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Abstract 

This work takes off in earlier studies concerning motivational factors to interact in 

various social media in relation to societal and political discussions. The aim for this 

study is to garner a deeper understanding about how users on Twitter are motivated 

to take part in debates beneath the hashtag #svpol. Also, this work contributes with 

the personal experience of entering the Twittersphere as a new user without the 

capital of trust or knowledge prerequisite to the participation in the community of 

#svpol. 

Through semi-structured interviews six respondents shared their experiences of 

political dialogue on Twitter. Further, this study presents a new form of gathering 

data by using Twitter as a channel for textual responses through the function of 

Direct Messages where 3 respondents answered in text. 

The results presented confirms earlier theory in some respects regarding 

motivational factors to engage in political commentary and debate on Twitter. Also, 

this study presents nuances which can be recognized as pre-dispositioning 

motivational factors addressed in earlier research. The respondents in this work 

show differences in their social orientation displaying both relation orientation and 

antagonistic features in the community of #svpol. Their motivation and 

gratifications differ, and the result are discussed and concluded in the final chapter.  

This study does not generalize by the findings presented, rather it describes a small 

window of the community of #svpol and political commentary on Twitter. Rather 

than posing any absolute truths or widely held conceptions, this study contributes by 

giving some depth to the notion of nine Twitter users and their perception of the 

activity beneath #svpol on the Twitter platform. This work also shine light hardships 

which a researcher might encounter on the way to a qualitative approach to Twitter 

users in a general, largely anonymous, network within a national setting.  

Keywords 

#svpol, political participation, political commentary, semi-structured interviews 

SNS, Swedish politics, uses and gratifications, U&G  

Acknowledgments 

I want to express my sincerest gratitude to the people that found the time and energy 

to participate in an interview or answer my questions in written form. Also, I want 

to thank my best friend for continuously keeping me somewhat on track, my 

supervisor Maria for counsel and expertise, and my aunt Karin for the 

encouragement and quality check. Lastly, I wish to thank my family and children 



 

who has endured my emotional roller coaster and confusion during the process of 

this work. 



 

 

Table of content 

1 Introduction 1 

2 Discussing the problem 3 
2.1 Research question 5 

2.1.1 RQ1 5 

3 Background 5 
3.1 Twitter 5 

3.1.1 Hashtags 6 
3.1.2 Tweets and Retweets 7 

4 Literature review; Twitter 7 
4.1 Political interest and engagement 8 
4.2 Gatekeeping and opinion leaders on Twitter 9 
4.3 Sharing content on Twitter 10 
4.4 Self-censorship 11 

5 Literature review; motivational factors of engagement on SNS 11 
5.1 Motivation in earlier studies 11 

5.1.1 Motivation to share on Twitter 13 
5.2 Perspectives on motivation 14 
5.3 Theory of uses and gratifications 15 

6 Method 17 
6.1 Prior knowledge and first entry on Twitter beneath the hashtag #svpol 18 

6.1.1 NodeXL Pro 18 
6.2 Phase 1 18 

6.2.1 Users who retweeted my post 19 
6.3 Phase 2 20 

6.3.1 Answering questions in text 20 
6.4 Selection of Respondents 20 
6.5 Procedure 21 
6.6 Interviews and Respondent presentation 21 

6.6.1 Interviewed by telephone 21 
6.6.2 Written answers 22 

6.7 Operationalisation of theory to a tool for interviews 22 
6.8 Ethical considerations 23 

6.8.1 Threats and risks 24 
6.9 Limitations and methodological critique 24 

7 Results and analysis 26 
7.1 Contextualising Twitter; #svpol and medium appeal 26 

7.1.1 The use of #svpol can be strategic 27 
7.1.2 Political influence 28 
7.1.3 The risks of being active in discussions in #svpol 29 

7.2 Community 30 



 

7.2.1 Socially oriented 31 
7.2.2 Antagonistic orientation 32 
7.2.3 Anonymity 34 
7.2.4 Spreading content 35 

7.3 The ideal 36 
7.3.1 The ideal debate 36 
7.3.2 The ideal outcomes 37 
7.3.3 Mediating the truth 38 
7.3.4 Accountability 38 
7.3.5 Humbleness 39 

7.4 Expectations 39 
7.4.1 To be entertained 40 
7.4.2 Affirmation 41 

7.5 Demands of quality 42 
7.6 Emotional expressions 43 
7.7 Followers as audience and capital 43 

7.7.1 Prestige and status 45 
7.8 Information 46 

7.8.1 Education and fostering 47 
7.8.2 The function of blocking 47 

8 Discussion and summary of the results and analysis 48 
8.1 Answering RQ1 49 

9 Discussion 50 
9.1 Twitter and political interest 50 
9.2 Motivation and gratifications 50 
9.3 Suggestions for future research 52 

10 References 53 
10.1 Electronic sources 59 

11 Appendix 1 1 

12 Appendix 2 3 
 



 

1(59) 

 

1 Introduction 

“Any successful communication technology shapes our social world” (Murthy, 

2018:41). This is seemingly true as Twitter has become an arena for all sorts of 

communication and sharing content, and the literature present in the subject matter 

is considerably vast. In the digital era of big data and social networking sites (from 

now SNS) research has become increasingly quantitative. SNS is described as 

enabling online social interaction among collections of virtual user profiles which 

can be shared (Hughes et al., 2012). Twitter is a free, real-time short messaging 

service, constituting a social networking and micro-blogging site which was 

launched in October 2006 (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010). Bode et al. (2014) argue 

that examining Twitter as platform for political communication online is relevant in 

relation to both political actors as well as citizens and in the words of Finlaysson 

(2019) “Twitter, [is] simultaneously and often indistinguishably, work, citizenship, 

brand-building, socialising and private life” (Finlaysson 2019:85). According to 

Swedes and the Internet [2018svenskarnaochinternet.se] approximately 22 % of 

Swedish internet users are active on Twitter and the number of users globally is 

approximately 126 million daily and 321 million monthly 

(https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2019/02/07/twitter-reveals-its-daily-

active-user-numbers-first-time/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.dd7492ad797b). In 

relation to contemporary political communication: 

 “[…] digital media diversify the sources of political information and reshape 

the practices of becoming engaged with politics” (Schroeder, 2018, p. 169). 

This is in line with Barnidge (2015) who mean that through social media people are 

exposed to more information from more sources, and by this communication is 

diversified (Barnidge, 2015:211-212). Finlaysson (2019) mean that social media 

primarily benefits those already high in resources who gain more influence in the 

public sphere with the result that inequalities are sustained and reproduced, 

encouraging individualistic, competitive culture. Larsson and Moe (2011) show that 

those speakers already considered to belong to an elite have found a “new outlet” to 

their political communication (Larsson and Moe 2011:741).  

Considering the perception of Twitter as an important venue for political 

communication, and the notion of political engagement as critical in democratic 

societies, it can be stressed that research need to address this virtual agora in a 

variety of ways, much research already undertaken. Bennet and Segerberg (2013) 

suggest that today’s younger citizens are moving away from established political 

parties and ideologies, demanding other ways to engage, which in some part is met 

by digital media where individuals can find “personalized paths to political 

engagement” (Bennet and Segerberg, 2013:56).  

Studies show that Twitter also has gained a prominent reputation as facilitating 

socio-political activism in a range of movements. Still, we need to consider that 

these might have happened without Twitter, and rather the medium helped to 

awareness globally by making communication about the events possible (Murthy, 
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2018, Bruns et al., 2013) suggesting that actions in reality derive from people. 

Sunstein (2017) states an important addition though, that groupings of people like-

minded who discusses with the same conviction, will probably think the same 

thoughts as before “but in a more extreme form” (Sunstein, 2017:68) and Finlaysson 

(2019) join this line of argument concluding that “social media create ‘bubbles’ in 

which we see, hear and read only that which reinforces our current beliefs 

(Finlaysson, 2019:79). 

Our mission is to power positive global change by fostering respectful 

conversations, creating deeper human connections, and encouraging diverse 

interactions among individuals and teams, across our organization, and on the 

platform resulting in a more globally inclusive culture and more globally 

diverse workforce (https://about.Twitter.com/en_us/company/our-culture.html, 

visited 190406) 

Thus, the platform Twitter states a claim to enrich people’s relationships to one 

another globally, but research does not fully agree. Several studies have 

suggested that Twitter is mostly used for communication by a highly active elite 

user network (Lorentzen, 2017; Hallvard & Moe, 2011; Schroeder, 2018) which 

also produce more original tweets and include URL’s, while average users are more 

prone to retweet the tweet of others (Bruns et al., 2013). Although, this can only be 

regarded as having influence if a significantly large public interested in the same 

issue gives the message a considerable amount of attention (Stier et al., 2018) which 

indicates that the behaviour of selective avoidance could have considerable impact 

when it comes to messages which gain or not gain attention. 

“[T]witter has achieved particular relevance as a medium of political 

communication” (Colleoni et al., 2014:319). Varnali and Gorgulu (2015) strikingly 

show that political expression on Twitter affects real-world political events and 

activity, moreover that social and individual preferences play a major part in their 

study. Tufekci and Wilson (2012) claims that social networks which are mediated 

through online platforms play an important role in the protests on Tahir Square 

2011. 

This outline presents the basis of the study presented here. Since Twitter can be a 

platform of many dimensions and interest connected to both powerful influencers 

and brand-building, work and political engagement, source of information and 

building social networks and relationships. Thus, it is of value to gain a deeper 

understanding about what factors motivates users of Twitter to engage and interact 

in political discussions on the platform, and this is the aim of this work. This is 

relevant since political participation and engagement online proposedly affects our 

democracy and the ways in which we take part of political processes, and as such 

there is an interest in understanding this phenomenon since it can affect society as 

whole. It is also of importance related to potential outcomes of this activity as 

harmful to citizens and democracy.  

The following chapters will first present a deeper purpose and the research question 

that guides this study. A background on Twitter will introduce the platform, 

followed by research concerning political interest and engagement on Twitter in 

https://about.twitter.com/en_us/company/our-culture.html
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chapter 3 together with research on motivational factors in relation to Twitter users. 

In chapter 6 the methodological process is outlined and the procedure guiding this 

study. Chapter 7 presents results and analysis, chapters 8 and 9 develops the 

findings in this study related to the theoretical framework and answering the 

research question and its implications for future research. 

2 Discussing the problem 

To deeper introduce the problematics involved in motivational factors to engage in 

political debate and discussions I will present some of the implications this might 

have in the coming chapter. 

“Social media often have nothing at all to do with politics or democracy […][but] 

even if they are wholly apolitical, they might create niches, and niches produce 

fragmentation” (Sunstein, 2017:23). Certainly, there seem to be a level of consensus 

in the scientific zone of digital media and its varying impact on contemporary 

political and social behaviour. To understand why people use social media is 

essential, and how this usage continue to change along with the development of 

media, as it is no longer reasonable to think of “internet as a single homogenous 

channel” (Alhabash and Ma, 2017:3). Instead those users active on various SNS 

consume content of all sorts and are aware of the enormous amount of information 

that flows through the screen of entry. Political communication online in different 

forums have a considerable impact on user behaviour in terms of selective 

avoidance (Zhu et al, 2017); political polarisation (Strandberg et al, 2019) the 

possibility of “echo chambers” (Spohr, 2017); reflexive democratic practice 

(Finlayson, 2019); engaging in real-life political protests and activism (Varnali and 

Gorgulu, 2015) the dissemination of news/events related to such protests (Tufekci 

and Wilson, 2012); and the gathering and coordination of online crowds (Caliandro, 

2018:562). 

This brings forth the fact that user activity on Twitter can be significantly 

intertwined with political values and actions in the offline world. Thus, there is a 

calling for deeper understanding of the personal objectives and motivations to 

engage in political conversation and behaviour on Twitter which is the purpose of 

this work. 

Alhabash and McAlister (2015) suggests that behavioural responses to messages 

received online are different in comparison to traditional media channels, and that 

these responses are driven by individuals’ motivations and the use of new 

communication technologies (McAlister, 2015:178). User activity in social media 

are “products of larger social, political and economic features” (Ibid. p. 50). It is 

possible to argue that these new ways of engagement and communication both 

affects and reflects the political environment offline, too.  

User motivation have been approached and theorised in the field of digital media 

and Oh and Syn (2015) suggest that these motivational factors are in continuous 

change. It is noted that motivational drives can be of intrinsic nature (Lampel and 

Bhalla, 2007) or in other words internal motivation where the reward of an action 



 

4(59) 

 

comes from within the user, such as learn something new (Oh and Syn, 2015), 

status-seeking (Lampel and Bhalla, 2007), entertainment (Alhabash and McAlister, 

2015), being informed (Holton et al., 2014) and social interaction (Gil de Zúñiga et 

al., 2014). Including motivational factors in studies in the use of SNS is suggested to 

add considerable depth and value to research in the area (Davenport et al., 2014). 

Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2014) states that political expression may be different on social 

media than from other settings (Gil de Zúñiga et al. 2014:628) and the study by 

Rathnayake and Winter (2017) suggest that any user can receive gratifications from 

social media platforms regardless of political leaning.  

Motivational factors to interact and communicate on Twitter has so far been 

addressed in several studies, pointing to the relevance of understanding and deeper 
knowledge. Following the invitation, I intend to approach this activity through a 

qualitative manner.  

Earlier studies suggests that a qualitative approach to Twitter data would benefit 

further research (Lorentzen, 2014; Larsson and Moe, 2011) since research in the 

subject area never fully can relate to bias in a given study due to the lack of 

knowledge of user’s motivation (Stier et al., 2018) or gain better understanding of 

Twitters cultural role in relation to its users (Colleoni et al 2014). The aim of this 

study is, then, to explore motivational factors to act on Twitter as an ordinary user. 

Ordinary users are further named the public as suggested by Schroeder (2018). This 

definition is useful since it separates ordinary users from elites – political and media 

professionals. This could deliver insights regarding actions on social networking 

sites, and particularly on Twitter, in relation to political communication on behalf of 

most ordinary Twitter users. The “public could not exist without means for 

communication” (Caliandro, 2018:564). Tufekci (2013) argues this can in fact 

create these closed communities or “filter bubbles” around political messages, also 

creating “multiple and conflicting dynamics” in the stride for attention online 

(Tufekci, 2013:854). The biggest threat of these “filter bubbles” or “echo chambers” 

in the words of Sunstein (2017:11) is 1st the hardship of governing and solve 

national issues; 2nd these chambers can lead to individuals believing in “falsehoods”. 

The individualized public that organises in common issues have found channels to 

engage politically within social networks in diversified media landscape (Bennet 

and Segerberg, 2013).  

Similar to the suggestion by Lorentzen (2014) this work focuses on the hashtag 

#svpol with the argument that it is present in tweets that claim part of general 

political debate in Sweden still in the year of 2019 and Lorentzen (2017) argues that 

the stability over time for this hashtag gives it relevance for Swedish political 

communication on Twitter. Worth noting is the suggestion by Kwak et al. (2010) 

that long-lasting topics not necessarily” bring new users into the discussion” and 

that there are “core members” who generate tweets over a longer period of time, 

although no topic in their study lasted longer than 76 days in the Twittersphere (p. 

597). Caliandro (2018) argues that social structures which derive from online 

platforms are dependent of the topic rather than the platform itself, and the majority 

of contemporary online interaction does not contribute to dense networks which 

lives on for longer periods of time. Evolvi (2019) suggest that antagonistic features 

are prevalent in the forming of group identities on Twitter and shared feelings 
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towards, in her case, minorities. The “emotional character” and “tendency to 

homophily” have negative impact on “democratic participation” (Evolvi, 2019 p. 

397). Bruns et al. (2013) states that there are clear sociodemographic boundaries 

between active groups in relation to technology and physical whereabout. 

This indicates that activity on Twitter can be a complex web of interacting interests 

with possible implications for offline political activity alongside user motivational 

factors. This makes the focus in this study relevant, since political communication 

on Twitter can be reasoned to have effect on contemporary political understanding 

and behaviour among the public in a Swedish context. As Gauntlett (2008) 

expresses we need to explore the media by the ways it “finds a place in peoples 

lifeworld’s and identities” to understand what people really do with them (p. 267). 

2.1 Research question 
The question guiding and examined in this study is presented here. 

2.1.1 RQ1 

What subjective motivational, factors are activated when a user decides to produce 

or interact with a Twitter post under the hashtag #svpol?  

