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ABSTRACT

Mobile phones are a pervasive new communicatiomni@ogy, especially among college students aneédbine
more and more popular in recent years. The researdboked at how mobile changed behaviour of tgersa Social
capital is about the value of social networks, bogdimilar people and bridging between diversepteoTl he researcher
tried to test these theories in Pakistani settifge researcher conducted the survey with the hélpeld developed
questionnaire on 5-point Likert Scale. The sammimprised of 100 boys and 100 girls of and 2° year students of
Government Colleges. The results of the study sdottat a majority of the respondents used mobilenphfor
communication with friends and family members. Bbtty and girl students agreed that mobile phoneaatgptheir peer
relations, social norms, customs, traditions, esteand also impact their fact-to-face communication the basis of
results of the study the researcher proposed ¢keatger may reduce their time which they earliendpn mobile phone
for texting or voice calling. Mobile phone usaggeages students in extra curriculum activities #fégct their educational

results so they may restrict themselves. Furthegareeh may be conducted to validate these findingsoader area.
KEYWORDS: Usage, Mobile Communication, Impact, Social Cdp@allege, Teenager

INTRODUCTION

The term ‘social capital’ can be defined as thelstoof social trust, norms and networks that pecple draw
upon to solve common problems. In the context ofege students, the term encompasses the relaimnsnd
interconnectedness of students on a particular garbpsed on the networks they are a part of andéatieus ‘micro
cultures’ they can tap into as a means to faditat govern social interaction. The concept of aocapital is currently

receiving a lot of attention from development ages@and research institutions, some definitiond@tewing:

“...features of social organisation, such as trusirms [or reciprocity], and networks [of civil engament], that

can improve the efficiency of society by facilitgtco-ordinated actions.”

Putnam, (1993) give the definition of social calpiteat “....the institutions, relationships, and narthat shapes

the quality and quantity of a society’s social ratgions.”

As currently used, social capital is the trustjpeacity, and norms and networks of civic engageniem society
that facilitate coordinated action to achieve dmbigoals. Obviously, social capital is rooted istduy, tradition, and
culture. Unlike human capital or physical capitacial capital is relational and embedded in scatialcture. Because of
this public-good characteristic, social capitatasd to be undervalued, does not attract privatestment and is often a by

product of other activities.
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Pakistan, like many other developing countries, $&n an explosion in its mobile communicationsketain
recent years; from 2004 to 2007, the number of@iltErs in the country more than doubled annudlgbile devices are
all about connecting people to each other. Moblileng users in Pakistan were recorded at 111,12&4Q4tober 2011,
reaching a tele-density of 65.2 percent. Howevedanuary 2012 mobile phone subscriptions havehesht16.2 million
by adding 1.6 million, revealed latest stats pitgdds by PTA and stood at 116,209,749 with teledgnsiting 67.2

percent.
MOBILE COMMUNICATION AND SOCIAL CAPITAL

Social capital is about the value of social netwotionding similar people and bridging between di@geople,
with norms of reciprocity. Coleman (1988) descrilibdt “social capital broadly refers to the resesraccumulated
through the relationships among people. SocialtehjE an elastic term with a variety of definitoom multiple fields
conceived of as both a cause and an effect.” Beurdind Wacquant (1992) define social capital as ¥hm of the
resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to aividdal or a group by virtue of possessing a duratetwork of more or

less institutionalized relationships of mutual a@igtance and recognition”.
PROBLEM STATEMENT

The adoption of the mobile phone by young peopkelieen a global phenomenon in recent years. Tlieatitbn
of such technologies has increased dramatically theepast decade and most of the masses are @wlinigts usage. This
study explores the impact of the mobile phone criataapital of college going teenagers. They usbila phone in
positive ways to organize and maintain their sociatworks but there are some negative impacts enatgers’
relationships and their social capital. It is assdrthat mobile communication impacts the socialtabpf teenagers like
individual and family relationships, their rulegyrms, traditions. That is why the researcher exgddhe usage of mobile

communication and its affect on social capital @fege going teenagers in Rawalakot City of AJK.
OBJECTIVES

* To find out the various usage of mobile phone ehtger.

» To evaluate the mobile phone usage and its linkadthssocial capital of teenager.

