young Internet users of Dhaka €Gityestionnaire was employed as a tool of dataectdin.
This research also features different theories fsowial scientists regarding the usage of Intewattroversies
that surround youth participation in these onlinenmunities and offer suitable areas for future aese
Keywords: Internet, Family Relationship, Youth, Technology.

1. Introduction

In a world of quiet stunning and rapid technologif@ange, no one can be sure what the future hblday see
internet as exemplifying the new global order enmgygat the close of the twentieth century. The dpek
technological changes across the globe has raiggoriant question for sociologists. Internet isisfarming the
outlines of daily life blurring all the local & ghml boundaries, and presenting new channel for agmgation
and interaction. Opinions on the effects of theldnét on social interaction fall into two broadeggiries. On
one hand are those observers who see the onlind asrfostering new forms of electronic relatiopshthat
either enhances or supplement existing face-to4faegaction. On the other hand, not everyone take$h an
enthusiastic outlook.

Youth of our country most often use Internet toreet with friends and build communities, something
they are also doing offline. Nevertheless risksdieommunication with dangerous strangers, lackaoé- to -
face interaction, and the weakening of family tigkich research remains to be done in this fieldteefiny
conclusive assumptions can be made. Most researbbge focused on broad descriptions of trendsdaruse of
the Internet, such as time spent using computedstla® Internet (Hughes and Hans, 2001) and the ways
which children and adults use these technologieeé@s & Laney, 2000). Few researchers have exahthme
ways in which the Internet has altered family fimming.

1.1. Aims and Obijectives of the Study
" To analyze the theoretical controversies regar8iNg use and family relationship of youth.
" To explore youth peoples’ perception on internet.

2. Review of Literature
2.1. Effects of Internet Use on Existing Relationships
On no issue has research on the social effectseahternet been more contentious than as tofestedn close
relationships, such as those with family and freendne study that received considerable mediatattewas
the large-scale survey reported by Nie and Erbf@91). This study concluded that internet usetdedegative
outcomes for the individual, such as increases dpreksion and loneliness, and neglect of existingec
relationships. In the press release, Nie & Erbrf2Q01) reported data from a U.S. nationwide sureéy
approximately 4000 people, and concluded from thdse that heavy Internet use resulted in less spant
with one’s family and friends. On the surface, thisuld seem to contradict the Kraut et al. (200dnatusions,
but a closer look at the actual findings removesapparent contradiction. These reveal that ovés 86Nie &
Erbring’s (2001) total sample did not report spagdany less time with family and friends becauseheir
internet use, moreover, even among the heaviess, 8% reported no change in time spent with ctitkers.
Several other national surveys have found eithetr ititernet user are no less likely than non-users
visit or call friends on the phone, or that intdrneers actually have the larger social network®wvétd et al.
(2001:399) concluded from their large random-sangpievey that ‘the internet allows people to staydach
with family and friends and, in many cases, extdwir social networks’. A sizeable majority of tkosho send
e-mail messages to relatives say it increasestre bf communication between family members. Tiesgey
results suggest that on-line tools are more likelextend social contact than detract from it. §8601) has
responded to his critics by arguing that time isrdted commaodity, so that the hours spent on titerhet must
come at a cost to other activities. Nie and Ertf2@p1: 423) stated that-
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We would expect that all those spending more thanawverage of 10 hours a week on the
internet would report substantially fewer hours istizing with family members, friends, and
neighbors. It is simply a matter of time.

However, in the Nie & Erbring (ibid) results, theal and substantial decrease associated with heavy
internet use was in watching television and readiengspapers, not in social interaction with frieads family.
In one of the few observational studies about cdenguand family relationships, Orleans and Lane30(2
observed 32 children between the ages of 8 andnhlat teast three occasions each for an hour or mvbile
they did computer work on their own or with othatshome. Children and their parents seldom talkeeach
other while the children were using the computeen&ally, children used the computers independeantty
were more likely to talk with siblings or peers foelp regarding computer problems than they welaskotheir
parents. About 65% of the time that the childremen@nline, they sent and received e-mail, visitedtcooms,
and played interactive games. Boys and girls useddmputers in different ways:

The girls were more likely to be serious about gslre computer. They were more focused on

using the computer for particular purposes and ittd@meanor while using [the computer]

was more somber than the boys. The boys seemed likelyeto view the computer as a

multipurpose toy that was itself fun to use anégnated it into their social lives (Orleans &

Laney, 2000: 67).