3 Background 

The following chapter will introduce Twitter as a SNS and platform with its 

functions and affordances briefly based on earlier research in the area. 

3.1 Twitter 

“Twitter is what is happening in the world and what people are talking about 

right now” (Twitter.com) 

Twitter is described as a commercial microblogging site which can be viewed as 

shallow and chaotic (Bennet and Segerberg, 2013). Twitter is explained in its dual 

function by Colleoni et al (2014) as a medium both social and a source of news 

thereby acting as a “vital part in the corporate media ecosystem of news 

propagation” (Puschmann and Burgess, 2013 p 5).  Twitter is reasoned by Murthy 

(2018) to contain of layers of discursive objects that do not have a fixed 

configuration and that changing those configurations reveals certain social meaning 

by their representation as cultural objects, such as highly retweeted posts (Murthy, 

2018, p. 26-27). Twitter as a social technology can be reasoned as both a 

networking agent; by enabling and constrain possible actions and structuring 

relations among several actors, issues and events, and a window; an indication of 

the larger network of relationships involved in a given stream (Bennet and 

Segerberg, 2013, p. 96). Twitter has been created to support multicasting, whereas 

broadcasting happens from many to many (Murthy, 2018). 

Each tweet has the limit of 140 characters and the “common practice of responding 

to a tweet has evolved into a well-defined mark-up culture” resulting in specific 

uses of the following definitions (Kwak et al., 2010 p. 591): 
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@: with this symbol a user addresses the tweet to another user by a user identifier, 

in both mentions and replies, this is seen in recipient’s timeline when logging in. 

RT: retweet, posting other users tweet in your own Twitter flow 

#: hashtag, followed by a word or string of words 

These markers are referred to as “amplifying cues” by Bennet and Segerberg 

(2013). A tweet that does not contain any of the markers above it is referred to as 

“singleton” (Kwak et al., 2010), every post is publicly published on an users profile 

page (i.e. timeline) on Twitter and no permission is required to interact with other 

users and their posts (Murthy, 2018). 

Hughes et al. (2012) suggest that individuals who use Twitter are older and has less 

need to socialise, and primarily uses the Twitter service “for its utilitarian value and 

cognitive stimulation” (p. 567) to attain information with a high cognitive threshold 

i.e. academic or political information, thus the use can be described as “goal-

oriented” (Hughes et al., 2012, p. 567) and more a source of information rather than 

a place for social networking (Kwak et al., 2010). 

The relationship of following on Twitter means that a given user receives all tweets 

from other users which are followed, and every user has profile page with the 

possibility of displaying a short presentation, were the follower/followee 

relationships shows (Kwak et al., 2010) which also are seen as a metric for social 

status (Marwick and boyd, 2010). Alongside tweets, retweets, mentions and replies 

users also can use the function of Direct Messages (DM’s) which is a private 

channel for communication in contrast to the other mentioned (Marwick and boyd, 

2010). Some researchers use the 90/9/1 formula when quantifying data from 

Twitter, whereas 1 (%) is considered to produce the majority of content, 9% are 

active in production and the last 90% are seen as least active (Bruns et al., 2013). 

3.1.1 Hashtags 

The use of hashtags “allow users to cluster around specific topics” (Bode et al 2014 

p 150) and links “the conversations of strangers together” (Murthy, 2018, p. 3). 

Twitter tracks both hashtags, specific words and phrases which constitutes 

“Trending topics” (Kwak et al., 2010). Moreover, hashtags enable communication 

between unconnected users and thus result in “an important form of digital political 

communication and behaviour” (Bode et al 2014 p 152) and occasionally hashtags 

create “highways” and routes for traffic on Twitter (Bennet and Segerberg, 2013, p. 

90). A widely known and adopted hashtag is paramount to be successful in this 

directing function on Twitter (Bruns et al 2014 in Arthur and Bode) and the 

persistence of any given hashtag is cumulative in regard to both platform 

algorithms, the number of times the hashtag is published and the size of the user 

network (Pond and Lewis, 2019). Hashtags can be considered as genre defining and 

“contests for hegemony over meaning” in a digital, textual and social way (Pond 

and Lewis, 2019, p 217) and contesting hashtags can emerge in response to another 

hashtag and thus create a political debate through these hashtags by stating 

belonging to competing hashtags (Stewart et al., 2017). During politically turbulent 

times the activity of “contributing to hashtag campaigns” and “sharing political 



 

7(59) 

 

news stories” are second and third, respectively, largest political expressions on 

Twitter (Varnali and Gorgulu, 2015 p. 9). Alam, Ryu and Lee (2017) suggest that 

hashtags play a “key role” (p. 1528) to users when navigating Twitter to engage in 

topics and conversations. Evolvi (2019) suggests that by using hashtags a person or 

group can enter the topical discussion with likeminded groups directly and avoid 

discrepant views. Hashtags also serves well regarding activism and the formation of 

groups and identity, communicating political and ideological belonging (Stewart et 

al. 2017) although, they are not enough for analysis in relation to how users 

encounter information on Twitter (Bruns et al. in Arthur and Bode, 2014).   

The study of hashtags is useful in analysing key communicative activities but has 

less value when considering the wider contexts surrounding the topic (Bruns et al 

2014 in Arthur and Bode). Lorentzen and Nolin (2015) states that studies of 

hashtags are incomplete and does not capture the entire conversation and Lorentzen 

(2017) concludes that the analysed hashtag of his study only inhabited 25% of the 

total amount of tweets. This makes hashtag studies by pure quantification somewhat 

unreliable. 

3.1.2 Tweets and Retweets 

Retweeting is considered to be a practice of strategic communication and this user 

behaviour shows to be different in different groups (Bode et al 2014) and it 

“empowers users to spread information” (Kwak et al., 2010 p. 591). Furthermore, 

retweets could be considered the best measure of influence (Stier et al, 2018) 

because the number of retweets indicates the tweet popularity along with the 

writer’s popularity independently from the number of followers a user has (Kwak et 

al., 2010). Still, retweets are considered by Marwick and boyd (2010) often to be 

altered and “lose any reference to the original” (p. 4). If a tweet is retweeted by 

many users or influential users in the network, the tweet can gain snowball effect 

(Murthy, 2018). 

Activity on Twitter during the Spanish election 2015 and 2016 shows that 66% of 

the collected tweets where re-tweets and this tendency is considered homophilic 

(Baviera, 2018) and Kwak et al. (2010) suggests that homophily is found in the 

reciprocal relationships on Twitter. Homophily implies a shared view of the world 

and political alignment and thus can lead to polarisation and Twitter as a SNS shows 

these affordances (Colleoni et al., 2014). Strandberg et al (2019) show that 

polarization is strong in discussions of like-minded groups without rules or 

facilitation in both online and offline forums. Ideological polarisation through 

retweeting content is more likely to happen when it concerns political issues 

(Barbera et al., 2015). Lorentzen (2014) concludes with evidence that re-tweets and 

followership show polarisation in these networks, but not in the mentions network 

4 Literature review; Twitter  

In order to understand the implications of political use of Twitter, this chapter will 

address some research already undertaken as to shine more light on what processes 

and effects is proposed to have impact on contemporary society and politics. 
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4.1 Political interest and engagement  

“The expansion of online platforms has changed who takes part in political 

debate, how they take part and what they think they are doing when they are 

doing it” (Finlayson, 2019:81) 

Bode et al (2017) show that people with high political interest spend more time and 

attention on political content and the reverse for people with low political interest. 

Posts containing political attacks attracts more attention (Ibid.). Rathnaayake and 

Winter (2017) points out that dogmatism and political interest have an impact on 

how users perceive their activities and encounters on social media and further 

suggests that social media platforms “are not particularly designed for positive, 

open-minded users” (Ibid. p 461). Finlayson (2019) takes this argument another 

level by stating that “[S]ocial media are increasing the spread of falsehood [and] 

encouraging the unchecked declaration of untenable opinion” (Finlayson, 2019 p. 

80). Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2014) argues that the usage of social media in addition to 

seeking out information online also creates “new forms of political participation” (p. 

613) making the consumer of news a participant in political discussions through the 

possibility to express themselves on a social media platform. Gil de Zúñiga et al. 

(2014) finds that the use of social media for consumption of news strongly 

correlated with political participation and engagement offline. The use of social 

media for relationship maintenance correlated positively with political expression 

through the same media, and political expression predicts participation (Gil de 

Zúñiga et al., 2014) Kim (2011) shows that indeed usage of SNS increases 

individuals exposure to different political content enabling information exchange 

and social interactions between dissimilar political views (Kim, 2011, p. 976). Kim 

and Chen (2016) argue that the type of political behaviour differs depending on 

which kind of social media that is used. SNS gives users more input of dissimilar 

views and information, and this can have an impact on political participation online 

and at the same the use of blogs, which attract likeminded people, have stronger 

effects on political participation online (Kim and Chen, 2016). 

Qinfeng Zhu et al (2017) approaches political engagement on SNS and selective 

avoidance with the political actions in the offline world. Concluding that in their 

specific setting active use of social media and the action of avoiding content which 

counter argues to one’s political leaning strongly relates to action in the offline 

world through political protesting. In turbulent offline political events Varnali and 

Gorgulu (2015) finds that the most common political expression on Twitter was 

retweeting posts with political content. This is also true in the study by Vicari et al. 

(2018) who examined Twitter activity during a national campaign were retweeting 

was most common among gatekeeping practices. At the same time, mentions were 

the most stabile over time (Vicari et al., 2018) 

McLaughling and Velez (2017) on the other hand show that the package for 

political content, the narrative, have an impact on individual’s degree of political 

interest. It is about the storyline through which media consumers transports into the 

political world when the cause is perceived as personally relevant.  
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Young adults and individuals in the late adolescence show unwillingness to 

participate in online political discussions based on the fear of repercussions and/or 

rejection socially (Bäck et al 2018). Vraga et al. (2015) finds that young publics are 

more bothered by the tone, “rant”, than the potential disagreement and that they 

wish to avoid “comment wars” (p. 284) in relation to posting on Facebook whereas 

the audience is widely unknown. Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2014) in contrast finds that 

young people with less assets uses social media to express themselves politically 

and Vraga et al. (2015) mean that young adults who are not conflict avoidant and 

politically interested are more likely to post content (Vraga et al., 2015). 

4.2 Gatekeeping and opinion leaders on Twitter 

“To be a leader, one must have followers” (Severin and Tankard, 2001:205).  

Twitter as a platform gives the user power to choose which accounts or hashtags to 

follow and indulge in (Lorentzen, 2014). Yang et al (2017) put forward that opinion 

leaders are topic sensitive and by this somewhat restrained to specific 

conversational subjects. By achieving an influence as actor in the Twittersphere 

might result in influence in policy making as well (Stier et al., 2018). During non-

election times Lorentzen (2014) suggests that ordinary users are more active, rather 

than politicians and media elites. As proposed also by Chang, Twitter opinion 

leaders takes the role of disseminator of news and generator of agendas in a new 

way, with larger networks and information not covered much in mainstream media 

(Chang, 2013). Dubois and Gaffney (2014) discusses that top accounts related to 

influence (i.e. elite users) are not necessarily able to meet up followers with closer 

personal interaction, and thereby should have a minor impact on a given users 

“attitude, opinion or behaviour” (Dubois and Gaffney, 2014:1273). 

Twitter may be exposing us to a selection of viewpoints and voices, but the 

actual influence of these voices may be relatively limited (Murthy, 2018:31).  

Twitter user’s follower/followee relationships is not automatically reciprocal 

(Larsson and Moe, 2011). The number of followers can be seen as signals of status 

since the user “earns” his or her followers (Toubia and Stephen, 2013). As Dubios 

and Gaffney (2014) states it is essentially difficult only to rely on high measurement 

values to identify influencers and opinion leaders without a qualitative approach and 

further examination of content. Barbera et al (2015) suggest that the choice by a 

user of whom to follow reveal indications of their political preferences.  

Indeed, Tufekci (2013) provides an important contribution to the role of the opinion 

leader, or “a networked microcelebrity activist” competing for online attention 

through the use of social media affordances to direct attention to their cause. It is 

connected both to repercussions and possible benefits in relation to increased 

visibility especially in an authoritarian national setting with strong censorship and 

surveillance. 

Regarding gatekeeping practices on Twitter, Bastos et al (2013) conclude in their 

study that network hubs inhibit a minor influence on the diffusion of content across 

a given network, instead intense user activity seems to correlate positively to 
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spreading. Hashtags can also be used in gatekeeping practices by being presented in 

user profiles, signalling belonging to a specific community or network and by such, 

excluding those who does not belong (Stewart et al, 2017). 

4.3 Sharing content on Twitter 
The sharing of news is a widely adopted activity on Twitter. The consumption of 

news is driven by motivation, familiarity with topic and educational level (McQuail, 

2010). News are always present on Twitter, and the medium has changed 

journalistic practices for both professionals and laymen (Murthy, 2018). 

Professional news producers rely on information from SNS and this is considered by 

Valenzuela et al (2017) to have “important democratic consequences” (p 803). The 

framing of news “shape social media users’ behaviours” and their choice to share 

content on the platform (Ibid. p 821) alongside their explicit attitudes regarding the 

object (Arendt et al., 2016). The sharing of information or news implies the nature 

of Twitter as partly a public sphere (Colleoni et al 2014) and the behaviour or act to 

share news correlates strongly to the use of SNS (Choi, 2016). Varnali and Gorgulu 

(2015) states that consumption of online news and Twitter are strongly related to 

political participation together with social identity (“leftist”) and group norms (p. 

9ff).  

Barnidge (2015) argues that “heavy users” with larger networks on SNS showed 

higher likelihood to use news on social media and this is associated with political 

engagement (p. 215). Furthermore, political disagreement happens when users 

“engage with social opinion about news” suggesting that sharing or using news on 

SNS promotes political disagreement and diversify political communication within 

networks (Barnidge, 2015, p. 216-217). People within larger networks communicate 

with more peers, are likely to attain more knowledge and thus more likely to take 

part in political activities (Kim and Chen, 2016). 

To comprehend news the interest, relevance and concreteness are important factors 

alongside discussions with other and prior knowledge (McQuail, 2010) to have the 

ability to expand knowledge and “learn what is true” (Sunstein, 2017 p. 11). 

According to Barnidge (2015) a group of few users post a lot of news leading to 

average users’ higher exposure to information than they themselves post (p. 212).  

“[P]eople do learn from the news and become more informed as a result” (McQuail, 

2010 p. 504) This fact does implicate that the notion of “fake news” need to be 

addressed. Buschman (2019) explains fake news as “[...] consisting of: 

disinformation; (de)-contextualizing misinformation; and the facets that bullshit 

adds in the form of “fake” news – dismissal of bad/uncomfortable news via the 

accusation based on some inaccuracies to discredit real things; fake “news” - non-

events meant to distract or bluff; and new channels of private distribution 

unaccountable to institutional norms” (Buschman, 2019, p. 215) easily explained as 

untrue stories which aims to mislead people (Finlaysson, 2019).  

Arendt et al (2017 p 1) highlights the user's lack of motivation, time and cognitive 

capacity to select (news) content in a deliberate way and instead rely on known and 

trusted news media brands, which in turn works as magnifiers to already established 

patterns of content selection in both implicit and explicit cognitive structures. This 
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leads to “those already having a specific worldview may get this worldview 

reinforced by additional exposure” (Arendt et al., 2017 p. 13). Users of Twitter 

furthermore relies on sources by which their own political view is supported when 

deciding to share and post links (Arendt et al., 2016 p. 720).   

4.4 Self-censorship 
McQuail (2010) describes Noelle Neumann’s notion of the spiral of silence with a 

grounding in human need of belonging and to avoid exclusion. This applied to 

activity on SNS implies, in that case, that users alter their activity in a given forum 

if they perceive themselves to be in a minority by not sharing opinions. Long term 

effects of this behaviour give certain issues and opinions salience whereas other 

issues and opinions marginalizes. The fear of exclusion affects the users will to 

“speak out on a controversial issue” (McQuail, 2010 p. 520).  