» To investigate the impact of mobile communicatiortiee social capital of college going teenager.
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Teens are, perhaps the most talented mobile usemube they made text messaging into a common dérm
interaction. They have learned how to coordinaté iateraction via mobile. hey use camera to shaaqgs with peer
group and gather their opinion. There is, howegegrowing body of research suggesting that molol@raunication

fosters at least informal social interaction witttie immediate group of friends.

They popularized the social use of texting. Theyehaeveloped a linguistic and manual dexterity lie t
composition of messages that is not matched irr @feips. They are in contact with peers at unsgémlrs. There are
some forms of inter action that are perhaps untquiext messages. Some words have been shorteheubtonearly as
many as journalists have suggested. “The mobile@li® a safety link, it allows for effective coandtion, it is an object
lesson in the use of money for teens and ofteis, & reluctantly accepted umbilical cord to theargnts and a central

artefact of their self-image” (Fortunati, 2001).
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Social trust, norms of reciprocity networks of civengagement and successful cooperation are mutuall
reinforcing. “Effective collaboration institutionequire interpersonal skills and trust, but thdstissand that trust are also

inculcated and reinforced by organized collaboratiqPutnam 1993).

Social capital — the social relations between peeplk an important component of the family envinemt and is
crucial for the creation of human capital for thexingeneration. According to Coleman’s theory @hifg capital, that the
parents’ application of social capital is motivatedsuch factors as the status of the family (inramg or native), parental

occupation, parents’ educational views and thelfasmacculturation to the host society.
SOCIAL CAPITAL: ANEW CONCEPT FROM AN OLD IDEA

Social capital is a way of describing and analyZihg connections between people. There is a mialtiplof
definitions and lively debate between differentamb of thought. The following are examples.

e “Some aspects of social structure that facilitatetain actions of individuals within the structur@Coleman
1988).

* “The capacity of individuals to command scarce veses by virtue of their membership in networkdovader

social structure” (Portes 1998).

» ‘“Features of social organization, such as trustmsoand networks that can improve the efficiencgadiety by

facilitating coordinated actions” (Putnam 2000).
» “Resources available to individuals and communitigeugh their social relationships” (KovalainerDa).
e “The information, trust and norms of reciprocityharing in one’s social networks” (Wellman et. ab8).

Social capital is a term that is commonly used; éxav the concept is often poorly defined and conedzed.
Social capital is an old concept but the term haly deen coined fairly recently (Panoja 2001; Poink995). “As
identified above the term social capital has order used since the early twentieth century butrdiditions are much

older, rooted in economics, sociology, anthropolagyg political science literature”

Social capital has been linked to a variety of fiasisocial outcomes, such as better public he&dthier crime

rates, and more efficient financial markets (AKX95).

According to several measures of social capitéd, important resource has been declining in tt& €r the past
several years (Putnam, 2000). When social capéelirles, a community experiences increased sowsatder, reduced
participation in civic activities, and potentiaifgore distrust among community members. Greatenboapital increases
commitment to a community and the ability to matglcollective actions, among other benefits. Saragital may also be
used for negative purposes, but in general soejgital is seen as a positive effect of interacaomong participants in a

social network (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004).

Putnam (2000) distinguishes between bridging amling social capital. The former is linked to winatwork
researchers refer to as ‘weak ties’, which aredammnnections between individuals who may provisieful information
or new perspectives for one another but typicatly emotional support (Grootaert, 1998). Alterndtiydonding social

capital is found between individuals in tightly-krémotionally close relationships, such as faraitgd close friends.

Woolcock (1998) and Putnam (2000) have definededulisypology of social capital that helps us loakthe

different types of connections around teenagerdamdies.
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» Bonding social capital — this describes the conaastwithin a group — family, close friends, a hajapneous

group; such connections are crucial for ‘getting by

» Bridging social capital — this describes the cotines between neighbours and groups with diffeinterests
and/or different backgrounds; these connectionsccass class, race, ethnicity and gender; suchemtioms are

useful for ‘getting ahead’.