2.2.The Internet and Family Relation

Several scholars suggest potential intergenerdtimonalicts in families that have adopted the intr (Turow
and Nir, 2000). One common explanation is the dgwekent of expectation gaps between parents andyout
Studies have shown that most parents seem to Vievinternet as a positive new force in childreived, and
surveys in different countries report that famillmsy computers and connect their children to theriet at
home mainly for educational purposes (Lenhart.€2@01). Many parents believe that the internettezlp their
children to do better at school, do more thorowggearch for homework, and help them learn wortrenthiings.
Livingstone (2002) found that only 6% of parentsr@aveoncerned about their children’s use of compguasd
the internet. Parents were far more concerned albegal drugs (51%), crime (39%), and educaticstahdards
(38%). These data suggest that when viewed indhéegt of other hazards children face, parentsgiegcthat
there are more serious threats to children’s weildp than their children’s computer and Internet. k$owever,
50% of the parents in Livingstone’s (2000) studgared having rules about children’s use of therimtt. In
contrast, children reported about half as manyiotisins as their parents. The inconsistency betvwegorts of
parents and of their children points to a needaftietter understanding of computers and Interretrugamily
contexts on a day-to-day basis. This may requisendational and longitudinal data in addition td-seport by
children and parents.

The contextual nature of parents’ Internet conceompared with their concerns about other aspdcts o
life illustrates the importance of studying theelmtet in context to provide a more complete undedihg of
how the technology fits with other aspects of fantile. When the internet is studied in isolatidginis easy to
misunderstand how it fits with other aspects of ifadife and to distort its significance and infinee. These
studies provide a glimpse into the variety of wélyat computers and the internet may affect relatigrs in
families. Whether they have a positive or negatmpact on family interactions is a complicated diogsthat
requires more research and the consideration of dther household technologies, such as cell phongso
games, and television, foster or hinder family camioation, When youth use the internet for sociad a
entertainment purposes, parental expectations sy contradict that kind of use, which increaskes
conflicts between adolescents and parents. Coryerssing the internet for learning and educatigmaiposes,
a use that is highly valued by parents and conmgistéh parental expectations, will presumably legatively
associated with family conflicts (Mesch, 2003). Axplanation is time displacement: It has been arghat
internet use is negatively associated with famityet The main contention is that time spent on actévity
cannot be spent on another. Internet use is adbnsuming activity, and in families that are corieddo the
internet, high frequency of use might be negatiadgociated with family time and positively asstezdawith
family conflicts.

In fact, parents and adolescents worry that Inters2 might have a negative effect on family
communication and closeness. This concern hasvezteimpirical support from a recent study, whicksdad on
family time diaries, found that Internet use at leomvas negatively related to time spent with family.
Furthermore, the reduction in family time was higlfier the average internet user than for the aweray
watcher (Nie et al., 2004). As well as the amotirg,quality of family time also appears associat@t internet
use. Recent studies that investigated the effefteqfiency of daily internet use by adolescentshenquality of
their relationships with parents and friends fouinalt low internet use was associated with bettatiomships
with parents and friends than was high internet(iesch, 2003). Furthermore, adolescents repottititernet
use does not help them to improve their relatigrskiith their parents and that the internet consutinee they
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would spend with their families.

Other studies present different evidence on theceffof the internet on family time and suggest tha
rather than isolating children from their paretis internet has become a shared household activibne study,
nearly half the parents reported spending at leaste time each week using the internet with otleeisehold
members, and only a quarter of the adults repdheatthey never spent time with other household bemon
the internet.