Marwick and boyd (2010) approaches the silence by self-censorship meaning that 

Twitter users wont post controversial or personal topics since the imagined audience 

could include practically anyone, from family to employer. Users of Twitter seem to 

be eager not to lose any followers or to post something of private nature as Twitter 

is perceived as a “professional environment” and by that limit personal content on 

the platform (Marwick and boyd, 2010, p. 12). Vraga et al. (2015) states that self-

censorship can occur amongst the younger public regarding posting political content 

or opinions on Facebook when an individual experiences uncertainty in who sees 

the post and interacts with it in a perceived negative way. Choi (2016) states that 

new users show a tendency to observe their online surrounding before getting active 

in participation.  

Sunstein (2017) mean that reputation grooming (authors version) affects what is 

said by a given user within group discussions, with the possibility to subsidize 

extreme groupings and polarization due to the fact that no alternative opinions reach 

the agenda. One of the pillars in democracy, according to Sunstein (2017), is the 

“unplanned, unanticipated encounters” to information they not had to seek out 

themselves (p. 6).  

Varnali and Gorgulu (2015) finds that fear of repercussions [from the Turkish 

government] where indeed present in their sample of study and that social identity 

and group norms played a significant part when users of Twitter joined the protests.  

5 Literature review; motivational factors of 

engagement on SNS 

To understand the motivational factors that govern user activity on Twitter for 

political commentary, we need to address earlier research in this area as well.  

5.1 Motivation in earlier studies 
“In any era, many people want to be comforted rather than challenged” (Sunstein, 

2017, p. 66). This quotation lends itself well to the interpretation that people seek 

safety, knowledge about the world, and social interaction in a way that soothes their 
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complex perception of the world around them. In line with Alhabash and McAlister 

(2015) the argument put forth in this study is why and how people makes use of 

SNS services, and in particular Twitter, that “affect what they get out of them” in 

relation to their behaviour (p. 1321). Motivation presented by Oh and Syn (2015) “is 

the desire and energy that cause certain behaviours in task performance or learning” 

and motivation is “dynamically changing and evolving” in relation to context and 

surrounding (p. 2046).  

The dichotomy between “Us” and “Them” is inherently one of separation, whereas 

the former (in-group) with which I identify myself connotates trust, affection, 

cooperativeness and safety. The latter (out-group) rather connotates suspicion, 

unwillingness, fear and contention and signifies a group where I don’t belong 

(Bauman, 1990:53). These groups are in opposition with each other, where 

antagonistic features define both sides (Bauman, 1990:54-55). 

 Murthy (2018) states that activity on Twitter is about self-production, self-

presentation and self-affirmation, adding that even banalities can be seen as valuable 

to the history of the user, since “posting tweets is part of their identity maintenance” 

(Murthy, 2018, p. 29). This identity maintenance and developing of a unique self 

brings out the need for self-affirmation (Bauman, 1990, p. 123). 

By expressing views and opinions Lampel and Bhalla (2007) describes this practice 

as “gift giving” motivated by “intrinsic satisfaction” (p. 439) to seek higher status. It 

is then possible to consider higher status as the gratification for a given action due to 

the user’s expectation of outcomes of that action, even more since views and 

opinions is something considered subjective in nature. They present their results 

with status seeking in online communities as a strong predicator of content 

contribution and this relates to building an identity online along with building 

expertise (Lampel and Bhalla, 2007). The notion of “gift” should completely ignore 

the aspect of reciprocity to be “pure”, and as such it would be a loss regarding 

ownership, but a moral win and an experience of self-sacrifice and unselfishness 

(Bauman, 1990, p. 113-114). 

Although Alhabash and McAlister more specifically investigates “persuasive” 

messages and reasons that “favoriting” tweets is a behaviour that is “cognitively 

demanding” and this reflects as users “affective evaluation” of the message 

(2015:1326). Entertainment is shown by Alhabash and McAlister (2015) to be the 

main motivational factor, followed by medium appeal and information sharing, also 

a message has a higher likelihood to be retweeted rather than replied to and that 

those highly active users are less prone to interact with messages, suggesting they 

are selective in their interactions with digital artefacts on Twitter and that 

“behavioural responses to online messages are medium-specific” (p. 1332) .  

Internal motivation (i.e. the reward from a specific behaviour comes from within) 

seem to be one important factor for users who can be seen as successful and 

influential on Twitter relative the surrounding group of users (Sweetser and 

Kelleher, 2011).  

Chang (2013) examines the role of opinion leaders on Twitter by their motivations 

using three categories: information seeking; to form mobilization and public 
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expression. Zhang and Pentina (2012) treats the Asian counterpart to Twitter, 

Weibo, in their study and conceptualises motivational areas with certain online 

actions connected to each area: professional development; emotional release; 

information seeking; citizenship behaviour; social connection; visibility; self-

expression; interaction with Weibo. The affordances of Weibo are explained as 

somewhat a hybrid between Twitter and Facebook with more social sharing features 

and systems of reward for user activity.  

Tweet update frequency, number of tweets and time spent on the platform correlates 

positively to self-expression motivation. The number of fans (i.e. followers on 

Twitter) related to motivational factors social connection and citizenship behaviour 

(Zhang and Pentina, 2012).  

In a similar vein Pentina et al. (2016) compares the uses of Twitter between publics 

in Ukraine and USA through a cultural lens and categorises the following 

motivational factors: social interaction and exchange; status maintenance; identity 

negotiation; entertainment; professional development; news updates and content 

sharing, along with demographics. Their statistics show that the value of 

communication to the users of Twitter differed between the two countries. These 

differences are considered cultural and contextual (Pentina et al., 2016). 

Lee and Kim (2014) use primary motivations: network expansion, relationship 

maintenance, surveillance and intrapersonal motive. Their study shows that users 

who have a stronger need for socio-relational use of Twitter and are convinced in 

their communicational skills are more likely to use Twitter to build relationships. 

Those with lower levels of self-esteem concerning their communication skills use 

Twitter in a more inward manner (Lee and Kim, 2014). Lee, Kim and Kim (2015) 

suggests that altruistic motivational factors have a positive impact on user intention 

and the actual behaviour of retweeting. 

Liu, Cheung and Lee (2010) proposes eight motives for Twitter use: self-

documentation; information sharing; social interaction; entertainment; passing time; 

self-expression; medium appeal and convenience (p. 932). Similarly, Holton et al. 

(2014) makes use of eight motives: information sharing; information seeking; 

interpersonal utility; convenience and entertainment; passing time; social support; 

control and promoting work (p. 35) 

The study by Pittman and Reich (2016) shows that use of text based SNS (e.g. 

Twitter) does not lessen the feel of loneliness or heighten the feel of happiness nor 

“satisfaction with life”. The usage of Twitter per se is related to “boredom”, 

whereas the acquiring of news and information are prominent alongside reading 

about friends’ activities, suggesting that Twitter does not facilitate any deeper 

connections between users due to the lack of intimacy (Pittman and Reich, 

2016:162).  

5.1.1 Motivation to share on Twitter 

Oh and Syn (2015) draws upon established sociopsychological theory to build a 

“framework of motivation for sharing information in social media” operationalized 

in ten factors, with an underlying assumption that motivation can differ depending 
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on the domain or SNS/social media (p. 2048). The following is an excerpt from their 

work with the author’s short conceptualisation: 

• Enjoyment, to feel happy 

• Self-effiacy, to feel capable 

• Learning, to feel informed 

• Personal gain, to be rewarded 

• Altruism, to feel helpful 

• Empathy, to give caring support 

• Community interest, to be a part of 

• Social engagement, to be in touch with 

• Reputation, to feel recognized 

• Reciprocity, give and recieve 

Oh and Syn (2015) finds that 65% of their sample used social media to search for 

information and that the motivation of learning is most influential on user 

behaviour, followed by social engagement in the top two positions. Personal gain 

and empathy are in the bottom of motivational factors. Users motivated by 

enjoyment or self-efficacy show low altruistic and reciprocal motivation. Altruism 

is related to empathy motivations. Social engagement attracts younger users. 

Personal gain, community interest and social engagement is higher among women. 

Reputation motivation is high among those who have been using the platform longer 

and community interest is higher with more intense use of the platform. Twitter 

users are not motivated by enjoyment like Facebook users to the same extent. Users 

length of membership on the SNS had impact on learning, as this motivation seem 

to be higher in the beginning of use. Average educational level is also quite high.  

Social media users who would like to share information and social support are 

highly motivated by learning with an expectation that they can receive new or 

updated information by exchanging information with others (Oh and Syn, 

2015:2055).  

This is one of two principles which rule human interaction, reciprocity, ruled only 

by self-interest and the negotiation of equivalence, to get the best deal possible to 

one’s advantage (Bauman, 1990:112). Twitter users are, increasing exponentially 

with the number of followers, highly active and motivated to seek and link 

information with expectations that this will be reciprocated by other users in the 

network (Holton et al., 2014).  

5.2 Perspectives on motivation 
A part of the literature available on motivational factors on Twitter approaches 

personality traits in relation to motivation. In this work personality traits are not 
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examined, but rather this presentation of earlier studies serves with adding nuances 

to existing research. 

“The more social you are, the more prominent your presence” (Rogers, 

2013:156). 

Narcissistic personality traits are shown by Davenport et al. (2014) to have an 

impact on user behaviour in relation to active usage and number of followers on 

Twitter and that there is a small difference between age groups. Also, their study 

suggests that having an attractive profile to followers and being admired are 

important motivational factors in the usage of Twitter functions within the younger 

public. Although their conclusions are that narcissism does not drive active use per 

se, but rather relates to the reasons of usage and the activeness of the same. On 

Facebook Marshall et al. (2015) highlights narcissistic use of social media to 

updating personal achievements and need for validation. 

Correa et al. (2010) finds that extraversion as a personality trait “was the strongest 

predictor of social media use” (p 250) especially amongst young adults. 

Extraversion is suggested, too, by Marshall et al. (2015) to correlate positively with 

frequency to update Facebook status to communicate social activities and everyday 

life. Openness to experience and emotional stability were considered to have impact 

on the use of social interactive media (Correa et al., 2010) and openness is tied to 

use Facebook for information and updates of intellectual topics (Marshall et al., 

2015). Similarly, openness, conscientiousness and sociability correlates significantly 

to social use of Twitter (Hughes et al., 2012). Also, neuroticism predicted higher use 

of social media (Correa et al., 2010) and using Facebook for validation (Marshall et 

al., 2015) along with traits of sociability among younger publics (Hughes et al., 

2012).  

Age and gender as variables show differences in the use of SNS between groups 

(Correa et al., 2010). Furthermore, men use SNS more task-oriented than women 

and less for interpersonal reasons, while women maintained relationships to a 

greater extent (Muscannell and Guadagno, 2012). Muscanell and Guadagno (2012) 

reports, in contrast to Correa et al. (2010) that neuroticism did not seem to affect use 

of SNS in their study.  

Tufekci (2013) refers to the “networked microcelebrity activist” as young, telling 

about their activism, convey citizen journalism and use social media for both 

political commentary and personal interaction. Especially users of Twitter became 

salient in protests during the Arab Spring where there existed few other channels for 

political discussions (p. 857). 

5.3 Theory of uses and gratifications 
When engaging with literature relating to Twitter and motivation the theory of uses 

and gratifications (U&G) is widely present and needs to be addressed in this study. 

U&G suggest that individuals consume media rationally springing from inner needs 

and when these needs are met, the individual experiences a reward e.g. Information 

and education; guidance and advice; diversion and relaxation; social contact; value 

reinforcement; cultural satisfaction; emotional release; identity formation and 
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confirmation; lifestyle expressions; security; sexual arousal and filling time 

(McQuail, 2010:427). 

Alhabash and Ma (2017) concludes earlier research of U&G on social media 

platforms in three points: functionality and affordances of a platform create unique 

motivations and gratifications which users seek and obtains; updating design and 

functionality of these sociotechnical systems affects motivations and gratifications; 

and last, although each platform (e.g. Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram and Twitter) is 

unique in features motivations still can be complimentary among these platforms 

(Alhabash and Ma, 2017:4).  

Liu, Cheung and Lee (2010) explains U&G as means to asses user motivation of 

media usage pre-conditioned by awareness of their needs and goal-directed in their 

behaviour. There are three gratifications of internet-usage: “content gratifications”; 

“process gratifications” and “social gratifications” (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010:930) 

and applied to Twitter, authors suggest that “technology gratifications for new 

media” ought to be included (Ibid., p 932). 

If a user is satisfied with the experience of Twitter, the likelihood to keep using 

Twitter is high (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010).  

• Content gratification: if user perceives content quality as higher or the same 
that was expected before using the service, he or she is more likely to be 

satisfied. 

• Social gratification: if the need of the user to interact socially with other 

users is met by the service, the more likely is satisfaction. 

• Process gratification: users who perceive the usage by searching for 

something or passing time, experience “fun” usage; are more likely to be 

satisfied. Elementary it is about behaviourally taking part of processes. 

• Technology gratification: derives from the users experience of ease to use 

the medium, that the medium is “suitable and convenient” in its 

environment (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010:933). 

The authors Liu, Cheung and Lee (2010) find that satisfaction, especially by content 

and technology gratification, has significant impact on user’s decision to keep using 

the Twitter service. Moreover, the need of self-documentation, information sharing, 

medium appeal and convenience are fulfilled through the use of Twitter, but not the 

need of social interaction or “fun” (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010:936). 

Indeed, Alhabash and Ma (2017) show that Twitter is the platform enjoying least 

time and intensity from its users compared to Facebook, Instagram and Snapchat, 

and is more used by men. Furthermore, the motivations for usage is different across 

all four platforms except for the information sharing motivation although regarding 

motivations to self-expression and medium appeal, Twitter seems better at 

gratifying these needs compared to Facebook (Alhabash and Ma, 2017:5). 

Entertainment strongly predicted the intensity of use across all platforms (Ibid.). 
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Bhatia, Mellers and Walasek (2019) show that content in Twitter data is affective 

and related to actual offline outcomes. Expectations about real world events, an 

election or a sports event, changes the sentiment of tweets to in some cases more 

negative if there was a loss and this was not expected. Expected wins showed more 

positive tweet content.  

The reading so far has generated several implications regarding next step. One study 

suggests that Twitter users are older white men with low level of social need, still 

many studies is conducted with students as respondents.  

As research in the area of SNS or social media is in expansion, but still the 

phenomena is quite new and standardised procedures for conduct are not really 

presented. It seems that the area of research is still in its womb, presenting differing 

results accordingly. This leaves researchers with many choices, and every choice 

affects the outcome of a given study due to the limitations inferred. There also are 

limitations in the building of theory in the field of digital media and motivational 

factors. The author has not found any coherent structure or theory formation fully 

developed. Instead, there seem to be a need to clarify where needs, motivations, 

expectations and gratifications occur in processes of user activity on Twitter. 

6 Method 

This chapter presents the methodological conduct of this study initially in two 

phases. Firstly, the process of identifying Twitter accounts prevalent in the Twitter 

data beneath the hashtag #svpol, as is the entry point of this investigation. This first 

phase presented difficulties which are addressed and developed in phase two. The 

second phase describes how users are identified by me as a researcher entering 

Twitter as a user myself due to the hardship of finding respondents through the 

software of NodeXL Pro. To begin with, the authors pre-conception is explained, 

followed by the overarching procedure in the two phases described. The selection of 

respondents is explained in relation to data collection. Ethical considerations, 

limitations and methodological critique is treated in relation to the implemented 

work process of qualitative, semi-structured interviews with seven respondents 

regarding their activity and motivation to interact on Twitter beneath the hashtag 

#svpol. This study does not claim comprehensiveness or the possibility to generalize 

findings. Rather it shows a picture of some users active on Twitter engaging in 

Swedish political commentary to answer to the purpose of this study and the posed 

research question. 

As we have seen throughout the literature there are many streams of research 

regarding political communication on Twitter. We have also been shown that this 

could have an impact on citizen behaviour and political engagement. There has been 

a considerable research agenda to explain user motivation, too. It is therefore of 

importance to gain a deeper understanding about which motivational factors and 

gratifications users who interacts beneath the hashtag #svpol can experience and 

expresses which is the interest of this work. 
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6.1 Prior knowledge and first entry on Twitter beneath the hashtag 

#svpol 
Rogers (2013) suggests that research should follow the medium. This study makes 

use of Twitter as a SNS both as a source of data and user information, as the 

medium for contacting respondents. In a theoretical manner, the study proposes that 

by using the same medium as the medium of inquiry would bring forth user 

behaviour in relation to this medium. To clarify my prior knowledge of the area 

relevant in this study, political issues and contemporary societies have always been 

an interest. I am a user of SNS but have never been a user of Twitter and created my 

first account the fall in 2018 to be able to use NodeXL during a course treating new 

digital media. My Twitter account is completely blank without profile picture and 

six months old in the beginning of this study, and I haven’t used the service in any 

other way than collecting data for earlier assignments.  