Linking social capital — this describes the coniwes across explicit, formal or institutionalisedumndaries, such
as between communities and professionals workinbercommunity; an individual with good social dapbf this kind is

able to get resources, ideas and information fimstitutions within and beyond the community.
SOCIAL CAPITAL OF TEENAGER

Social capital describes the connections and tresteen people in communities and neighbourhoadslows
individuals and communities to act individually aondllectively to improve their situation and to ass resources.
According to many scholars, social capital is theegof civil society (Newton, 1997; Putnam, 199B)enhances the
community by facilitating economic development, gipsand “other valuable ways of cultivating repigta-an essential
foundation for trust in a complex society” (Putnafv,, Time Displacement, and Social Capital 1998)etworks of civic
engagement foster social trust, which in turn ft# coordination, communication, allow for cotige deliberation and

action. In other words, social capital is essetffitinb properly functioning democracy” (Putnam, 329

Putnam suggested that “the social capital derivethfbridging, weak-tie networks is better for ligkato
external assets and for information diffusion. Foeial capital created by these networks genetateder identities and

generalized reciprocity” (Putnam, 2000). Putnamlietpsome criteria that were the starting pointstfi@orizing:
*  Outward looking;
» Contact with a broader range of people;
» Aview of oneself as part of a broader group; and
» Diffuse reciprocity with a broader community.
MOBILE COMMUNICATION AND SOCIAL CAPITAL OF TEENAGER

Mobile phone is rapidly becoming an important featof our culture and lives, yet we do not undewdtis
effects on communicative practices and behaviocartiqularly with reference to the communication amdevolution of

the technology and individual’s activity.

As use of mobile telephony grows in the contemposarcieties, empirical understanding of practicd aacial

impacts becomes relevant for scholars and prawtite(Palen et al 2008).

Campbell and Russo’s (2003) study of social netwagecounted a situation in which mobile communarati
replaced the traditional practice of holding upngifiagpoles for groups of friends to meet up ataanual jazz festival.
The participant explained, “All you had to do wadl gour friends and say, ‘hey, where are you? 4 eteet at such-and-
such location.” One friend would call another umtveryone would meet at some place”. This shows mmlile-based
point—to-point interaction — or perhaps person4ospn — interaction has real direct impact on alvaiour. In short, the

media effect of mobile communication is a refinechi of social coordination.
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Mobile media are constructed at all levels of soaider, from the individual to the collective. #ie individual
level, users create symbolic meanings for the telcigy by customizing the way it looks and operatesuit their personal
preferences. Katz and Sugiyama (2005) explainitigitidual users of the technology achieve theustatf co-creators “by
manipulating these devices to reflect personaksasind to represent themselves to the outside iwdfldthermore,
cultural differences and regional trends in mobilemmunication practices show how the technologysasially
constructed at macro as well as micro levels ofat@rder (Campbell, 2007; Castells et al., 20@%.noted above, the
Japanese have developed their own distinctive ndommobile phone use, especially on public tramgimn vehicles
(Okabe & Ito, 2005).

Mobile Phone Usage and Social Interaction

Mobile phone usage can be defined as any applicatfothe mobile phone as a tool, including talkinbext
messaging, game playing or the sheer accessibilithe instrument. Originally the mobile phone sehas a tool for
business management. Now, mobile phones serve tasl &or social connection, in other words, manggsocial
relationships. Across qualitative and quantitaguadies, users of the mobile phone all report uttieir phone for social
purposes. However, scholars have argued the mpbdae might actually serve as a tool for socialaison (Bankston,
Carl, and Zhou 2002). On the other hand, the mqttilene has been argued to function as a socialection device,
especially among teens (Ling, 1999). Therefore, dheial use of mobile phones has proven to be ka aiea for
communication research, with researchers explovaripus ways in which mobile phone use affectsaaciteraction,
both isolating and connecting involved persons. Mophone usage in social spaces generates negatitiedes as it

constitutes a disturbance to proximate others.

Social interaction signifies that we are awarelef éxistence of others, as well as implies activgagement
between two or more parties. It is mostly demomstran some form of communication, both verbal awah-verbal.
Researchers have measured social interaction lydjeection, social cues, body communication, agdbal engagement
(Burgoon & Ling, 1999b, 2002; Scheflen & BergvikO@L). Although it varies between spaces and costesdcial
interaction with proximate others implies that we aot only aware of the presence of proximatersthaut regardless of
intent, we are communicating with those aroundras.instance, while on the phone, mobile phonesusagage in what
is called interproximatand interkinesicommunication. That is, the user is functioningvo different locations at the
same time, with the person on the phone and witliprate others (Ling, 2002). The latter may be tiggly impressed
with this kind of interaction, thus altering theinvironment as well (Rosen, 2005). Although obg#ial research shows
that most mobile phone users retreat from socidings when they are using the mobile phone in llipyplace (Ling,
1999b), findings also suggest that mobile phonasusse the mobile phone in public spaces as a fafrimxclusion
(Bugeja, 2005; Ling, 2002).