3. Theoretical Framework
Due to urbanization and industrialization, it hasei scrutinized that the family relationship patter going
through a critical phrase. The theoretical framdwsrsubstantiated by a tremendous amount of eaapidietails
found in the literature comprising every essentigpect of the impact of social networking on family
relationship. Some theoretical approaches to thdysof the social networking sites introduce sonfighe
important recent contributions to the debate. Addéns (2006: 597) states that-

Will the internet societies radically transform gty into a fragmented, impersonal realm

where humans rarely venture out of their homeslase their ability to communicate?
In recent year, sociologists have become increbsingerested on this issue. In this regard sonmghts of
prominent theories have been recounted here.

3.1. Theoretical Perspectives on Family

The study of family and family life has been takgm differently by sociologists of contrasting pesions.
Nevertheless it is valuable to trace briefly thelation of sociological thinking.

3.1.1. Functionalism

The functionalist perspective sees society as afsabcial institutions that perform specific fuiocts to ensure
continuity and consensus. According to this perspecthe family performs important tasks which tdyute to
society’s basic needs and helps to perpetuatel svdier. Sociologists working in the functionalistdition have
regarded the nuclear family as fulfilling certaipesialized roles in modern societies. With the advef
industrialization, the family became less importasta unit of economic production and more focused
reproduction, child rearing and socialization. Aaling to the American sociologist Talcott Parsdhs,family’s
two main functions are primary socialization andspeality stabilization (Parsons, 1952). Primargialization
is the process by which children learn the cultinams of the society into which they are born.sBeality
stabilization refers to the role that family plaiys assisting adult family member emotionally. Irdustrial
society the role of the family in stabilizing adpkrsonalities is said to be critical. This is hesathe nuclear
family often distanced from its extended kin andiigble to draw on larger kinship as families couiir to
socialization. Parsons regarded the nuclear faaslyhe unit best equipped to handle the demanaslostrial
society (Giddens, 2006).

3.1.2. Feminist Perspective

For many people, the family provides a vital sowtsolace and comfort, love and companionship.itfedn be
also be a locus for exploitation, loneliness andfqund inequality. Feminism has had a great impact
sociology by challenging the vision of the family @ harmonious and egalitarian realm. Many ferninigers
have questioned the vision that the family is apsvative unit based on common interests and mstygbort.
They have sought to show that the presence of ah@guver relationships within the family that cemtéamily
members tend to be benefit more than others (G&d906).

3.2. Technological Determinism
Technological determinism is a variety of functibeim which sees technology as the major cause oifiko
change, while most other perspectives view teclgyols the product of social change, as well asabmaeany
causes. The theory was developed by William Ogl{882:200-213) as the "Cultural Lag Hypothesis". He
argued that societies are evolving to a techno#dlgisuperior form, and that technical progressucsmaturally.
Ogburn (1932: 212) stated that:
Forces that produce changes are the discovery of cdtural elements that have superior
utility, in which case the old utilities tend to kEplaced by the new. The slowness of culture to
change lies in the difficulties of creativity andogting new ideas” is compatible with popular
conceptions of technological progress
Sociology’s major theoretical traditions emphagliféerent aspects of electronic media.
For Durkheimians, point-to-point communications media like teleph®nmeinforce organic solidarity, while
broadcast media like radio or television yield pdwlecollective representations (Alexander, 1988).
Marxists focus upon exploitation of communications mediaetthance elite control of both politics and
production through cultural hegemony and enhanaegkedlance.
Weberians attend to the ways in which point-to-point mediaatte rationalization by reducing limits of time
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and space, and broadcast media provide the elewikditstinctive status cultures (Collins, 1979).

Other traditions also offer perspectives on thdtalignedia. Technological determinists suggest that
structural features of new media induce social ghdwny enabling new forms of communication and eatthg
distinctive skills and sensibilities (McLuhan 19%d#n the face of new developments in communication
technology, industrial society would yield to thaférmation society,” with consequences in evewtilmtional
realm (Machlup 1962; Bell, 1973). Critical thecsigroblematize the effects of technological chamgeolitical
deliberation and the integrity of civil society (btrmas, 1989; Calhoun, 1998).

Daniel Bell (1973) appears to have been the fstadogist to write about the social impact of thdi
communications media themselves. Bell predictetriegor social consequences would derive from telated
developments: the invention of miniature electroaied optical circuits capable of speeding the flofv
information through networks; and the impending@mation of computer processing and telecommuioicati
Anticipating the democratization of electronic maild telefaxing, as well as digital transmissiomedvspapers
and magazines, Bell explored the policy dilemmaseéhchanges would raise, calling “the social omgitn of
the new ‘communications’ technology” the most cahigsue “for the postindustrial society” (Bell, 73.