6.1.1 NodeXL Pro 

Ideally, the scientific tool for analysis should be possible to separate from the 

researcher (Esaiasson et al., 2017). NodeXL Pro is a software tool for social 

network analysis (https://www.smrfoundation.org/, visited 190608). The tool is 

separate from my study, but to be exactly possible to replicate, one must query the 

same key word at the same date at least to get a similar set of data. Further, it is not 

guaranteed that all relevant data is captured. The nature of Twitter is that things 

happen instantly, and this is a consideration in all research dealing with big or 

digital data. NodeXL Pro has limitations due to Twitter API whereas data only is 

available for eight to nine days, and queries is limited to return a maximum of 

18 000 tweets (https://www.smrfoundation.org/networks/twitter-analytics/, visited 

190608). 

6.2 Phase 1 
In search for respondents a network visualization was performed through NodeXL 

Pro and the collection of data from Twitter on one occasion in the beginning of May 

2019. The first step towards identifying users which posted under the hashtag 

#svpol were to query the term “#svpol” in NodeXL Pro. I ranked users from highest 

to lowest in the aspect of out-degree which is the traffic going out from a given 

account. This was a selection and choice based on the question relevant in this 

study, that active users who posts can be seen as interacting below the specific 

hashtag #svpol. The Twitter users in the obtained data were organized in an Excel 

spreadsheet with the possibility to rank users in the sample in several ways with 

much information regarding the collected tweets. Nodes represent users or accounts 

and edges describes their relationships or connections.  

Through the measure “out-degree” those users are found who recently has posted 

something on Twitter aimed to the conversation #svpol, and this is a relevant 

measure since the aim of this study is to investigate motivational factors for activity 

on Twitter specifically in relation to #svpol. User data was collected using NodeXL 

Pro, which enable visualisations and the opportunity to identify users ID, tweets, 

retweets, mentions, clusters and groups and their patterns of communication, central 

accounts, which external sources are shared. It also enabled me to focus on one 
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specific hashtag, #svpol, and the users engaging in this online discussion on Twitter. 

The indications for reaching out to Twitter users in this approach I argue is the 

possibility to gain a higher understanding of user motivation that are present in a 

digital setting beneath the hashtag #svpol. 

These initial ambitions though soon turned out to be a harder task than expected. To 

make use of NodeXL Pro presented opportunities to make use of the user data as 

something for referral and contact. It turned out to be hard, since a large part of the 

Twitter user population in high centralities and out-degree not had enabled the 

function of private Direct Messages (DM’s). Setting out for the tasks in this part of 

the study required modifications along the way since it were difficult to contact 

users of Twitter beneath the hashtag #svpol. This shortcoming can be related to my 

lack of knowledge regarding Twitter as an SNS and the uses related to the platform. 

Another possible explanation is the lack of cultural capital and trustworthiness on 

Twitter when it comes to my account which will be approached below. Due to the 

young age and blankness of my account on Twitter the question of participation 

where met with suspicion, if met at all. A large part of contacted users did not 

respond. I also got the reply that it would be hard for a total newcomer and outsider 

to pull this mission off. Another user referred to the scarce number of follower 

relationships as suspicious (Writing Respondent 1). 

The first contact successfully made can be seen as telling about the climate on 

Twitter for political commentary in #svpol. The answering user apologized for 

taking time before contacting me back, this user had to check if I were a “real” 

person. This user had no possibility to participate in an interview since his real 

identity had to stay unknown due to threats to his life and safety. This fact that arose 

is treated in chapter 6.7.1. Also, this is approached in an alternative participation 

mode further presented in chapter 6.3, phase 2. 

My search for respondents continued, and I also published as my first tweet on my 

own home page, or flow, as to describe my purpose with the addition of the hashtag 

#svpol as to make contact possible with the users in focus of this study (see 

appendix 2).  

6.2.1 Users who retweeted my post 

The first user to respond to my request (Writing Respondent 2) through the function 

of DM on Twitter offered to retweet my first tweet on Twitter to his follower 

network. This retweet however yielded very little response. Respondent 2 in this 

study also retweeted my tweet requesting respondents to my cause. These retweets 

snowballed by being retweeted in the above named user’s follower networks. My 

first tweet rendered three retweets and my second tweet rendered nine retweets, 

although the number of users which encountered me retweeted tweets is not 

approximated in this study. The conclusion is though that these retweeting actions 

did not attract any respondents.  

It is possible though that these retweets by acknowledged account within the 

network of #svpol leveraged some credibility to my own account and by this had 

some effects on the Respondents deciding to participate eventually. This is further 

discussed in the methodological critique and limitations below.   
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6.3 Phase 2 
Acknowledging that relying on the collected information in NodeXL were not 

adequate for the purpose of this study and choice of method, I started to investigate 

the hashtag myself looking for users active in the flows of tweets by querying 

#svpol in the search field on Twitter home page. Here too, there weren’t many users 

which had enabled the direct message function when scrolling through the most 

recent threads. To attain willing respondents, I had to switch to a form of 

ethnographic searching, entering the Twittersphere and observe users and 

discussions below #svpol. All respondents are found in relation to this context but 

not necessarily by adding the hashtag themselves in any post. It is also possible they 

replied to, or retweeted a post containing #svpol. This brings forth possible biases in 

several ways which are addressed in chapter 6.9.  

6.3.1 Answering questions in text 

The hardship in contacting and being responded to got me thinking in other ways. 

Following Rogers (2013) recommendation to apply to the medium at hand I thought 

about using Twitter as a channel for textual interviews and composed five written 

questions and these are presented in appendix 1. I argue that users of Twitter are in 

their digital environment and setting, interacting with the platform as usual, and as 

such they could be reasoned to behave more like they do in their everyday 

interaction on the platform when answering my questions. The risk of interviewer 

affecting outcomes becomes irrelevant when answering questions text wise. 

Although, the lack is to not have an opportunity to ask to follow up questions or to 

ask for deeper explanations, their answers will be of course modified to which 

degree the user chooses to be intimate in his or her answers.   

6.4 Selection of Respondents 
A large part of the research presented in this literature overview makes use of 

students in various educational settings (see also Esaiasson, 2017:95). Therefore, it 

is possible to think about the demographics age and educational level as somewhat 

biased leaving out the larger population’s traits and demographics. A part of already 

conducted studies uses a database or other service to find participants, generally 

being offered a reward of some kind. Selection by accessibility guided this work 

(Bryman, 2008:433) since the issue of strategically choosing respondents was 

difficult.  

Although it can be reasoned that these limitations did not inferred on doing research 

on an educational level, and the sample provides an acceptable amount of analysis 

units and respondents, Twitter users, to draw a selection for interviews.  

Esaiasson et al (2017) treats analysis of motives in his chapter sixteen. The hardship 

in investigating motivation is that these processes are unable to observe but rather 

they are mental processes within an actor. This implicates that studying motivation 

results in honest descriptions from individuals, but hits research always brings with 

it the uncertainty that true motivation may be suppressed, and that “motivations are 

not the same as motives” (Esaiasson et al. 2017:301).  
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6.5 Procedure 
The first selection was dependent on identification of approximately 230 accounts 

with an out-degree that placed them in the top layer of data collected with NodeXL 

Pro. Officials and known politicians were excluded, as well as political parties since 

they cannot be considered ordinary users of Twitter. Of these 230 accounts 59 users 

with a high rank in out-degree localised in NodeXL Pro were approached by a 

sending a direct message privately on Twitter. They had enabled the function of 

direct messages in contrast to the remaining 171 accounts which were not able to 

DM. To use the function of DM’s was a choice as to ensure user anonymity instead 

of addressing them by username or alias in the flow on Twitter, since it then would 

be public and may had affected the willingness to participate or brought other 

problematic features into this study.  

Of these 59 users thirteen answered my request, three users decided to say no to 

participation in any way. Five users agreed to participate in a telephone interview. 

Four users said no to interview but agreed to answer five thematic questions in text, 

one never did answer when I had sent the questions. The remaining three users 

answered in text, two on Twitter in direct message and one user in an e-mail. 

Respondent 1 were present in a distant network of the author here and approached 

by the function of Messenger on Facebook asking for participation. This respondent 

also was the evaluating instance that the interview guide was relevant in relation to 

the purpose and question of this study. 

6.6 Interviews and Respondent presentation 
When conducting Respondent interviews Esaiasson et al. (2017) proposes to rely on 

a few respondents, preferentially strangers who is not considered “subjective 

experts” (p. 269) and to try attaining “maximal variation” (p. 273). Concerning the 

“frame of selection” (Esaiasson et al., 2017:175) the criteria is that the respondent, 

Twitter user, has interacted on Twitter beneath the hashtag #svpol and underlying 

discussions in the data collected. The respondents are asked overall the same 

questions, presented in appendix 1. This serves well when considering a study 

where the researcher wants to; obtain knowledge in a quite unknown area; when the 

research question posed seek to answer some part of human reality and its meaning 

or if the researcher wants to develop some aspect of existing theory (Esaiasson et al. 

2017). The audio interviews were conducted on speaker phone and recorded for 

transcription and lasted for approximately 35 to 90 minutes. The choice to execute 

interviews with users of Twitter below the hashtag #svpol with respondents 

underscores that the persons themselves and their thoughts are what is relevant, and 

the questions asked should be similar to every respondent (Esaiasson 2017). The 

interviews were transcribed in direct relation to the interview. Since they are 

performed by telephone with some technological disturbances occasionally the 

eventual pauses or other non-verbal signals were not taken into account. 

6.6.1 Interviewed by telephone 

The presentation of the respondents here is highly blurred and anonymized. This is 

due to the expressions by users of Twitter communicated with in this study 
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describing interaction in political commentary beneath #svpol as threatening and 

connected to repercussions and harmful situations in real life.  

• Respondent 1, male 30’s, approximately 150 followers. 

• Respondent 2 female, 60’s, approximately 1600 followers. 

• Respondent 3 male, 40’s, approximately 1400 followers.  

• Respondent 4 female, 40’s, approximately 2100 followers.  

• Respondent 5 male 40’s, approximately 7000 followers. 

• Respondent 6 male, 40’s, 25 400 followers. 

6.6.2 Written answers 

• Writing Respondent 1 male, approximately 3000 followers. 

• Writing Respondent 2 male, approximately 3300 followers, anonymous in 

contact.  

• Writing Respondent 3 male, approximately 7500 followers. 

6.7 Operationalisation of theory to a tool for interviews 
Esaiasson et al. (2017) propose descriptive analysis when the study aims to bring 

order and often classify “reality” (p. 136) through some form of theoretical 

construct (p. 137).  The first step is to construe a tool for analysis capable of seize 

important aspects of the societal condition that is sought to explain (Esaiasson, 

2017:137). Scientific demands intellectual in nature is vaguely un-precisive but by 

contributing with new classification units or definitions, create new associations in 

the subject (Ibid.). To create the tool for extracting data from the conducted 

interviews this is performed by a thematic treatment of earlier research as presented 

above in this study. 

The themes that guided the interviews (full review in appendix 1) were fluently 

addressed during the interviews by telephone and strictly arranged in the text to 

Respondents answering text wise: 

• Twitter use in general and the uses of Twitter, what functions the user 

preferred, what actions where performed, the amount of time spent on 

platform.  

• Political interest and knowledge related to the interaction on Twitter and 

offline engagement,  

• Status and prestige, followership 

• Sharing content and seeking out information 

• Self-censorship and avoidance 

• Sociality and interaction 

• Ideal outcomes and best-case scenarios 

Sociality theme were connected to all these dimensions and are considered by 

asking the user about a sense of community or relation building, belonging and 

experiencing social benefits in their use of Twitter. Is the use of Twitter emotional 
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and how, what goals direct the user’s actions and what feelings were associated with 

these actions. What motivated the user to perform these actions and what were the 

expectations and best outcomes of these actions. 

These thematic questions were living entities during each interview, with the 

respondent being asked to develop a line of thought or elaborate further in a given 

theme. Not all respondents showed willingness to answer the questions directly, 

rather they were weaved into the conversation during the interview. During the 

interviews different traces became apparent which were followed up with 

elaborating questions. Affirmative commentary was expressed occasionally during 

the interviews to bridge some questions into next theme. 

Complementary to the conducted interviews were an alternative approach offered to 

three users which did not want to expose their identity at all due to different threats 

articulated towards these users. The alternative approach was carried out in two 

cases by the Direct Message function built in the Twitter platform, and the third 

through an e-mail. These thematic questions were asked in written text and are 

presented in Appendix 1. 

6.8 Ethical considerations 
There are aspects of high importance when using interviews to obtain information 

from respondents. It is important to make clear that the interview is a part of 

scientific work and to acquire consent from the Respondent to use material in the 

study (Esaiasson et al., 2017). To ensure that this threshold is low the I presented the 

study and that I will anonymize the answers during interviews as Esaiasson et al. 

(2017) present as alternative. It can be argued that this serves well also since Twitter 

is anonymous to a great extent. 

Bryman (2008) notes that studies within the social sciences can exist in a void of 

morality, rather the researcher will affect the interview with his or her being, 

assumptions and presuppositions (p. 143). Bryman (2008) mentions the possibility 

that respondents will want to show “social desirability”, meaning that the answers is 

articulated to please, and that the inherent meaning in an answer could be perceived 

different between respondent and researcher (p. 224-225). 

In line with the Council of Science (Vetenskapsrådet, www.vr.se) the respondents in 

this study were informed about the subject of the study and the terms for 

participation both in text, when asked for participation, and verbally during the first 

presentation in the interviews. The respondent’s identity and username on Twitter 

are left out of this study to the greatest part possible ensure that no repercussions 

will take place. The data presented about each respondent are considered carefully 

and anonymised, then sat in relation to the research questions which the aim of this 

study is.  

It is also important to note as Holme and Solvang (1997) says that every research 

project involving people always affects the respondents in some way and that this 

has to be considered and taken responsibility for. The respondents in this study are 

free to contact me after the interviews through the same channel as this study is 

about, Twitter, if they have any questions about the study or other related issues.  
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6.8.1 Threats and risks 

According to Denscombe (2004) the researcher has to acknowledge the 

respondent’s rights and interests, keeping a moral and ethical stance to ensure their 

wellbeing and to take action as to make sure no harmful effects is brought out by 

their participation.  

Due to the fact that the user activity on Twitter in relation to political commentary 

beneath the hashtag #svpol can be harmful and risky to the respondents, their 

identity and aliases are anonymized. Their occupation is not specified, and the 

number of followers are rounded off to nearest hundred upwards. The respondents 

are informed about their anonymity and the transcribed interviews are saved on a 

portable storage device and not in any cloud environment.  

6.9 Limitations and methodological critique 
The data and the users identified in this data were collected during one occasion 

only, with the implications that data collected another time might look different and 

have different active users of Twitter. Also, to answer the research question at hand, 

this study conducts semi-structured interviews which inhibit some reservations…. 

The external reliability is not directly applicable in qualitative studies since it is 

impossible to “freeze” any social environment (Bryman, 2008). Although the 

purpose if this study is as mentioned not to make general claims or to portray a 

wider societal condition. This study presents a picture extracted at one moment on 

Twitter and the political commentary beneath #svpol by nine users experience and 

motivation relating to this interaction. 

Internal validity depends on the quality between observations and the following 

theoretical constructs (Bryman, 2008). This demand of quality is met by using the 

theoretical framework and earlier research presented in this study. Also, the possible 

implications of the data and results presented in this study are carefully discussed in 

terms of societal and scientific importance and effect in chapter 8. Although it is an 

important note that the choices made by me as the researcher in this study depends 

on subjective evaluations of the data presented and the forming of questions to pose 

in the conducted interviews. It is possible that other researchers could have found 

other important features in the data. 

External validity concerns the possibility to extend results to other social 

environments (Bryman, 2008).  This study does not claim to benefit generalisations 

of the subject of study here. As a small picture of a digital environment it although 

can serve as a beneficiary to other research projects engaging in explaining user 

motivations and gratifications to be active in political commentary in online forums 

and SNS. Further, this study contributes by adding possible explanations to user 

activity on Twitter as a venue for political commentary and the motivations and 

gratifications connected to this activity.  