Gender Differences among Mobile Phone Usage

It is generally considered that boys differ fromlggiand vice versa. Wajcman (1991) contends thahevohave
been excluded from the connection between menexithblogy, and that the production and use of @lolgy are shaped
by male power and interests. To show the techndogyasculinity, Wajcman illustrates various socpabcesses

interrelated make new technology; for example, astewpinto an unfamiliar culture for women.

As for a mobile phone, the gender difference invemtional telephone use seems to have extendedrdgearch
by Leung & Wei (2000), men tend to use mobile phasan instrument to do business while women tendake social

calls, and men make use of it more than womenrdadtition women have more attachment to their fagifiones than
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man do, especially to text massaging. Ling et 2006), a Norwegian researcher found differencesktinng behaviour
between sexes despite the fact that men were quitlalopting mobile phone and women became the ranthusiastic

texters. On the basis of his deep observationgdrisuggested that ‘women are more adroit and fiterary texters’.
Text Messaging and Social Interaction

Short Message Service (SMS/Text Message) wasdiénatloped in 1990 in an effort to allow operatarsiotify
customers when there was some type of a servioe issa network problem. This service has now becone of the

most common ways in which individuals use their ii@phones to communicate with others (Fernand&200

Many researchers have expressed concern that theased use of SMS messaging will cause face-to-fac
interaction to become non-existent, as well as gwammar by frequent users. Research has shownveowbat text
messaging between individuals can actually creatager ties between individuals as well as ach dsiffer to face-to-
face interactions with a new individual. Communiicgtthrough a text message allows individuals tb ordy take their
time composing a more thought out reply, but iba#eviates the pressures that accompany a fiiunter/face-to-face
meeting. SMS/Text messaging has become more poputayng younger generations in comparison with older
generations. Sending and receiving text messagasfesm of communication with others that can berstve and

discrete; parents/teachers cannot intercept or desess to what is being sent back and forth, (ReddReid 2004).

With its popularity growing at an exponential ratext/SMS messaging has also become a new way for
individuals to form new relationships, and streegttexisting ones. Teens admitted spending nearlggaal amount of
time talking as they do texting each month. Sendind receiving text messages is a new concept ¢at generations,
and changes the way in which individuals are rexglito interact. By communicating through text mgeséndividuals are
not required to interact with others socially irffage-to-face manner, they can do it all via mesgagWhile this is a
convenient way and discrete way to communicate aithther person, it has changed the way that iddals are reacting
with others not only in a social setting, but alsdow they are maintaining their existing relasbips, and building new

relationships.
IMPACT OF MOBILE PHONE USAGE ON SOCIAL RELATIONS

Today, the global mobile phone market now standspatoximately 1.8 billion subscribers, and is tasted to
reach 3 billion by the end of 2010 (Reid and R&@0)7). In contrast with instances in the past, g mobile phone of
your own is more of the social norm vs. not havangobile phone of your own. Mobile phones are takiwer on a global
level not just a local level, which allows indivias to have the sense of security that wherevgrgbethey will be able to

remain in social contact with those whom are inrteecial networks.

Communication and the way that individuals interaith each other is a huge dynamic of sociologye Tifobile
phone is changing the way in which all of this rattion occurs, which makes it sociologically releiz With the creation
and accessibility of mobile phones, more and modéviduals own their own mobile phone and usingrthevery day to
communicate within their social network. Mobile ples also make individuals available anywhere, andirme, which

changes the way that individuals are choosingt&ract in social settings with other individuals.

Mobile phones are becoming increasingly popular ragnthe general population. Due to their increasing
popularity, more and more people are obtaining tfemthemselves. In having a mobile phone, indigiduare becoming
reliant on them from day-to-day to stay in contaith other individuals in their social networks, described throughout

this section. “Mobile phones are not a new condepgll generations. There are individuals who hgwewn up in the
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mobile phone age, and do not think anything of @dday, 45% of adolescents aged 12-17 possess denpdtune in the
United States” (Leung 2008), making it one of,dt the, most popular way to communicate with ofhdividuals. While
mobile phones have become less of a status symbdofn@re of a fashion statement, they have alsdemean unspoken

social dependency.