The increasing pervasiveness of Information and @amcation Technologies (ICTs) has fuelled a
major academic controversy about their social cpmseces. Despite ICTs encompass various technslogie
which are now widely available, the debate has loegstallizing on the narrower question of the @angences
of the Internet on social capital. For some thégrithe advent of cheap access to the Internetzate the
dream of the rise of a network society come truas(€lls, 1996). The arrival of this “informationedgs
supposed to disrupt the previous forms of ineqgealiand of social organization but also to remadiehtities.
This e-revolution is the premises of the controydsstween utopians, who consider that this revotutias
positive effects on daily life, and dystopians, wdlaim the opposite (Wellman et al. 2001): accaydio the
formers the Internet is a new and better way ofroomication whereas to the latter it is more a paskisure
stealing time to families and communities.

3.3. Social Cognitive Explanations of the Internet Parad

Social cognitive theory provides a comprehensiveotétical framework for understanding human behavio
social interaction and psychological well-being.eTtiheory recognizes a variety of mechanisms thaemo
human behavior, including enactive learning (leagnthrough one’s own experience), vicarious leaynin
(learning by observing others), self-regulatiore(tbractice of self-control) and self-efficacy (tietbelief in
one's ability to perform a task successfully). Tdwf-efficacy mechanism pertains since it describes
cognitive processes that relate the acquisitidhégerformance of new behaviors. This concept exgjain the
implications of the transition from novice to veterinternet user for psychological well-being.

Kraut et al. (1998) raised the self-efficacy isguanentioning the possible impact of Internet ugse o
self-esteem. But they dismissed it on the grouhdsthey were engaged in a study of social behavile self-
esteem was deemed a separate issue. Althoughsssdire (the judgment of one's own self-worth) idirtis
from self-efficacy (the judgment of one's own pe@ocapacities), the two terms are often usedcéhtargeably
and indeed Kraut et al.(1998) were evidently belisgnissive of self-efficacy. However, within sdaagnitive
theory, self-efficacy is an important mediatingtéacbetween social behavior and depression. Thos) the
perspective of social cognitive theory, self-effigais a pivotal variable that implies a differerdusal
mechanism, and was overlooked.

Dominated by a high degree of division of laborundifferentiated societies, family solidarity is
progressively relying more and more on mechanidatiples. Mechanical solidarity means temporal syatry
in daily life (Durkheim, 1984): everybody does thame thing at the same time. Consequently, mecanic
solidarity is time together and requires synchribpicTime together is the new source of family dality:
through discussion, partners share common prirgipfevision and division of the world. Yet, the dion of
labor has not totally vanished, as the gendereididivof domestic chores evidence. However, thfitstrend
in every economically developed country is towardse equity.

In general, family scientists have little to sapabthe ways in which the physical environment ctife
families. Family theories are silent about the wiaysvhich technologies for food preparation (ergicrowave
ovens, dishwashers), communication (e.g., telephdares, the Internet), and recreation (e.g., VCRs,
televisions, gaming devices) affect family life.efvecological theories (e.g., offer little guidamat®ut families’
technological context and focus primarily on thmicial ecology. The lack of discussion of thesadésamakes it
difficult to distinguish between important and tailvquestions.

The sociology of technology provides some overaighierspective on how to consider the effects of
computers on social life. Fischer (1992) descrilbed general approaches to considering the effetts o
technology on social life. One is a determinispp@ach that treats technology as an external fdree other
assumes that technology embodies cultural valuas shape history. Fischer argued that both of these
approaches are problematic because they fail ® iteth account the ways in which people activelgpghthe
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use and influence of technology. For example, i wat inevitable that telephones would be used auilynas
private two-way communication devices; early inittdevelopment, they were used as a broadcast mediu
much as televisions are now used. Thus, the teteptm not determine how people used it; rathespfess use
of the telephone shaped how it influenced thentHes suggests a social constructivist approactuttysg the
impact of technology on social life. Research gdidy this perspective would examine the ways incWhi
computers get used and the meanings attached e tmes. Researchers should focus their attentiatheo
ways in which the Internet is used in the contéxXamily life. For example, family scientists wibbtain a better
understanding of the role of the Internet in ccipgsby studying both online and offline romantichbeiors
rather than focusing only on the online behavionrghe absence of broader social interactions (Eisd®92).