The physical whereabout matters, Repstad (1993) underscores undisturbed, neutral 

but also feel comfortable. As for this study the use of computer mediated 

communication through Twitter supposedly meets the user within his or her comfort 

zone. The approach to conduct interviews by phone calls also considers the user 
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being in the environment comfortable to them, although it restrains the author’s 

possibility to affect the eventual disturbances occurring during the interview. 

The choice not to post a profile picture on my Twitter account is the possible 

implications this could have when contacting other users on the platform to ask for 
their participation in an interview, such as someone choosing to participate because 

of the researcher’s appearance or gender. 

Phase two and the activity of getting involved on Twitter beneath #svpol has 

implications on the respondents use of the hashtag. Not all respondents themselves 

used the hashtag in their original posts, but all respondents interacted in threads 

beneath this hashtag in political discussions and commentary. I argue here that these 

respondents still are of value to the purpose and research question guiding this work, 

what subjective motivational factors are activated and what gratifications is 

expressed in relation to political discussion beneath the hashtag #svpol. 

The limitations inferred in this study also relates to the number of possible users to 

interview which is affected by the limitations of NodeXL Pro and the later selection 

of users to contact by me as the author. An aspect worthy of some consideration 

regarding the collection of data is that the interviews and textual communication is 

conducted in Swedish, therefore exact rendering in quotations can slightly differ 

from the original language. 

According to Esaiasson et al. (2017) the researcher should reason pros and cons 

during operationalization of definitions. This is done be relying on the theoretical 

framework presented in this study which has guided the construction of the 

interview guide. To address user motivation and gratification is reasoned here by the 

author as hard to approach by direct questions and to uncover these processes I 

make use of follow up questions in relation to the respondent’s answers. 

The feature of anonymity when treating the respondent data has implications 

according to Denscombe (2004) to the possibility for other researchers to evaluate 

this work and to control the validity of the findings in this study. In this aspect it 

was my choice as a researcher to take actions which highly anonymise the 

respondents in this study since the possible repercussions are real and harmful. 

Since I chose to enter Twitter and the threads beneath #svpol to attain willing 

respondents, this brings forth possible biases in several ways. Those willing to take 

part in an interview may have their own agenda and an interest to be heard. The 

biases introduced by me in choosing which to contact and pose the question of 

partaking in an interview is also a present problem, although the aim of this study is 

not to make generalisations of any kind. Still, the presented results may be biased in 

both respondent’s interest and researcher choices, which is important to bear in 

mind. The conclusion is that the findings in this study does not make any claim of 

being general or representative to the entire population. The biases are handled and 

discussed in chapter 8. Rather than posing any absolute truths or widely held 

conceptions, this study contributes by giving some depth to the notion of Twitter 

users and their way of perceiving the surrounding and activity beneath #svpol on the 

Twitter platform. This work also can shine light on lacks and troubles a researcher 
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might encounter on the way to a qualitative approach to Twitter users in a general, 

largely anonymous, network within a national setting.  

Also, the literature review in this study does not claim to be exhausting, there can be 

more research which would explain the phenomena of interest. The scope, however, 

is to examine motivational factors that spur action on Twitter strictly in relation to 

user activity on Twitter as a SNS and specifically under the Swedish political 

hashtag #svpol, and the literature reviewed for this purpose is argued as satisfactory 

to fulfil this purpose. 

7 Results and analysis 

The following chapter will present the results from the interviews and written 

responses in a fluent order, categorized by themes, in order to answer the research 

question and thus fulfil the purpose of this work. The analysis will be presented in 

direct relation to the results and the chapter will be summarized with main findings.  

7.1 Contextualising Twitter; #svpol and medium appeal 

[…] this hashtag conveys a completely different reality than what is conveyed 

by mainstream media […] (Respondent 3) 

To enter Twitter with the ambition to shine light on subjective motivational factors 

to interact beneath the hashtag #svpol has inevitably given information not asked for 

specifically, but that can be considered to give depth to the understanding of the 

environment the respondents in this study meet and experience in their interactions 

in relation to this hashtag.  

#svpol uncovers as a highway on Twitter for discussing Swedish politics and society 

and Lorentzen (2014) identified this hashtag in the year 2012. During the interviews 

it is expressed that the hashtag #svpol is constituted by political criticism between 

opposing views to contradict other users’ stances in various ways. Common for the 

respondents in this study is sharing a democratic ideal, valuing the public agora of 

discussions alongside sharing societal and political knowledge and interest. 

Common features among the respondents are the interest in society and political 

commentary. Twitter is a tool to discuss these topics and issues correlating well to 

the motivation medium appeal (e.g. Alhabash and McAlister, 2015) and technology 

gratification (e.g. Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010). It is also possible to consider 

medium appeal and technology gratification as guiding the choice of 

communicational channel, Twitter. It appears important though to consider the 

choice of channel as creating unique motivations that users seek as Alhabash and 

Ma (2015) put forth. This indicates that the gratifications stem not from the platform 

itself, but rather from the interaction enabled by using a particular platform.  

Respondent 2 thinks that there is a high level of tolerance on Twitter in contrast to 

Facebook, and that the reactions and activity are so much more intense on Twitter. 

Another feature which is shared by the respondents, except for one, is that they use 

their actual names as their aliases or identifiers on Twitter. 
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To interact beneath this hashtag shows variance in use: 

The hashtag #svpol I mostly use since then I know that it is there my so-called 

opponents hang around and that it is precisely those I want to reach with my 

sometimes fostering or educating threads (Writing Respondent 2) 

This quote contradicts Evolvi’s (2019) proposal that hashtags are used to avoid 

discrepant views. It also adds a dimension to Kim’s (2011) study that usage of SNS 

increases user’s exposure to different political content. The motivation of learning 

(Oh and Syn, 2015) is in this case expressed as projected on other users of Twitter 

engaged in the hashtag #svpol. The gratification of information and education 

(McQuail, 2010:427) can also be reasoned as projected onto other users in this 

quote. 

User activity beneath this hashtag is connected to political interest and the ideal of 

the public dialogue conducted with a decent tone and adultness among the 

respondents. These features and qualities of the dialogue are assessed and evaluated 

by the respondents during their interactions. The respondents of this study also share 

the ideal of rational thinking about consequences regarding politics and 

intrapersonal reflection and reasoning.  

The objective of committing to political commentary and discussions on Twitter 

beneath the hashtag #svpol this is to critique politics, educate others and be 

educated, persuading others, provoking others, fostering and parenting others. The 

respondents share the ideal of intellectual properties and logic reasoning. 

As for sharing content, there also seem to be different objectives and motives in 

play to strengthen the actions of affecting others and the perception of contributing 

so society and real-life politics, openly critiquing both politicians, politics and 

officials. Twitter is also described as instrumental when it comes to political talk. 

Respondent 1 addresses the fact that Twitter makes partaking in political 

discussions possible without the limitations of time and space.  

Respondent 6 at first did not believe that Twitter was a good channel for political 

and societal debate, but after received a high status within Swedish political 

discourse and public discussions he has changed his opinion concerning this: 

[…] Twitter has sort of been the key for me to enter the established medial 

arenas. (Respondent 6) 

The hashtag #svpol in itself is deemed relevant in relation to what actions the 

respondents perform on Twitter and what discussions they enter. Respondent 1 

thinks that its focus is variational enough and at the same time sufficiently specific 

when it comes to Swedish politics.  

7.1.1 The use of #svpol can be strategic 

Twitter is described as a tool for marketing: 
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 […] I see Twitter as a tool for me to come out with the articles I write, and I 

also see it like tool to interact with other politically interested people and 

discuss politics” (Respondent 3) 

Respondent 5 also uses Twitter to in an instrumental indirect way, although he 

considers himself as an outsider standing on his own, and he states that there is 

always someone who shares his opinion and promotes his message further. 

And I can say when I write something like an article [that just have been 

published] and I want to share this with the world then I always writes #svpol 

beneath (Respondent 3).  

Respondent 3 also mentions that there are golden rules that govern his choices when 

during a day to publish promotion to his articles and when he decides to retweet one 

of his own posts with the purpose of gaining as much attention as possible. This is 

in line with the motivation of promoting work suggested by Holton et al. (2014).  

When analysing the data in light of the theoretical arguments presented in this study 

it becomes clear that hashtags enable communication between unconnected users 

(Bode et al. 2014) but for different reasons. Users uses this hashtag to get in contact 

with both likeminded people and people with other opinions and values. It is also a 

channel for discussing Swedish politics with others who shares this interest and 

#svpol has been successful in gaining prominence and sustainability for discussions 

regarding Swedish politics, as Bruns argues (2014, in Arthur and Bode) is 

prerequisite for a hashtag to function as directional or navigational on the platform. 

Twitter as a medium and channel is appreciated by the respondents relating to 

diminishing physical limitations, the speed, enabling the spread of content 

strategically and make expression of opinions possible.  

7.1.2 Political influence 

Common for the respondents is their view on this digital agora as a channel for 

political debate through the Twitter functions. The notion of democratic ideals 

shows in the data and Twitter can also be explained as an alternative to traditional 

forms of political activity: 

I guess I have always been politically interested and now when I prematurely 

have been forced to an early retirement after a very active carrier Twitter is a 

good way to engage (Writing Respondent 1). 

#svpol seem to be inhabited by users with diverse objectives, reasons and motives 

which guide their behaviour on the platform. There are users who seeks an influence 

on the societal development: 

I want my opinions to bring an effect on the development of society (Writing 

Respondent 3). 

Also, there are respondents claiming that their activity has had impact on the 

Swedish political agenda and media landscape by raising salience to specific issues 

and Respondent 5 seek medial and political change. Respondent 2 explains she 
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takes no interest in other users’ political leanings when interacting below #svpol. 

Respondent 4 thinks that contemporary politics in Sweden is not guided by 

democratic ideals or knowledge. 

Analytically approaching political interest this way acknowledges that Twitter as a 

SNS creates new forms of engagement in politics both through discussions and 

participation, supporting the suggestion by Gil de Zúñiga et al. (2014). The 

respondents in this study expresses their political engagement and interest, along 

with political experience, and that being active on Twitter enables them to take part 

in these debates although they are themselves constrained from physical 

participation. This can be sat in relation to the motivational factor convenience 

(Holton et al. 2014) and technology gratification due to the ease of using Twitter as 

medium (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010).  

Respondent 6 has gained influence and invitations to otherwise closed settings 

through his activity on Twitter, whereas the number of followers increased due to 

his activity and as such this respondent can be recognized as a high-status user or 

opinion leader. They are topic sensitive as is proposed by Yang et al. (2017) and this 

can be explained by the expression for the need to be well-informed and keeping to 

subjects that users feel they know as it is expressed during the interviews. Chang 

(2013) suggests that the motivational factors of opinion leaders are information 

seeking, to form mobilization and public expressions regarding users with this role 

within a network.  

As noted by Kim (2011) the usage of SNS presents more diverse opinions and 

dissimilar views and encourage interaction and information exchange. The activity 

in #svpol expressed in this study show that participants of the discussions seek to 

affect politics and the opinions of others. The interaction seems not solely guided by 

having the same political outset or orientation, but rather it is expressed as the 

debate and discussion in itself that is of importance. As suggested by Barnidge 

(2015) disagreement in political issues arises when users interact with shared 

content and news, and the practice of sharing content encourage discussions 

amongst users of different opinions. 

The user’s perception in this study contests the claim by Sunstein (2017) that SNS 

does not in any way relate to democracy or politics. The respondents interviewed 

expressed their perception of exerting different forms of political influence and 

active engagement in real-life politics, promoting democratic ideals. The 

respondents in this study can be recognized as motivated by citizenship behaviour, 

like the suggestion by Zhang and Pentina (2012).  

7.1.3 The risks of being active in discussions in #svpol 

The respondents tell of a dark picture when being active in political debates on 

Twitter in #svpol which is related to real life threats, abuse, mapping of opinions, 

threatening house-calls. 

The narrow corridor of opinions with a low ceiling in Sweden also makes that 

it is firstly now after retirement that you even can express some truths (Writing 

Respondent 1) 
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Respondent 3 says his apprehension is that the Swedish political debate does not 

allow critique of things that someone think is wrong, since the threat is that you’ll 

lose family and friends, you may be shut out of some employments or lose your job. 

I like to discuss politics on Twitter because it is relatively safe. I have indeed 

been contacted by AFA where they specified my home address to show that 

they keep an eye on me, but nothing more has happened from them. (Writing 

Respondent 3) 

Respondent 2 mentions she has been contacted by other users in direct messages 

where she is asked to post something publicly that the originating user doesn’t dare. 

Respondent 3 also talks about mapping of opinions by extremist groups that expose 

users to threats and persecution and a general fear to be addressed with negative 

evaluations and names. Respondent 4 approaches another dimension of risk when 

describing she has become more afraid and fearful since she started using Twitter 

and she expresses that her thoughts about the world is more negative now. 

Respondent 5 have been prone to threats to his life and family on daily basis and the 

exposure of personal information spread within hostile groups, but expresses no 

concern about this in particular: 

I mostly laugh […] 

Respondent 6 talks about the possibility to severely damage other users by creating 

drifts through a mob-like behaviour: 

[…] it is like a very naked platform Twitter you can kind of write exactly what 

you think and feel pretty uncensored […] (Respondent 6) 

The description of engaging politically on Twitter being a hazardous activity is not 

present in the theoretical framework of this study. The implications by this, 

however, can mean that the threshold is somewhat higher when engaging in political 

discussions on Twitter if users perceive they are exposing themselves to danger. The 

motivational factors presented have a common ground in user actions to gain 

something, to receive something one feel or think is good in nature, or to achieve 

something. The possibility of being exposed to real risks when engaging in 

interaction politically on Twitter can imply that the gratifications sought is different 

when it comes to user motivation than previously argued. Also, the spiral of silence 

(McQuail, 2010) can come into play under such circumstances although the 

respondents in this study does not express themselves as avoiding any activity 

because the fear of repercussions or exclusion.  

7.2 Community 
The sense of being a part of a community is interesting in relation to answering the 

research question posed in this study. This because the motivational factors social 

connection (Zhang and Pentina, 2012), relationship maintenance (Lee and Kim, 

2014) and social support (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010) are telling about the social 

nature of SNS use.  
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The respondents of this study express their feelings regarding relations on Twitter in 

two quite distinct opposing aspects, namely those not socially oriented or feeling a 

community, and those experiencing a community with a more social orientation to 

other users.  

7.2.1 Socially oriented 

Respondent 2 perceives Twitter as a community whereas several social features and 

support show and connections are made with others to meet offline. Respondent 3 

sees a stable community, made up of people interested in news and politics, below 

the hashtag #svpol on which he relies upon in marketing purposes. Additionally, he 

perceives #svpol as a community of politically interested people with a conservative 

political leaning. 

Respondent 4 separates her offline and online life and doesn’t perceive Twitter as a 

place of fellowship, but she thinks there are people who live more in an online 

world and manages relationships virtually. Still she appreciates the connections and 

contacts she has made by using Twitter as it has generated a mutual exchange of 

ideas with interesting people. 

Respondent 6 sees the features of fellowship and community and has himself met 

new acquaintances and similarly seen other users establishing relations between one 

another. Respondent 4 explains she sometimes feel that she put too much time in her 

activity on Twitter, some nights staying up until the morning and that she really 

ought to do other things. 

The notion of the mass, the others, are also appearing during the interviews. 

Respondent 1 thinks there are users that doesn’t know so much, and that people are 

selfish in their usage of Twitter. Respondent 2 believes that other users care more 

about their reputation, status and number of followers than herself at the same time 

she thinks it is fun to be on the list of popular accounts.  

If the online persona of each user depends on the creation of the self, or an identity 

project (Murthy, 2018) it seems as the techniques for affirmation differ between 

individuals. The Respondents in this study interacted with other users but this 

interaction was expressed differently. The motivation to interact socially displays in 

two shapes in this study, namely as oriented towards relationships to other users or 

the disregard of relationships.  

Socially oriented user behaviour is proposed by Respondent 6 to correlate to self-

control and non-abusive language. Lee and Kim (2014) suggest that orientation 

towards relationship building is a sign of self-esteem within the user regarding their 

skill to communicate, and the lack of this self-esteem renders a more introvert usage 

of Twitter.   