The integration of mobile phones into our dailyebvis exaggerated in how younger generations tadkitanot
being able to imagine themselves without their gsonow (Thompson & Cupples 2008). Individuals amening an
attachment to their mobile phones, which enablemtlo think that they cannot function without thesiobile phone on a
day-to-day basis. There are many factors that teachobile phone dependency, such as leisure boredensation-
seeking behaviour and low self esteem as descritbede. Another aspect of the cellular world thabtdbutes to

dependency and changes the way in which we sodmélyact on a daily basis is SMS Text Messaging.

The review of literature supported and identifies tise of mobile phone as one of the contributaagofs that
impact the social capital of college going teenagkiterature review provides direction to researdor writing research

guestions and hypotheses.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
» What are the usages of mobile communication?
* Whether and to what extent the mobile communicatigract the social capital of college going teemage
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
Hi: The greater the use of the mobile communicatiesgér the individuals interacts with each other.
H»: The more use of mobile communication technologjesls the social capital of the college going tegmn.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Methodology refers to ways of obtaining, organisemgd analysing data and tests the hypothesis ar thet
answer of research question. The meaning of th& woethodology’ could be interpreted as the logidgnplementing

scientific methods in the study of reality.

In the social sciences, quantitative researchrgdatethe systematic empirical investigation ofisbphenomena
via statistical, mathematical or computational téghes. This research study is social survey wighlyang quantitative

method to explore the use of mobile communicatiwh its impact on social capital of college goingriagers.

The researcher applied convenience sampling teglntq select the required sample. Sample frame was
attendance registers of Year and ?' year students of both boys and girls collegestanehsure that this sample is an
accurate representation of population. The researsdlected 200 students from two government cedlége. 100 from

Boys College and 100 from Girls College throughwament sampling.

The characteristics of the selected colleges arporelents were the same. In this study the resauged
guestionnaire as data collection tool which esplgciesigned for this study with the help of supsov. Questionnaires
were administered in group settings for convenieantg researcher personally administered it thathig the return rate
was 100%.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
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Figure 1: Respondents’ Age and Monthly Family Incore

Figure 1 described the demography of respondenthafority 57 (57.0%) of girl students and a majo%3
(53.0%) of boy students fell in the age categorl®fl7 years and within this category; girls’ pertege was higher as
compare with the boys. However, 46 (46.5%) of btwdents and 43 (43.0%) of girl students were fallerthe age
category of 18-19 years. The statement monthlylfaim¢ome was concerned, a majority 72 (72.0%)idfsgjudents and a
majority 57 (57.0%) of boy students replied thatithparents’ monthly income was around 35000. Haxe28 (28.3%)
boy students and 15 (15.0%) girl students replied their parents’ monthly income was around 45800 a few number

of both respondents responded that their paremtsneare than 46000 in a month.

Table 1: Usage of Mobile Phone by Gender

Variables Categories Boys Girls Total
College 23 (23.2%) 30 (30.0%] 53 (26.6%)
Mostly Use of Mobile PhongLibrary 17 (17.2%)20 (20.0%] 37 (18.6%)
Home 59 (59.6%) 50 (50.0%)] 109 (54.8%)

Frequently |22 (22.2%]23 (23.0%)] 45 (22.6%)
Use of Mobile Phone in ClagOccasionally |22 (22.2%)] 25 (25.0%] 47 (23.6%)
Never 55 (55.6%)52 (52.0%] 107 (53.8%)
_ Less 60 mints| 35 (35.4%)40 (40.0%) 75 (37.7%)
Use of Mobile Phone per dgs: gy inie ™ [25 (25.3%] 33 (33.0%] 58 (29.1%)
(minutes) SMS or Voice _

81-100 mints |39 (39.4%)27 (27.0%)] 66 (33.2%)
Total 100 100 |200 (100.0%

Table 1 revealed the results about usage of mghbitmme by gender. As far as the statement ‘mosthgeiof
mobile phone’ was concerned, the majority 109 (%).8f both the gender replied that they mostly msbile phone at
their homes. However, 53 (26.6%) of both the gentded their mobiles in college premises and 376(48.0f both the
gender used in library. As far as the statemerdagasof mobile phone in classes’ was concerned,jarityal07 (53.8%)
of both the gender replied that they never use lagikione in their classes. However, 47 (23.6%) wemsionally and
45 (22.6%) frequently used mobile phone in theaisskes. A simple majority 75 (37.7%) of both thedgemreplied that
they less than 60 minutes use mobile phone pertdayever, 66 (33.2%) were 81-100 minutes and 5819 61-80

minutes per day.
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Status Symbols and Social Relationship

A status symbol is a perceived visible, externaladation of one’s social position and perceivedidatbr of
social status. Many luxury goods are often considetatus symbols. Status symbol is also a sodgalbgrm — as part of
social and sociological symbolic interactionismelating to how individuals and groups interact amigrpret various

cultural symbols. A social relation or social irgetion refers to a relationship between two or niodéviduals or group.