3.4.Impact of Social Networking on Family Ties

Another early concern regarding the Internet was pieople would abandon face-to-face relationshiyk live
their lives online. In an analysis of the declifénvolvement in community and other social actest Putham
(2000) asserted that this decline was due in paglévision and that the Internet would contribistéurther loss
of social ties.

An early study reporting on new Internet users ssbta confirm the idea that the Internet could lead
withdrawal from social involvements (Kraut et al998). New users who spent more time on the Interne
reported less social involvement with both geogieadly close and distant friends. However, over tiest 2 to
3 years, social support and interaction with clasd distant network members returned to pre-Intdewels.
This study took place when Internet technology wewer and people were less familiar with it thagytlare
now. Thus, participants may have withdrawn fromialaiies because of the novelty of this new tecbggland
the time needed to master it. Few members of Hueital network would have had access to the Intesoethey
would have been less able to use it to maintaistiexj social ties than current Internet users wdd In a
second study with a new sample, Kraut et al. (2@@jed more control variables and a wider rangsooial
network measures. In this study, they found thtgriret use was related to increases in the nunflidoge and
distant social contacts and face-to-face commuicatith family and friends, indicating that thetémnet had a
positive impact on development and maintenancedaknetwork.

3.5.Manuel Castell's View

Manuel Castells' magisterial analytic treatifbe Rise of the Network Society: The Informatioa: Agconomy,
Society, and Culture (2000ffers a richly detailed sociological account bé tinformational economy, the
process of its globalization, and its articulatiorthe changing shape of labor organization andakpcactice.
Much of the text is devoted to writing the histarfythe development of electronic media and the &oining
growth of the Net over the last two decades, and @iaits importance is to assemble exhaustiveissicl
evidence to show precisely how (and where) thatiesipn has taken place. Castells’ tries to ansWehese
guestions in one complex theory. His profound dption of the new information age attempts to shbesway
out of the theoretical maze of the value drivergrsjly prejudiced, intricate information societye lgroposes a
conceptual model of a network with which the mestent phenomena of modern societies can be expldied
acknowledged social scientific work has been widalglaimed academically. At the end of the 19908raly
legitimized the information society as an acadeimid of research. Manuel Castells’ three-volumeo[1996,
1997, 1998), as reflected in the tifEhe Information Age),is the first comprehensive scientific work amply
supported by secondary sources, data which orggraéw concepts. Castells argues that the infosmaticiety

is the new mode of human existence, in which thedyction, recording, processing, and retrieving of
information in organized networks plays the centoég.

3.5.1 The Network and Its Socio-Spatial Consequences

Manuel Castells (2000) analyzes how society is mpuioward more networked forms of organization in
production, power, and experience. Corporatiomgritial markets, criminal activities, and politigabups that
were structured as vertically integrated hierarsliemodernity are organized as networks in our tme. The
social infrastructure emerging in the global céyaugmented by a concentration in network topolégy.from
the mythical distributed ideal that ideologiststeéhnology claim it to be, the network has its guysicality,
its own material presence. Online social networkvises such as Friendster and MySpace tap into this
increasingly networked culture. Particularly ainegtdyoung people, social network services are gHpeamnat
composed of static pages but rather are sites @élsimteraction that are constantly revisited hgit active
members. Typically, these sites consist of profieges that contain photos, demographic informatam,
individual's personal preferences, a blog or liokat blog, and—in sites operating according to tinelec of
friends model—links to profiles of an individuafisends as well as comments from friends.

3.5.2 Net and Self

Castells (2000: 3) put forward that- “the netwodsho be seen as part of a bipolar opposition betivee Net
and the selfin which individuals relentlessly try to affirnmeir identities in a rapidly changing world”. This
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identity formation increasingly happens within netis that are both physical and virtual of onlingdtural
production.