The gratifications of this socially oriented behaviour on Twitter for political 

commentary can be several like guidance and advice; diversion and relaxation; 

social contact; value reinforcement; cultural satisfaction; emotional release; identity 

formation and confirmation; lifestyle expressions and filling time as suggested by 

McQuail (2010:427). Also, “social gratification” (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010) in 

this sense can be a reason to these Respondents to continue their use of Twitter. 
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7.2.2 Antagonistic orientation 

Writing Respondent 3 explicitly have no aim to gain friends on Twitter, Respondent 

5 does not either engage in relations or perceive any commonness but rather he 

stands on his own: 

[…] internet to me is one’s and zero’s, I have no relations to people on the 

internet […] they are people on a list […] 

Respondent 1 refers to the activity on Twitter as acting like a troll receiving 

affirmation by provocative actions and showing political hypocrisy. Respondent 5 

share the antagonistic need for affirmation by provocation and to be able to affect 

other users to feel frustration and anger. He expresses joy in these clashes because it 

forces him to intellectually perform better. 

To show upon the lack of cohesion in another person’s argument is another aspect. 

Respondent 1 mentions that it gives some level of satisfaction when another user is 

affected and denigrated by content and show that they are affected by the content:  

Are you kidding I have a huge need for attention, and I have a huge need for 

people getting denigrated because I think it is really good (Respondent 1) 

When meeting opposing opinions and values which sound irrational or stupid 

Respondent 2 question these users: 

[…] what do you mean by this, what ground do you have for what you write 

[…] 

Respondent 4 mean that there are users who provocatively mess with other and 

argue against something just to make others upset. Respondent 5 states that he 

thinks it is entertaining to undermine and provoke users especially by critiquing 

their way of reasoning and logics, pointing out flaws in their arguments. 

Metaphors of war are also prevalent in the data. Respondent 5 also thinks that 

Twitter as a forum is made up by users who consciously wants to misinterpret each 

other and that there is no meaning in discussing when knowing you are not reaching 

trough or coming somewhere.: 

 […] because it is if you are to war on the internet if you say so then it’s like a 

pointless mission in itself […] (Respondent 5) 

Respondent 6 shares this view: 

[…] then I think that it easily become a trench war and that you have very firm 

opinions […] (Respondent 6) 

Respondent 2 describes a situation where she and other users corrected 

misbehaviour directed to an active political female in terms of vengeance and to 

defend one another. Respondent 5 chooses to engage with users which provoke him 

and expresses a curiosity in other people’s way of thinking: 
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Yes the more I take in from other people the better I think […] other people’s 

ideas are really important to assimilate because then you can arrive at what you 

think yourself […] (Respondent 5) 

Also, Respondent 5 describes himself as a feared person by reputation and his 

activity to provoke other users has at times, as he sees it, forced people to take a step 

back and re-think their way of reasoning: 

[…] and then when they come back a few hours later they have expressed 

themselves in a much better way and thought through what it was they wanted 

to write, so it can be a really good way to pinpoint something at someone. 

(Respondent 5). 

Respondent 6 conceives Twitter as a place where people tune up their arguments 

and voices in a way he believes they would not have done in a personal meeting, 

partly due to the feature of anonymity. 

These findings in the respondent answers in this study are presented as antagonistic 

by the argument that their interactions are not explicitly soliciting relationships or 

governing any closer ties which partly is in line with Pittman and Reich (2016) who 

states that Twitter does not contribute to any deeper social relations.  

On the contrary, it can be reasoned as their motivations stem from a need or wish to 

provoke other users, show a nuance of superiority by altering other users’ behaviour 

with correctional actions. There are also expressions of antagonistic users 

themselves being positive to other users’ corrections of their own behaviour, as 

Respondent 5 says it is a good thing for one’s own development if other people 

argue against you. 

This could imply that motivations of self-efficacy, personal gain, learning and 

reputation not only are motivations of the sort that the person themselves 

experiences internally from external input, but also that the user with antagonistic 

need feel gratification when bringing these upon another user. As such, the 

motivation engaging in this type of online behaviour can be argued as external in the 

sense that possible outcomes or benefits depends on the person on the opposing 

side. This can be a sign that there exists a form of in-group and out-group dimension 

on Twitter which brings out antagonistic features (Bauman, 1990).  

If we are to connect the findings to Oh and Syn (2015) it is possible to think that the 

users with antagonistic features that seek enjoyment and self-efficacy are to a lesser 

extent motivated by reciprocal or altruistic motivational factors. Also, motivation to 

earn a reputation is higher amongst those who has used the service longer in their 

study.  

To think of gratifications in this sense (this study 4.4), and that user activity is 

rational in relation to the wanted results, brings some difficulty by the fact that it is 

hard to foresee other users’ reactions. A practice to enjoy any benefits or 

satisfactions this way is always prone to uncertainty. 
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7.2.3 Anonymity 

Respondent 2 addresses the anonymity present on Twitter and wonders why it looks 

that way:  

[…] you don’t really know what’s their business, are they here to map my 

opinions […] and opinions they think are wrong, and later then to be able to 

attack […] (Respondent 2) 

Respondent 2 adds that anonymous users can be harsher in discussions, and that she 

rather knows who she is communicating with and trust to be whom they claim to be, 

otherwise she avoids those discussions. Respondent 4 also have experiences of 

anonymous users who can write just about anything and she sees this as a cowardly 

behaviour since these users are let go from accountability.   

Respondent 5 does not see anonymity as an issue or a problem but says that people 

should be able to anonymous if the prefer that. 

Respondent 6 believes that anonymity makes people somewhat sloppy in their 

expressions in a way they would not have displayed when acting as themselves. The 

anonymity also can serve as a shield for people to manifest oppressed opinions: 

[…] they quell those feelings in personal meetings but they express them when 

they have the opportunity under cover of anonymity (Respondent 6) 

This have some implications theoretically and by applying the spiral of silence 

anonymity can be portrayed slightly different. If alternative views and opinions that 

depart from what is considered correct is related to fear and can lead to exclusion 

and in the words of McQuail (2010) this is especially prevalent in controversial 

issues, then anonymity can be thought of as a censorship of the self. This is possible 

in terms of accountability where anonymous users are seen as unknown entities 

which tune up their voices and speak without regard to other users. The anonymity 

makes actions distanced from the actual person performing these actions and they 

cannot be held accountable. 

The anonymity feature on Twitter also implies that a sense of community or 

perception of fellowship is somewhat more problematic, inciting the suspicion 

towards other users is affecting interaction and exchange on Twitter by the means of 

avoiding anonymous users. Writing Respondent 2 is the respondent in this study, 

which is anonymous, has a large network of followers which can serve as a point of 

reference to other users when deciding to interact.  

Following Bauman (1990) the definition of groups as in-group; identifying with 

each other, one of trust and belonging, and the out-group; perceived with suspicion, 

fear and content, a dichotomy that separates “us” from “them”. The affordance of 

being anonymous can be thought of as aggravating the identification of in-group and 

out-group, making the platform capital important when deciding if users meet kin or 

an enemy. Barbera et al. (2015) suggests that the choice of which accounts to follow 

on Twitter serves as a signifier for political preferences, and this may be a way of 

identifying other users within the network. 
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Since the respondents in this study are not anonymous except writing respondent 2, 

it is hard to draw any conclusions regarding the gratifications or motives to be 

anonymous on Twitter engaging in political commentary. Writing Respondent 2 is 

anonymous due to threats. 

7.2.4 Spreading content 

To share content is a widely used action on Twitter and this can, according to 

Respondent 1, have a dual meaning or purpose. Sharing content is regarded as 

possibly meaning criticism or a sincere compliment and that the content can be 

considered as either of poor or good quality. This indicates that the ten motivational 

factors presented by Oh and Syn (2015) could gain other dimensions by adding this 

perception of sharing as critiquing. Writing Respondent 3 mentions that a written 

tweet was widely shared, both by opposing users and users with likewise stances. 

The outcome was only positive since the action of retweeting established a 

communicational path with users that otherwise were beyond reach for discussions, 

even if the retweet itself was for critiquing the message. The gratification or 

motivation in this sense seem not to be the spread, but rather the communication this 

spread made possible. 

Involved in the spreading of content is an assessment and evaluation process 

regarding what is eventually shared, and the thought that this should be seen by 

other people. Respondent 1 expresses this: 

[…] if I find something that is good which I think people should read the I will 

share it (Respondent 1) 

Respondent 3 also shares or retweets when he thinks something is important to his 

followers or the community of #svpol. Alhabash and McAlister (2015) suggest that 

the action of favoriting a tweet is demanding since users evaluate the message. This 

also seem true when retweeting or sharing content as expressed by the respondents, 

expressing the assessment of quality before posting.  

Respondent 4 often uses the function of retweet when she finds something 

interesting and adds her own opinion about the content and publishing it so she can 

see how many others are interested. She mentions the need to have a sort of order in 

her flow, and the importance to be seen herself and her opinions. Respondent 5 uses 

Twitter mostly to share content with the ambition to spread information and the like. 

His main concern is that what he shares is true and he doesn’t regard the sender as 

long as the content does not call for criminal behaviour or are too aggressive. 

Additionally, he believes the antagonistic features of Twitter promotes spreading: 

[…] it becomes like automatically like a beehive of everything (Respondent 5) 

Respondent 6 only share content from established media channels or scientific 

articles.  Mostly he has reacted on a certain aspect in the article which he then 

highlights through and presents in a certain manner to show what caught his 

attention. 

The sharing of content as presented in earlier research is an ever-present part of 

interactivity on SNS like Twitter. The theory of gatekeeping and opinion leaders 
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(this study 3.3) and sharing content (this study 3.4) concerning this practice states 

that opinion leaders and gatekeepers disseminate news and affect societal agendas 

through the sharing of news or content which is not present in the established media 

arenas. As concluded in the theoretical outline of this work it is recognized that 

people learn from news (McQuail, 2010) and that people who lack the properties to 

always select news and content deliberately brings forth their reliance on trusted 

sources (Arendt et al. 2017). On Twitter it therefore can be reasoned that these 

opinion leaders and gatekeepers possibly relates to their network of users and 

followers as being news outlets, which are chosen and shared based on users’ 

political preferences. Reflecting on these implications can lead to the notion of 

informational bubbles rather than bubbles by filtering. 

The respondents shared the practice of an assessment of quality before sharing 

content on Twitter expressed differently. One qualification expressed in this study is 

the need for truth in the news or content shared not paying any regard to the 

origination sender. The reliance on established channels and media was expressed as 

important to Respondent 6 in opposite to Respondent 5. 

If spreading and sharing on Twitter is a gift through altruistic motivation the 

argument by Bauman (1990) states that the loss of ownership affects is inherently a 

part of such behaviour. That implies giving the gift to one’s community and 

followers is sharing another user’s, or a third-party content were not owned by the 

sharing user for starters and due to this there were no gains or losses at play, but 

rather are service performed.  As Respondent 5 expresses he does not follow any of 

the threads he creates by sharing content, unless he has altered the post with some 

personal feature.   

Indeed, the respondents in this study show features of being opinion leaders as 

disseminators of news in a new way with large networks and content that is not 

shared by mainstream media. Respondent 5 states sharing content and news is his 

main activity on Twitter to create dialogue and start discussions at the same time as 

affecting the political and medial agenda. 

7.3 The ideal 
The notion of the ideal is present during the interviews of this study manifested by 

democratic ideals, freedom of speech, ideals of public discourse and ideals of decent 

behaviour. 

7.3.1 The ideal debate 

Writing Respondent 2 wants to see that people gain better understanding to each 

other’s stances across traditional borders and states that self-control and a novel 

language are important. Respondent 2 mentions decency in tone and the absence of 

personal attacks as criteria for a good discussion. Respondent 1 feel joy when 

discussions are conducted seriously and the possible gain in knowledge to both 

users and society, enlighten each other. 

The ideal debate on Twitter should according to Respondent 4 be guided by 

common sense and knowledge and she always try to be well-informed when 
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entering any discussions. This respondent expresses that there are ignorant users on 

Twitter who haven’t got enough knowledge when taking part in conversations:  

[…] when they kind of become a bit unpleasant then I immediately say that ‘if 

you are going to participate in this discussion then keep a certain tone like I 

mean otherwise I can’t take you seriously’ […] 

Respondent 5 expresses that Twitter suits rather bad as a forum for discussions since 

it often leads to conflicts, still he encourages interaction beneath his own published 

content: 

[I want] people to be able to express themselves as bizarre as they possibly 

can. (Respondent 5) 

However, Respondent 5 is solution oriented and mean that the dialogue and 

conversation is the key: 

[…] you need to talk anyhow about stuff and it is somewhere in that 

conversation where you find a solution. (Respondent 5). 

Respondent 5 expresses a motivation of being driven by community interest (Oh 

and Syn, 2015) and progressive in search for solutions alike the citizenship 

behaviour motivation.   

Bäck et al. (2018) suggests that younger users are proposed to avoid discussions 

which eventually can lead to conflicting commentary practice. They are more 

anxious about the tone rather than the disagreement itself. This can be applied also 

to the respondents in this study which states that the level of the discussions matter, 

and as such it is not only applicable to younger users.  

Moreover, the motivation to engage in debate can be reasoned as self-expression, 

identity maintenance and identity negotiation (Murthy, 2018). Taking part in 

political discussions can also be explained as citizenship behaviour (Zhang and 

Pentina, 2012). The gratifications can be reasoned as identity formation and 

confirmation, social contact and value reinforcement (McQuail, 2010). 

7.3.2 The ideal outcomes 

The ideal outcome of interaction is consensus and mutual understanding according 

to writing Respondent 1. According to writing Respondent 2 the best-case scenario 

and outcome of the interaction is when you see that your recipient has understood. 

The aim or goal of Respondent 1 is to make people think about their intellectual 

reasoning. To analyse this, it is possible that through the educational and 

informational motivations (Oh and Syn, 2015) and the gratification of internal 

rewards by information and education (McQuail, 2010)) can be recognized as a way 

of gaining reputation and status (Lampel and Bhalla, 2007) relative other users.  

Respondent 2 appreciates advice on further reading which corresponds well to the 

motivation of learning (Oh and Syn, 2015) and information sharing (Holton et al. 

2014) and the gratification of receiving education and information (McQuail, 2010) 

and content gratification (Liu, Cheung and Lee, 2010). 
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Respondent 4 thinks that the even though people are of different opinions they 

should be able to discuss and that this brings a dynamic dialogue from which you 

can learn more, rather than if everyone would share opinions.  

Respondent 5 highlights the decency in discussions as important, that people talk 

and reason with each other with the objective to make society progress and change. 

He has also experienced that his actions have had effect on the agenda in both 

political and medial settings. This form of affecting the agenda is one of his 

objectives on Twitter along with figuring out another person’s way of thinking. 

Respondent 6 takes care in reflecting before posting content on Twitter and refer to 

his own experiences to create a feeling of authenticity: 

[…] to the one who reads eh that this isn’t just some arbitrary opinions […] but 

that you actually have like experience from that […] 

Respondent 6 also mean that the best outcome is some grade of consensus, to be 

able to part in a good way with a better understanding of people’s way of thinking. 

When expressing the need for a progressive debate and that the ideal outcomes of 

such discussions is a better understanding, it is sensible to talk about the motivation 

of citizenship behaviour (Zhang and Pentina, 2012) or community interest (Oh and 

Syn, 2015).  

7.3.3 Mediating the truth 

Also, a common expression amongst the respondents are the concept of telling the 

truth. At the same time Respondent 1 expresses that there rarely exist simplistic 

answers to a given question and Respondent 5 highlights that there are multiple 

explanations and angles in an issue. Respondent 3 addresses the truth several times 

during the interview: 

[…] what I feel is that I am one of the societies guardians […] who wants to 

inspect authorities and get the truth out (Respondent 3) 

Respondent 4 mean that her drive and motivation is that the truth should be known, 

and she expresses discontent with the media in Sweden as not fulfilling their 

purpose. 

The motivational factors for committing to suck online behaviour can be as 

mentioned in previous chapters; community interest and citizenship behaviour when 

the respondents express that this information should be known by other in the 

society. It can also be described as the need to feel recognized through the 

motivation of reputation (Oh and Syn, 2015).  

Although it is acknowledged that there is not just one “truth”, there seem to be a 

notion about which “truth” is superior.  