Social relations, derived from individual agenay,nh the basis of the social structure.

Table 2: Status Symbol and Social Contacts by Gende

Variables Categories| Boys Girls Total Chi-Square
_ _ High 45 (45.5%)33 (33.0%)] 78 (39.2%)
Mobile Phone is Status 1) 4™ 33 (33.3%) 35 (35.0%] 68 (34.206) 52232
Symbol of Youngsters p =.000
Low 21 (21.2%)32 (32.0%) 53 (26.6%)
. . |High 64 (64.6%)52 (52.0%)116 (58.3%
Mobile Phone is Necessary iy, iim ™ |25 (25.3%] 29 (29.0%] 54 (27.1%) 22168
Social Contacts p =.003
Low 10 (10.1%)]19 (19.0%)] 29 (14.6%)
Mobile Phone is Latest MasgHigh 90 (90.0%] 81 (81.0%]171 (86.8%| 51.763
Media Medium 8 (8.0%) |21 (21.0%] 29 (14.0%)| P =.000

Table 2 documented the results about ‘mobile ptetatis symbol and social contacts by the both géntlee
statement ‘mobile phone is status symbol of yowergstwas concerned, a majority 78 (39.2%) of bbih gender (boys
and girls) showed highly agreeableness with thieistant but 68 (34.2%) of both the gender (boysgirig) showed that
somehow and 53 (26.6%) of both the gender (boysyats) were low categories means disagreed wighsthtement. The
association of responses of both the gender wighstatement was significant (p = .000). As far msbile phone is
necessary for social contacts’ was concerned, arinajl16 (58.3%) of both the gender (boys andsyiere highly
agreed with the statement. However, 54 (27.1%)otti the gender (boys and girls) were in between2gn(lL4.6%) were
mark low the statement. The association of resgoakboth the gender (girls and boys) with theestant was significant
(p = .003). The statement ‘mobile phone is latesssrmedia’ was concerned, the greater majority(88B%) of both the
gender (boys and girls) were highly agreed with stegement. However, only 29 (14.0%) of both thedge (boys and
girls) were not agreed with the statement. Theticelahip of responses of both the gender (boys girld) with the
statement was highly significant (p = .000).

Table 3: Social Relationships by Gender

Variables Categorie§ Boys Girls Total Chi-Square
High 41 (41.4%)35 (35.0%) 76 (38.2%)
Meeting with Friends |Medium |48 (48.5%)56 (56.0%)104 (52.3% pli'9($536
Low 10 (10.1%)] 9 (9.0%) | 19 (9.5%)
o ~ |High 25 (25.3%) 14 (14.0%) 39 (19.6%)
Meeting with Relatives |\, i\ ™ (43 (43.4%] 22 (55.00%] 87 (43.9%)| 21346
/Neighbours p =.000
Low 26 (26.0%)22 (22.0%) 65 (32.7%)
. _|High 29 (29.3%)13 (13.0%) 42 (21.1%)
Use of Mobile Phone fq\, - /™47 (a1.49%]73 (73.00{114 57.3%) 20-396
making Friends p =.000
Low 29 (29.3%)14 (14.0%) 43 (21.6%)
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Table 3 showed the results about ‘social relatiggssby both the gender. The statement ‘meeting friémds’
was concerned, a majority 104 (52.3%) of both thadgr (boys and girls) were ranked as ‘medium’ht® $tatement.
Whereas, 76 (38.2%) of both the gender (boys arisl) giere highly agreed with this statement. Howgaefew number
19 (9.5%) of both the respondents were not agraddtaey marked ‘low’ to this statement. That is vihg association of
the responses of both the gender (boys and giith)this statement was not significant (p = .09%.far as the statement
‘meeting with relatives/neighbours’ was concernadnajority 87 (43.9%) of both the gender (boys girtk) were in
between about the statement and ranked as ‘medvimereas, 65 (32.7%) of both the gender (boys ag) gvere not
agreed with the statement and they ranked ‘lovthte statement. However, 39 (19.6%) of both thedgerfboys and girls)
were agreed with the statement. The relationshifh@fresponses of both the gender (boys and giith) statement was
significant (p = .000). A majority 114 (57.3%) wene between about the use of mobile phone for nwKiends.
However, both the gender (boys and girls) were atremjually ‘high’ and ‘low’ replied about the statent. The