SELF
NET
.| SOCIETY
INFORMATION C
TECHNOLOGY H
A
N
G
E
SOCIAL CHANGE

Figure: 3.1: Net and Self
Networking is the new logic, the new organizingnpiple of society. The rule is simple: those

belonging to the network exist, while the netwotkaasts are non-existent. Since humanity is bdgieaself-
centered entity, with its identity defined by orartirular location and culture this process gemsranmense
tension. Individual workers and the human laborcdorin general, cannot pursue the constant wargierin
capital and hence, job opportunities, on a globe¢l. The tension ignited by the conflict of thetldad the Self
serves as a life force for the new society. Reatsp are taken over by the “space of flow” wheriegth of
significance and value fluctuate incessantly. Téils to the birth of “real virtuality” in a cultairsense, where
the virtual and reality merge and reflect upon eatter. The growth of tension is also reflectedsactial
movements. Some of these (religious fundamentafistsnstance, among other reactive movementd)dsatw
into traditions and religious values regarding #itgb and lack of change as something preciousetd, (anti-
globalization proactive groups) turn against themoek society, ironically enough, exploiting thdt&’s own
means of globalized technology and culture. “Glafsahinal economy” presents another difficulty tlsatieties
have to face, and to make things even worse, taicecountries such crime is entangled with thallgmlitical
power. This circumstance in the end is somethiag poses a threat to the entire globalized wortg: Workings
of the globalized information society eventuallyéats impact on everyone. However, not every iitlisl
participates in the construction of the new moddivirfig, in the same way as not all of us become pathe
network.

3.6.De-humanizing of Social Relationships
The de-humanization of social relationships brougjtiiut by computers, as life on line appears tarbeasy
way to escape real life. Furthermore, rigorous,dansc research seems to indicate that, under oertai
conditions, use of the internet increases the a@wmiod loneliness, feelings of alienation, or eveprdssion.
Manuel Castells (2000: 387) argued that:

Greater use of the internet is associated with elide in participants’ communication with

family members in the household, a decline in the af social circle, and an increase in their

depression and loneliness.
Many of Internet ties are weak ties. Weak tiesravefree of support, but they are important resesiio gain
information, spending leisure time, communicatiaijyic engagement and enjoyment (Castells, 2000). By
contrast, new information is more apt to come tgtoweaker ties better connected with other, moverde
social circles. The lack of status or situationaég can also encourage contact between weak tideyA
distinction in the analysis of sociability is tHatween weak ties and strong ties. The net isquéaitly suited to
the development of multiple weak ties. Weak ties aseful in providing information and opening up
opportunities at a low cost. The advantage of tbeidlthat it allows the forging of weak ties wgtrangers, in
an egalitarian pattern of interaction where socheracteristics are less influential in framinggwen blocking,
communication. Indeed, off-line and on-line, wea&stfacilitate linking of people with different dat
characteristics, thus expanding sociability beytimel socially defined boundaries of self-recognititm this
sense, the internet may contribute to expandingakbonds in a society that seems to be in thegqe®of rapid
individualization and civic engagement.
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Decline of the Greater Use of I ncrease

size of the Internet |:'> Loneiness
social circle C,:I

Decline of
communication with
Family Members

Figure 3.2: Consequences of the Greater Use of the Internet

4. Methodology

A methodology refers to the choices we make aldmitases to study, methods of data gathering, fofrdata
analysis etc. in planning and executing a resestiathy. This exploratory research utilized quaritiamethod
including structured survey to collect data. . Hasic drive is to analyze the situation regardinigrnet and
family relationship from the perception of youth.

4.1. Study Population

This study is to explore the perception of the fioof Dhaka city on the use of Internet. Though thrget
population indicates all youths of Dhaka city ofngtadesh, however the study specify university estisl
studying in the University of Dhaka, North Southiténsity, East West University and college studestislying
in Mastermind, BAF Shaheen college, ScholasticakalCity College who are Internet users.

4.2.Study Site
The study area represents seven educational titstisuof Dhaka city named University of Dhaka, Mo&outh
University, East West University, Mastermind, BARaBeen College, Scholastica, Dhaka City College.