7.3.4 Accountability 

Respondent 2 feel that it is important to express one’s opinions and to stand for 

those, this is also true to Respondent 1. This also applies on officials and politicians 

which can be critiqued and held accountable on Twitter.  
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Respondent 3 refers to the ease in using Twitter for political critique since the user 

can use the function of mentions (@) to address their commentary directly to the 

official or politician they want to communicate with. 

Respondent 5 mean that internet gives people the advantage and possibility to reject 

responsibility for one’s actions which make their behaviour very childish. Although 

he does not relate this to anonymity but rather that people are themselves no matter 

what channel they use, and internet enable many more to behave poorly at the same 

time in contrast to earlier channels. 

Respondent 6 perceives himself as a person which needs to be balanced and take his 

followers into consideration with the responsibility to keep the tone good. He also 

sees Twitter as a venue to hold politicians accountable, sometimes in unfair and 

mob-like ways. 

This can in part be a function of identity maintenance as motivational factor (this 

study chapter 4.2). To be hold accountable also connotates the need to be authentic 

and trustworthy as a user, possibly rendering a higher status or prestige (Lampel and 

Bhalla, 2007) or gain reputation (Oh and Syn, 2015) in the eyes of other users, and 

the gratification of identity formation and confirmation (McQuail, 2010). 

Also, these expressions can be thought of as a part of the ideal which the 

Respondents in this study share, and their quality demands on their surroundings. 

7.3.5 Humbleness 

It is important to admit when one is wrong and to have an open mind to other user’s 

knowledge Writing Respondent 1 states. Also, the notion of committing a mistake is 

present during interviews, where Respondents 2, 4 and 5 feels and acts to apologize 

to the community around them and confess that they have done wrong. This 

indicates that the reputation these respondents’ experiences are something to cherish 

and groom, possibly being an aspect of identity negotiation and relationship 

maintenance (Pentina et al. 2016). 

The expression of making a mistake connotates that there are norms to be followed 

according to the respondents in this study, with the implication that alongside these 

there exist means for sanctioning a user not committing to these norms. 

They share the description of this being due to a too fast response. Respondent 1 

adds that humbleness should apply also to the willingness to resign and admit when 

proven wrong. Respondent 4 think it’s important to investigate and to reflect upon 

when she encounters divergent information on Twitter, but she also thinks it is 

difficult to show humbleness when she writes about something she dislikes. 

The fastness and speed on Twitter are part of the respondent’s medium appeal in 

using the service. It seems though as the speed on Twitter still needs to be related to 

in a balanced and rational manner when it comes to the respondents in this study. 

7.4 Expectations 
During the interviews the respondents in this study were asked to tell about their 

expectations from their usage of Twitter: 



 

40(59) 

 

[…] one of several reasons I Twitter is simply that it creates engagement. 

(Respondent 6) 

Respondent 6 hereby explicitly expresses the feeling of creating engagement, and as 

an opinion leader in this study the use of Chang’s (2013) motivational factor to form 

mobilization may be applied.  

The expectations for the Respondent’s activity on Twitter are diverse but expressed 

as dependent on other users’ responses to their actions:  

I expect nothing but I hope for a positive response through likes and retweets 

(Writing Respondent 3) 

This practice may be explained as affirmatory motivations of the self (Bauman, 

1990) and the gratification of identity formation and confirmation (McQuail, 2010). 

As for the ability to affect other users several Respondents articulated this in 

different words: 

As I have chosen to work with threads, I most often have the aim to wake 

thoughts and sow a seed within the recipient (Writing Respondent 2) 

This educational or learning motivation (Oh and Syn, 2015) is in a way expressed as 

projected towards other users on Twitter.  This projection also shows when 

expressing the pursue of the democratic ideal discussion: 

 […] all my presence on social media is about waking a decent discussion 

(Respondent 5) 

A possible approach to such a behaviour would be taking a role to be initiator or 

catalyst for waking these discussions. Although, such a notion is missing in the 

literature presented in this study. 

Respondent 1 says the expectations are that other users see the posted content and 

start to think for themselves, evaluating the content as fair and true. Respondent 4 

expects to get some response on the content she publishes and wants to see what 

others write too, in order to compare herself with her surrounding: 

[…] it because to see how it is, how am I doing like in what people think in 

general because that you don’t find out through the press and otherwise what 

the people really want and so on. (Respondent 4) 

The motivation to committing to such a behaviour can be reasoned as a part of 

identity negotiation and formation (Pentina et al. 2016)).  Relating to Bauman 

(1990) the identity maintenance and creation of unique persona brings out the need 

for affirmation of the self.  

7.4.1 To be entertained 

Respondent 2 expresses some of her Twitter activity as being guided by the need to 

have fun and laugh, and for this she chooses to follow users which entertain her in 
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the area of her interests in society and politics. She also thinks it is very fun to 

discuss these issues. Respondent 4 also expresses that her use of Twitter is fun: 

[…] I have never been part of something so funny as Twitter like in some way 

with the people you actually make contact with and who responds it can be 

ministers it can be like all sorts […] (Respondent 4) 

As suggested by Pittman and Reich (2019) Twitter use relates to boredom which 

could actualise the drive to be entertained as well as the motivation of passing time. 

To be entertained is one of the incentives present in a large part of the theory 

regarding motivational factors (e.g. Alhabash and McAlister, 2015) and the 

gratification of diversion and relaxation (McQuail, 2010). 

Respondent 4 expresses her followers as prestigious and with high status within 

different settings and the joy of coming in contact with these users, enjoying 

benefits through these relations.  

7.4.2 Affirmation 

Affirmative practices indeed can look different according to the respondents in this 

study, indicating that users are seeking affirmation in different ways. 

Respondent 2 mentions the activity around a post as an evaluator of positive 

responses: 

Sometimes someone comes in for example posting a book recommendation 

[…] nothing has happened with this tweet, no likes no nothing it just 

disappears bot in contrast if someone posts something about Russian politics or 

about Trump then the action is on. (Respondent 2) 

Respondent 4 has experienced affirmation for her work by a famous television 

profile which follows her and encouraged her to keep working artistically, which 

made her feel some faith in her skills. Respondent 6 also expresses that there is a joy 

in getting affirmed by other people: 

[…] it is fun to hear that people like what you write […] (Respondent 6) 

To receive affirmation by other users on Twitter reaches the surface of this study 

frequently. As mentioned above, he motivation to committing to such a behaviour 

can be reasoned as a part of identity negotiation and formation. It also can be an 

indicator for reputation and status within the network (Oh and Syn, 2015) and the 

status maintenance (Pentina et al. 2016).  

Murthy (2018) that posting and publishing content on Twitter can be connected to 

production, presentation and affirmation of the self. 

Respondent 5 does not follow or read the commentary after posting content on 

Twitter, he sees it as none of his concern and rather the published content lives on 

its own. Only if he is contacted by someone reporting misbehaviour in relation to 

his post, he actively moderates the content. 
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Respondent 2 says she does not feel anything in particular when other people 

retweets her post, it’s just fun, as long as they don’t add a comment of their own 

which is negative. Respondent 2 does not act on Twitter to get something in return 

as likes or attention: 

[…] then I can be really surprised when I look that oh my god is it that many 

which have retweeted and is it that many who has liked it like oh shit 

(Respondent 2) 

When someone retweets the posts of Respondent 5, he doesn’t consider the action 

itself or the diffusion of the message but rather his goal to awaken discussions. 

Respondent 6 expresses feeling affirmed when people retweet his posts: 

[…] this is something that many reacted the same way as I by many like you 

get countenance from many […] (Respondent 6) 

 

7.5 Demands of quality 
Quality standards guide both the assessment of other users, content that is shared 

and the user behaviour of the respondents themselves. Writing Respondent 1 and 2 

together with Respondent 4 share the need to feel informed in the subject and well 

prepared before entering any discussions and to be open to other users’ points of 

view. Another quality aspect regards the level intellectual reasoning and of the 

discussions. Respondent 2 expresses demands of quality when she decides to act or 

share something on Twitter: 

And then I think that this is good, this is interesting and this you should find 

out about (Respondent 2) 

To Respondent 2 stylistic features are also of importance when deciding to interact 

with a post, spelling needs to be correct and it should not be written in capital letters 

due to the connotation of shouting, and it needs to be understood what objective the 

originating user has.  

The need of uniqueness also is expressed by Respondent 2 in terms of avoiding 

publishing several posts about the same topic. Respondent 3 uses the function of 

retweet his own posts: 

[…] because if I had published the post again then people would have said ‘but 

you have already written this one time’ (Respondent 3) 

Respondent 4 repeatedly calls for more analysis, knowledge and intellectual 

properties guided by science both in relation to Twitter users and politics. 

Respondent 6 talks about his activity on Twitter as feeling he must stay balanced 

and use proper language, not offending anyone and being careful with the trust he 

has gained. Respondent 6 also expresses he has quality demands on the content he 

shares or that what he writes and wants to display authenticity.  
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Respondent 4 removes her own tweets when she feels it wasn’t good enough. 

Respondent 6 thinks his activity is authentic since he writes about issues which are 

known to him by experience.  

Respondent 1 is not keen on giving away appreciation or positive affirmation to 

other users or content which does not fulfil a quality standard. Similarly, this 

Respondent expresses that to get a retweet it must be earned.  

Respondent 2 sometimes retweets content she and addresses this to another user 

with the function of mentions because she thinks it would be of interest to both the 

addressee and the overall community. 

These criteria for qualitative behaviour and production of content shows a 

dimension of Twitter which is not portrayed much in the literature referred in his 

study.  

Although, some implications arise. The respondents in this work are share a sense of 

contributing to some norms and quality standards which guide their actions and 

interactions on the platform, but in different directions. These actions are expressed 

as based on assessment and evaluation by the user. Also, to be exposed to evaluation 

by other users are taken into consideration by the respondents in this study.   

7.6 Emotional expressions 
The respondents articulated different emotional expressions during the interviews: 

frustration when meeting disinformation and poor language (Writing Respondent 2). 

Joy when meeting fun content (Respondent 2) and interacting with interesting 

people (Respondent 4). 

Respondent 2 has herself responded too fast in of frustration and anger which 

showed to be based on untrue information and she publicly apologized for this, 

adding that sometimes it is better not to jump into conclusions. Respondent 4 loses 

her temper sometimes with users she perceives as ignorant. Respondent 6 also 

advocates a calmer strategy and not to write or interact when emotionally affected. 

Respondent 5 gets angry and upset when faced with users who post content denying 

the holocaust or other disinformation. Respondent 6 also expresses he gets provoked 

by content at times. To experience emotions is related to the motivation of 

emotional release (Zhand and Pentina, 2012)) as well as the gratification of 

emotional release (McQuail, 2010). 

The notion of giving is expressed as sharing experiences which might help others by 

Writing Respondent 2. When committing to helping others this is seen as an 

altruistic motivation, with no expectation of reciprocity (Oh and Syn, 2015). 

7.7 Followers as audience and capital 
It is suggested by Marwick and boyd (2010) that having followers is an indicator of 

social status. In chapter 4.2 (this study) it is also proposed that the number of 

followers correlates with motivational factors of social connection and citizenship 

behaviour The number of followers can be seen as prestigious or increasing status 

according to Respondent 1 and if a user is followed by a large number of other users 
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their channel for expression is vast and without censorship. Respondent 6 expresses 

some responsibility to have high standards in his expressions to the followers, since 

they are both employers and politicians alongside ordinary users: 

I think it is important to be nuanced […] it wasn’t like that I wrote completely 

crazy things before when I weren’t as public, I tried to keep a pragmatic 

discussion back then but on the contrary I would say I have become more 

aware of it now when you have more followers (Respondent 6) 

There seem to be a responsibility related to the number of followers, which mean 

that the actions or performance is somewhat modified in relation to one’s users. 

Writing Respondent 2 expresses he sees followers as an asset when it comes to 

deepen knowledge and to get well-advised. This perception of followers can be 

springing from the motivation of learning (Oh and Syn, 2015), education 

gratification (McQuail, 2010). Another expression of this aspect and the idea of 

service is made by Respondent 2 who translates tweets that are written in English to 

Swedish in order for her followers to read them in a way offering education and 

learning. 

Also, followers are expressed as something to keep, and to do that your activity 

matters according to Respondent 4: 

[…] you have to keep up because you notice that you lose followers if you 

don’t write all the time  

This support the proposition made by Holton et al (2014) that users of Twitter 

increase their activity when the number of followers adds up.  

And in the task of marketing and personal branding there is a need of being 

personal. Respondent 3: 

[…] I use the tag in around forty percent of my posts the rest I write for my 

followers 

Also, to gain followers is described as a kind of rush. Respondent 6: 

[…] it was really awesome then because it was its kind of it tumbled in 

[followers] 

Respondent 2 practices reciprocity regarding followership: 

[…] when I see that he or she follows me the I follow that back, it feels kind of 

like a gesture of politeness or how you should put it […] when someone is 

following me I follow that person too so I know what he or she is up to 

(Respondent 2) 

In this sense, the reciprocal behaviour of followership relates to surveillance and 

control as presented in chapter 4.2 in this study.  

Respondent 3 mentions that he creates his own network for information when 

choosing which other users to follow. Respondent 6 also approaches this as 
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disadvantage on Twitter since one could narrow the spectrum of opinions that you 

meet on Twitter.  

Respondent 4 describes her followers as ranging from a variety of countries with 

different occupations and several of them are eminent both in knowledge and 

famousness and this affects the content in her tweets which she also writes in both 

Swedish and English: 

[…] I tweet a lot about politics but also about other things since I have many 

followers from foreign countries (Respondent 4) 

This respondent also states that mostly it is other users who start following her and 

she repays this followership if she finds them interesting or that the share interests. 

At the same time, she explains that reciprocal followership is hard sometimes since 

her flow on Twitter becomes vast: 

[…] then it’s like when their flows come […] I get to stay up at night and this I 

do because I think it’s fun […] 

Respondent 5 talks about his followers as loyal and standing by him. When he 

decides to follow another user it’s because that user provokes or stimulate him 

intellectually, or that the user has a new way of thinking.  

Respondent 6 explains the increase in followers as an explosion and that he has 

gained a status where people recognize him and approaches him in real-life. He 

describes this as fun and also like an opportunity. At the same time, it is important 

to him to behave in a balanced matter and keeping personal and private apart in his 

actions on Twitter and follow people with different perspectives and opinions. 

Respondent 6 also express the drive of curiosity: 

[…] so that I don’t just limits myself to what some people think but I want to 

know where different opinions go and how the go apart […] (Respondent 6) 

Indeed, followers are seen as an asset in terms of knowledge and information, as 

well as marker of the user’s status within the network.  

7.7.1 Prestige and status 

Respondent 3 explains that he in a short period of time gained a status within the 

Twittersphere ranked by the site populist.se, before major accounts reckoned to be 

opinion leaders, with Respondent 3 ranked second from the top with his own 

community surrounding him like a fan club. He also perceives users as starstruck by 

the major account holders and opinion leaders, perhaps seeing them as heroes.  

Respondent 5 presents himself as an opinion leader and that this is not by choice, 

and he states that he knows about these lists but doesn’t pay them any attention. 

Although he noticed that last week he ran ahead of a large node and opinion leader 

on this list for four hours, which he felt obliged to tweet about just to tease.  

Respondent 6 has through his activity on Twitter become invited to otherwise closed 

societal channels and settings. He is the Respondent with most followers in this 

study. 
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Twitter as platform and SNS has means to promote user popularity and activity and 

as it is recognized by Bennet and Segerberg (2013) works as a networking agent 

structuring relationship on the platform. The Respondents in this study expresses 

their awareness of this but are not keen on admitting that they search for status. 

Twitter has also acted as a venue for respondents in this study to offline gains.  

7.8 Information 
Twitter is also described as a channel for information. Writing Respondent 1 uses 

Twitter partly for information: 

In opposite of so many others I really try to follow up on what is written in the 

threads I have started. Read, take in, seek additional information and answer 

questions.  

This venue of information also opens alternative channels bypassing traditional 

ways of communication and receive information which Respondent 4 experienced 

when reaching out to the local police office.  

Respondent 1 mean that Twitter can be a valuable source of information if the 

source which are followed are of high quality or correct. Respondent 2 express that 

on Twitter she gets information which she would never hear about in mainstream 

media in Sweden or elsewhere, but she does not care much about the quality of the 

source if the content is interesting and relevant.  