relationship of responses of both the gender (laogsgirls) with statement was significant (p = J00

Table 4: Social Contact through Mobile Phone by Geater

Variables Categorie§ Boys Girls Total Chi-Square
_ _ High 54 (54.0%)78 (78.0%)132 (66.0%
fﬂ‘;‘gﬁ‘é'gﬁﬁg'ons through [edium |29 (29.0%)21 (21.0%)50 (25.0%) 51:'3320
Low 17 (17.0%)1 (1.0%) |18 (9.0%)
. . ~[High 35 (35.4%)27 (27.0%)62 (31.2%)
l';"e‘;\t,’v"eeeﬁ?r‘i’gﬁ d'i“"ds aBridgadium |46 (46.5%)68 (68.0%)114 (57.3% ;3:'6?%2
Low 18 (18.2%)5 (5.0%) |23 (11.6%)
_ [High 45 (45.5%)13 (13.0%)58 (29.1%)
g‘l’:?i"eengsh,oﬂfnzed”ce Familledium 34 (34.3%)81 (81.0%) 115 (57.8% 34:'3?)30
Low 29 (29.0%)4 (4.0%) |33 (16.5%)

Table 4 revealed the results regarding ‘social actnthrough mobile phone by both the gender. Asafathe
statement ‘social interactions through mobile phevess concerned, the greater majority 132 (66.0%4)ath the gender
(boys and girls) were highly agreed with the staemWhereas, 50 (25.0%) of both the gender (bagsgils) were not
fully agreed because they were in medium. Howewvdéew number 18 (9.0%) of both the gender (boysgaris) were not
agreed and they marked ‘low’ to this statement. fidationship of responses with this statement kighkly significant
(p = .000). The statement ‘mobile phone buildsidd® between friends’ was concerned, a majority (BI43%) of both
the gender (boys and girls) were in-between allmistatement. However, 62 (31.2%) of both the ge(inte/s and girls)
were showed ‘high agreeableness’ about the statemeronly 23 (11.6%) of both the gender (boys agirtk) graded
‘low’ to the statement. Whereas, the Chi-Squaregkswed that the responses of both the gendes @oag girls) with the
statement was significance (p = .002). A majoritp 157.8%) of both the gender (boys and girls) wereetween about
the ‘mobile phone reduce the time which they eadigent with family and friends’. However, 58 (2%)lof both the
gender (boys and girls) were showed ‘high agreeaiste about the statement but 33 (16.5%) of batlgnder (boys and
girls) graded ‘low’ to the statement. The corraa of the responses about the statement wereyhgigmificant as

showed in Chi-Square test (p = .000).
Effects of Mobile Phone on Social Relationship

Technologies are an ever-changing aspect of thysatal age. New gadgets and ideas are always ttging

simplify life and bring people closer together. Melphones are taking over on a global level net gulocal level, which
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allows individuals to have the sense of securigt teherever they go, they will be able to remairsaial contact with
those who are in their social networks. Communicatind the way that individuals interact with eather is a huge
dynamic of sociology. The mobile phone is changimgway in which the interaction occurs that make®ciologically
relevant. With the creation and accessibility ofoif@phones, more and more individuals own theinaaobile phone and
using them every day to communicate within theicialonetwork. Mobile phones also make individualsikable

anywhere and anytime, which changes the way tlididuals choose social setting for interactionhwther individuals.