5. DataAnalysis& Findings

5.1.Respondents’ Perception on Internet

The figure 5.1 indicates that respondents’ peroeptin social networking sites. When respondent® wasked
(Do you think increasing internet usage reduce your family time?), it is found majority of the respondents
(77%) reported that, increasing internet usageeiahsing family time where 14% reported that iasiregy
internet usage has not reduced their family time.

Do you think increasing internet usage
reduce your family time?

W Yes
H No

Indifferent

Figureb5.1: Respondents’ Level of Agreement that Internet hasn@ed Amount of Time with Family
The figure 5.2 indicates that, when respondent®wasked the statement that (since using the irterne
you can communicate more with friends)- majoritytledé respondents stated that since using the att¢ney
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can communicate more with friends. 42 percent nedpots agree and 34 percent respondents strongdg ag
with the statement. A very small portion of thepmsdents (3%) strongly disagree with this staten®ot it can
be concluded that internet has increased the anuddimie people used to spend with their friends.
Since using the internet you communicate
more with friends

42%

Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly agree
nor disagree

Figure 5.2 Respondents Level of Agreement with that, sincagigie Internet they can Communicate More

with Friends

Table5.1: Respondents’ Preference for Spending Leisure Time
Preference for spending leisuretime Per cent
By talking over the phone with friends 26
By browsing social networking sites account 36
By participating in a discussion with family memser 18
Others 20
Total 100

The table 5.1 depicts that most of the respond@@%o) like to spend their time by talking over the
phone with friends and 36 percent respondentstbkspend their leisure time by browsing social meking
sites account. On the other hand only 18 percesporadents like to spend their time by participatinga
discussion with family members. It means that wifith technological advancement now people prefepend
their leisure time with technological devices imstef spending their time with their family.

5.2.Respondents’ Preferable Online Activity

From the figure 5.3, it is clearly seen that a ader®ble proportion of respondents’ (63%) repottexd they like
social networking sites the most among all onlintvigies. On the other hand only 3 percent respoisl like
music the most among all online activities.
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Figure5.3: Distribution of Respondents’ by their Most Prefdea®nline Activity

6. Conclusion

This paper offers a review of the emerging reseatehounding Internet and youth. Internet is faatimg new
environment to study because the technology is ancimtegral part of youth life. Given its poputgriparents
and educators have considerable concerns abowgffirets of Internet on their children and studeiiisese
concerns range from youth privacy, safety, psyaiold well-being, social development, academic grenfince
and family relationship. While there is much theimad discussion about the effects of Internet amify, the
empirical research that informs these popular aebit currently in an exploratory stage. The oftreling of
the study reveals that above fifty percent of teseppndents prefer to spend their time by browsingab
networking sites account among all online actisgitidround three quarter of the respondents stétetdinternet
has reduced amount of time they used to spendttdin family before. On the other hand around tifih fof
the respondents stated that since using the Int#reg can communicate more with friends. Around drird of
the respondents prefer to spend their leisure tipebrowsing social networking sites account moranth
participating in a family discussion.

It depicts from the findings that youth Internsets prefer to have online friends rather than Irfal
friends. In one study (Nie et al. 2000) found thaternet use is seen as an activity that redtimsme parents
and children spend together in common activitiessequently facilitating the social isolation ofldren from
adults. People who spend a lot time on the Intecnatd be seemed to have little interaction witkittiamily
members. It was found in many studies that peojie do not have good relationships with their parentd
often feel depressed resort to establish othetiwakhip on the internet in order to feel bettérrecent study by
(Lenhart et al. 2001) summarized adolescents’ tepbat Internet use does not help them to impribnesr
relationships with their parents and that the imtéiconsumes time they would spend with their fiasil As a
result youth are likely to resort to spend moreetiom the Internet in order to feel socially invalvelf we think
of families as social systems having a collectdentity, that identity is the result of shared tesiions of
togetherness that are created as family membersl gpae together in shared meals, games, and ebatti
Western societies, many families struggle withd¢bacept of family time. So the excessive use tdrivet and
its impact on family relationship in our countryaiso a major issue to uncover.
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