The speed of information flow on Twitter is highly valued when keeping up with 

what is happening according to Respondent 2. Respondent 3 mean that Twitter is 

the fastest flow of news that we have with the benefit of direct sources to real-time 

events. Respondent 4 also appreciates the fastness on Twitter. 

Respondent 3 perceives the Swedish people as eager to learn and to access other 

information than from traditional media outlets. At the same time, he describes 

being an alternative media journalist as being smeared and alleged as a spreader of 

fake news. 

Respondent 4 believes Twitter gives her knowledge and information that is not to be 

found elsewhere and consequently underscores the importance of having enough 

and right knowledge:  

[…] I just want that you consequently that you should receive right information 

[…] 

Respondent 6 started out as a real-time conveyor of offline events by reporting from 

both Swedish political events and from Afghanistan which he thought were 

interesting. This form of reporting resulted in an instant increase of followers and 

reactions to his activity on Twitter. 

The studies referred to in this work (chapter 4) share the aspect of information 

sharing and information seeking, indicating that this practice indeed is a major part 

of the activity on Twitter. 
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7.8.1 Education and fostering 

Tightly connected to the notion of information is the expressions of educational 

motives as to educate and inform others as well as getting informed and educated 

oneself.  

Respondent 2 doesn’t put any energy in fostering other users, even if she 

occasionally done that she rather scrolls down and avoid the message. Respondent 4 

expresses she sees Twitter as a source for education and acquire knowledge she 

wouldn’t have been exposed to elsewhere and other users can guide her to more 

information that she is interested in. 

Respondent 5 mean that the opposition he meets on Twitter teaches him how to 

better argue for a cause. Also, he takes care in correcting users who believe in and 

spread lies. Respondent 6 replies to claims which he thinks are partial or incorrect 

under the condition the user does not show properties of being very firm and loud in 

their opinions. Respondent 6 does not engage in discussions when it stands clear 

that his counterpart is not open to alternative viewpoints. 

Respondent 2 thinks it is pointless to put energy in an argument when her opponent 

seems unwilling to ever change opinion. 

7.8.2 The function of blocking 

Writing Respondent 2 and Respondent 5 share the usage of the blocking function to 

exclude users that articulates threats or interacts and shares or likes content which is 

untrue.  Respondent 2 uses the block function when she is called names aimed at 

bringing discomfort or exposed to unpolite behaviour 

Respondent 3 tells he have been blocked by politicians and other users and mean 

that it is a form of censorship and that it functions as a tailoring of user’s filter 

bubble. When blocked by another user, the function of mentions or replies does not 

show in the addressee’s flow on Twitter. Respondent 3 and 5 both tells about the 

phenomena of blocking lists which are created and then shared officially within 

different groupings 

Respondent 4 thinks that if you encounter something to which you don’t approve 

you should write this rather than blocking someone. Although, sometimes she still 

uses the function of blocking when it’s clear that this person can’t be reasoned with 

or reached, and they are unpleasant: 

[…] then they just what the heck writes want they want kind of but then I 

won’t have to see it […] 

Still, she recognizes it’s a contradictory usage since Respondent 4 also values the 

freedom of speech. Respondent 5 appreciates Twitter as a channel for information 

but points to the problem of being blocked by users who does not share the same 

opinions. He sees this as a problem because he is interested in what people have to 

say, especially politicians: 

[…] it is a major problem actually that you keep away ehm either that political 

leaders and politicians then don’t get to see what […] ordinary people write 
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and then that you can’t know what they write, it is really strange […] 

(Respondent 5) 

This leads to the fact that the politicians don’t share the picture of society according 

to Respondent 5. At the same time Respondent 5 also makes use of the blockage 

function as means to exclude users who won’t compel to decent reasoning or 

discussion. Respondent 6 rarely uses the blockage function and thinks of himself as 

having a high level of tolerance. Although, some users are blocked by Respondent 6 

when they show they are unreasonable or limitless, or signs of severe mental illness. 

As introduced in chapter 3 – Background, Twitter enables communication between 

any users without having permission to make this contact. The function of blockage 

contradicts this line of thought, and is not really about permission, rather it is a 

function of excommunication. When using the theoretical framework that guides 

this study it can be proposed as the function of blocking is a way to actively avoid 

being unwantedly exposed to uncomfortable or unwished content or user behaviour. 

The respondents asked here approaches blocking as an action not ideal, but rather 

the use is to shield oneself from possible harm or feelings.  

8 Discussion and summary of the results and analysis 

The motivation of medium appeal and convenience correlates to the definition of 

technology gratifications and this aspect is communicated by the respondents as 

Twitter being a tool or instrumental in usage. Twitter can be thought of as a 

prerequisite to other motivations and gratifications and it is reasonable to think of 

this aspect more of a functionality rather than a result which renders possible 

outcomes. Twitter as technology may though be reflected upon in relation to other 

possible means or channels of communicating political debates, and in this sense 

can be regarded as convenient, but the platform by itself is not expressed as the best 

possible outcome by the participants in this study. 

Social interaction and exchange, social connection, relationships maintenance, 

social support, social engagement and social gratification can be considered as 

trying to describe the same human phenomena, namely the idea of social belonging 

and identity projects. The respondents in this work displays somewhat different 

interests regarding social features on Twitter. Respondent 1 and 5 and writing 

Respondent 3 explicitly portray themselves as not seeking friendship or social ties 

on Twitter. Instead it their presence on Twitter can be rather provocative towards 

other users enjoying when they meet reactions from other users in the network. This 

makes social belonging kind of two-fold in relation to user behaviour on Twitter; 

community orientation and antagonistic orientation.  

The fact that users not only retweets content which is considered good or true is 

expressed in this work too. This suggests that earlier theoretical work which has 

relied upon quantifying Twitter data in different ways (this study chapter 3) may 

have misinterpreted the activity of retweeting. A possible angle for analysis can be 

that the functions on Twitter can be used in both a social and an antagonistic way 

depending on the user motivation and preferences. This can also apply on the 
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function of mentions and replies which is expressed as a venue to critique 

politicians by Respondent 3.  

The usage of Twitter indeed can be described as variational and the platform is 

inhabited by a variety of users with different needs, objectives and motivational 

drives ranging from strategic marketing to negations and inventions of identities, a 

channel for real-time information and a source of news, a political instrument and a 

tool for accountability. The respondents in this study express themselves as 

believing in democratic and societal ideals, with the affordances of Twitter enabling 

political participation beneath the hashtag #svpol. 

There seem to be however, differences in the form of social orientation by the 

respondents in this work, some showing a more social exchange motivation or need, 

while some exhibits a more antagonistic approach. The notion of fostering and 

educating others, correcting other users is also prevalent. Another important note is 

that some of the respondents perceive that they convey the truth, in opposition to 

other established sources and media outlets. 

The data of this study also show that there are risks involved when participating on 

Twitter and #svpol. The anonymity on Twitter is connected to feelings of 

uncertainty and the risk of meeting bad behaviour. The function of blocking has also 

been addressed as having a significant impact on user behaviour as it mean that 

some respondents avoid these accounts and discussions while some respondents 

express they are expelled from a channel. 

8.1 Answering RQ1 
If the basis for user activity and gratifications when interacting on Twitter beneath 

the hashtag of #svpol is technology gratification, medium appeal and convenience 

as suggested in chapter 4 in this study, one could argue that this is the overarching 

level of subjective motivational factors to be active in this context. Twitter as a 

platform and channel is convenient, acting like a tool, to perform the actions related 

to political engagement.  

At the next level it can be argued that the orientation to either social interaction or 

antagonistic interaction with other users predicts the form of interaction and the 

motivation to perform actions on Twitter in #svpol.  

Another aspect of motivation is reputation and to gain trust and status in the 

appearance of followers seem to be a motivational factor  

The motivational factors prevalent in this study indeed can be seen as strengthening 

earlier research regarding individual motivational factors, although altruistic 

motives are not as prevalent in the data presented here as suggested in the literature 

review of this study. 
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9 Discussion 

This chapter is dedicated to the reflections and discussion of the author, presented 

topically according to the theoretical framework guiding this study and its possible 

implications to the theoretical base presented.  

9.1 Twitter and political interest 
If we are to recognize SNS as a facilitator of political expressions and behaviour this 

has several implications relating to the understanding of people’s motivations to 

perform these actions. Earlier studies have shown that social media exposes people 

to more information, some of this entitled as fake news or falsehoods. Also, people 

engage in political communication and debate on these SNS in a way that is not 

seen in the rest of the society but is rather noticed by the users themselves and their 

interactions on any given platform. The experience to an individual committing to 

this kind of interaction, and the evidence of such actions affecting real world 

politics, may lay ground for perceiving this activity similar to traditional political 

engagement and activity which are somewhat more contextually and physically 

bound. Also, it is proposed that users of SNS tune up both their arguments and tone, 

but also their opinions when interacting in a virtual environment.  

It is a common estimation in the literature so far that Twitter is relevant in relation 

to politics. Also, Twitter is a business with global reach and a private company 

guided by the goal of profiting, which introduces complexity in law abidance to 

national regulations, the users as contributing to the overall value of the company, 

algorithmic solutions to draw even more activity and engagement and at the same 

time articulating their business ideals as contributing and enriching people’s lives 

with a global responsibility. As we have seen Twitter has been an actor facilitating 

offline actions and protest, coordinating people and actions and broadcasting these 

actions through their channel globally. It has been argued that such services change 

user, and citizen behaviour at the same time enabling users to tailor their perception 

of reality and what they encounter on various SNS.  

SNS like Twitter also has affected news practices and, in a way, public demands 

because of the speed and directness the platform supports alongside the reach of 

Twitter relatively users’ distance in between one another. Contextually one might 

think that a in a culture which encourages the expression if diverse political leanings 

and the discussions between different people, the spiral of silence would not be at 

play. 

9.2 Motivation and gratifications 
It is fair to think about these definitions. Is extrinsic motivation coming in physical 

rewards? Or rewards coming from outside the individual which turns into positive 

feelings within? Is intrinsic motivation applicable on all motivational factors, as for 

all rewards gain something within? Are we aware of our inner motivation and what 

other neurological processes can intervene in our online behaviour?  
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Status seeking is a behaviour, stemming from an inner need, depending on outer 

premises, but when accomplished the gratification is higher status. Thus, it is 

possible to think about extrinsic and intrinsic motivation as not mutually exclusive, 

but rather they complement each other and gives rewards within the individual and 

as external rewards. 

Intrinsic motivation can be considered an umbrella definition of inner motivation, 

with ex. altruistic motivation, egoistic motivation and so on. The author reasons that 

seeking status cannot be considered being altruistic, neither intrinsic, in the manner 

that status is something to seek relative other users in the network. As such to attain 

higher status would be an external reward, and higher status is both the goal and 

gratification. Studies reveal that it is hard to capture the motivational factors or 

personality traits that predicts the use of SNS and instead these can easier be applied 

to HOW usage of SNS activities is performed (Hughes et al., 2012) and surely, they 

have an apparent point. Status seeking is a behaviour, stemming from an inner need, 

depending on outer premises, but when accomplished the gratification is higher 

status.  

If we would want to classify the behaviours and motivational factors referred to in 

existing literature one would logically begin with separating these definitions apart 

from each other. If we follow Oh and Syn’s (2015) definition of motivation as “the 

desire and energy that cause certain behaviours” (p. 2046) we would in fact shine 

another light on most motivational factors presented. If it would be added that “how 

people use SNS affects what they get out of them” (Alhabash and McAlister, 

2017:1321). U&G as means to asses user motivation of media usage is pre-

conditioned by awareness of their needs and goal-directed in their behaviour (Liu, 

Cheung and Lee, 2010)  

As such, it will all begin with a need, which turns to a motivation to fulfil that need. 

Next step is the action or behaviour to fulfil that need, along with an expectation of 

what will come, and the final gratification, hopefully the one sought from the 

beginning. In fact, I would like to argue that everything we seek, we do out of 

motivation not to feel the opposite.  

The fact that activity is increasing with the number of followers might not just 

depend on context and surrounding but can just as well be seen as users gained 

reputation, which a user would want to maintain and as such their activity is seen as 

important to themselves and other. Reputation is also mentioned as a motivational 

factor, when in fact this could also be the gratification sought. When status 

heightens, the more activity from the user who becomes even more salient in the 

crowd. Highly active users are less accommodated to interact with other users’ 

content, as well as this can be the large flow they encounter or, it can be the status 

they’ve achieved within a network, the microcelebrity status, which is strongly 

controlled and sparingly interacts with others, like a royalty.  

Motivation can per se never be entertainment, or information sharing or any other 

action, behaviour or gratification. In fact, the literature so far has failed to separate 

these ideas from their essence. But which are the needs behind this motivation? Is it 

possible to explain these needs? We have seen that the number of followers could be 
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the measure of success and importance. The number of retweets, too, point to the 

influential Twitter user,  

What is also of importance is that only the action or behaviour creates content 

which is possible to generate to researcher with quantifying methods. 

Those who are self-confident in their communicational skills show more activity, 

which could be a clue to the status or reputation, when achieved users are 

comfortable with sharing and do so the more.  

Most of the motivations encountered in overview of literature is actually behaviours 

and actions. SNS with more social affordances like Facebook and Weibo delivers 

gratifications through the service itself, rewarding committed user behaviour and 

daily activity. Thus, altruism is considered to be a trait of personality that shows in 

individual actions rather than motivations.  

9.3 Suggestions for future research 
Scholarship on digital media and user motivations and behaviour should seek to 

deepen the reasoning proposed in this work. A possible venue for this is to consider 

how we gain better understanding of the inner rationale or chain of user perception 

regarding needs, motives, actions, expectations and ideal outcomes or gratifications. 

Another possible contribution can be to use a lens of master suppression techniques 

and examine if these are at play in the interaction between users on Twitter in 

political discussions.  

Scholarship and future research also should address the framework for motivational 

factors and the definitions in these theoretical prospects. Collecting and developing 

a common dictionary would benefit this type of scientific projects. 
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11 Appendix 1 

Thematic structure of questions during interviews, every interview starting with a 

presentation of the subject and study underlining its specificity as concerning 

#svpol. Every interview ended with gratitude and the possibility to ask me 

questions. 

1. Can you tell me about your use of Twitter in general, what activities you 

perform and what uses you have for Twitter? 

2. What functions do you use of those built in the platform and why? 

(hashtags, retweets etc.) 

3. What motivates you to perform this action? 

4. What are your expectations when you perform an action on Twitter? 

5. What is the ideal and best result of this action? 

6. Is your use of Twitter political? How do this show? 

7. How many followers do you have? How many do you follow? 

8. Do you perceive status or prestige on Twitter? 

9. Do you use Twitter as a source of information?  

10. How do you react when you meet opinions or behaviour to which you don’t 

approve or dislike? 

11. Is your use of Twitter emotional in any way? 

12. Do you experience the fulfilment of emotional needs in your use of Twitter? 

13. Do you experience a sense of belonging and community on Twitter? 

14. Has interaction on Twitter motivated you to political engagement or action 

offline? 

15. Is there anything that I haven’t asked in relation to motivational factors to 

partake in political dialogue on Twitter that you would like to add? 

These thematic questions were living entities during each interview, with the 

Respondent being asked to develop a line of thought or elaborate further in a given 

theme. Not all Respondents showed willingness to answer the questions directly, 

rather they were weaved into the conversation during the interview. During the 

interviews different traces became apparent which were followed up with 

elaborating questions. Affirmative commentary was expressed occasionally during 

the interviews to bridge some questions into next theme. 

Complementary to the conducted interviews were an alternative approach offered to 

three users which did not want to expose their identity at all due to different threats 
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articulated towards these users. The alternative approach was carried out in two 

cases by the Direct Message function built in the Twitter platform, and the third 

through an e-mail. These thematic questions were asked in written text ass follows.  

1. Can you tell me a little about your usage of Twitter for political discussion 

in general, which functions you use, prefer and why? 

2. When you interact with other users beneath the hashtag #svpol, what do you 

express and why? Is there anything that you avoid expressing? 

3. What do you expect when you interact with other users of Twitter beneath 

#svpol? 

4. What is the best outcome from the interaction on Twitter beneath #svpol? 

How do you act to reach that outcome? 

5. Is there anything you would like to describe regarding your motivation and 

incentive to engage in political discussions beneath #svpol on Twitter? Do 

you engage in other political contexts offline? 
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12 Appendix 2 

This is a picture visualising my first activity on Twitter. 

 

 