Table 5: Effects of Mobile Phone on Social Capitdly Gender

Variables Categorie§ Boys Girls Total |Chi-Square
. High 47 (47.5%]27 (27.0%)] 74 (37.2%)
ﬁgffnf of Mobile Phone ofy, - i im ™ 29 (29.3%54 (54.0%] 83 (41.7%) p1§'301023
Low 23 (23.2%]19 (19.0%) 42 (21.1%)
_ High 38 (38.4%)] 21 (21.0%) 59 (29.6%)
Eﬁigf‘g Mobile Phone ofy, o 4iim (32 (32.3%]58 (58.0%] 90 (45.2%) p13'608§’1
Low 29 (29.3%)]21 (21.0%] 50 (25.1%)
. High 33 (33.3%)] 18 (18.0%) 51 (25.6%)
E‘;faedﬁ;soﬁ‘;'\""b"e Phone of o dium |36 (36.4%) 66 (66.0%] 102 (51.3% plz'409020
Low 30 (30.3%)] 16 (16.0%) 46 (23.1%) '
_ High 30 (30.3%]17 (17.0%) 47 (23.6%)
gzﬁcésst‘;femb”e Phone oficdium |37 (37.4%]49 (49.0%) 86 (43.2%) p5:'3_€f750
Low 32 (32.3%)] 34 (34.0%) 66 (33.2%)

Table 5 documented the results about ‘effects dbilmghone on their social capital by gender’. As &s the
statement ‘effects of mobile phone on norms’ wasceoned, a simple majority 83 (41.7%) of both teadgr (boys and

girls) were in-between about the statement.

However, 74 (37.2%) of both the gender (boys drid)ghowed ‘high agreeableness’ and 42 (21.1%)jotl the
gender (boys and girls) showed ‘lower agreeablérsssut the statement. Whereas, the results ofSgiare showed

significant (p = .003) about the responses anestant.

The results about ‘effects of mobile phone on austovas concerned, a simple majority 90 (45.2%bath the
gender (boys and girls) were in-between about theement. However, 59 (29.6%) of both the gendeygband girls)

showed ‘high agreeableness’ and 50 (25.1%) sholeget agreeableness’ about the statement.

The correlation of responses of both the gendeyqfand girls) with the statement was significant(.001). A
majority 102 (51.3%) of both the gender (boys ami$)gnot clearly responded that ‘mobile phone etffetheir traditions’.
However, 51 (25.6%) of both the gender (boys ants)gshowed ‘high agreeableness’ and 46 (23.1%})vsbo'low
agreeableness’ about the statement. Whereas, shlisreof Chi-Square test showed their correlatibat tare highly
significant (p = .000).

The statement ‘effects of mobile phone on selfaaste was concerned a majority 86 (43.2%) of bothgbnder
(boys and girls) were in-between about the staténtémwever, 47 (23.6%) showed ‘high agreeablenasd’ 66 (33.2%)
of both the gender (boys and girls) showed ‘loweagbleness’ about the statement. The correlatiadgheofesponses of

both the gender (boys and girls) were not signifi¢a = .070)
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Table 6: Effects of Mobile Phone on Relationship bender

Variables Categorie§ Boys Girls Total |Chi-Square
_ High 44 (44.4%)41 (41.0%) 85 (42.7%)
Effects of Mobile Phone ;- 4™ 131 (31.3%] 16 (16.0%)] 47 (23.6%)] 1276
Peer Relations p =.005
Low 24 (24.2%)43 (43.0%) 67 (33.7%)
. High 47 (47.5%)32 (32.0%)] 79 (39.7%)
Effects of Mobile Phone ¢\, /™ 25 (25.006]31 (31.0%] 56 (28.5%)| 16-305
Family Relations p =.003
Low 16 (16.0%]19 (19.0%] 35 (17.8%)
Effects of Mobile Phone gHigh 47 (47.5%)65 (65.0%]112 (56.3% 12,436
Neighbour/ Relative Medium |27 (27.3%)22 (22.0%) 49 (24.6%) 0 _ 003
Relations Low 25 (25.3%] 13 (13.0%) 38 (19.1%)
Effects of Mobile Phone o High 40 (40.4% 30 (30.0% 70 (35.2%) 3.197
Face to Face Medium |39 (39.4%)41 (41.0%) 80 (40.9%) D _ 209
Communication Low 40 (40.4%) 30 (30.0%)] 70 (35.2%)

Table 6 showed the results about ‘effects of mopHene on different relationships by gender’. Asda the
statement ‘effects of mobile phone on peer relatiavas concerned, a simple majority 47 (23.6%) athbthe gender
(boys and girls) were in-between about the staténtéowever, 85 (42.7%) of both the gender (boys ginid) showed
‘high agreeableness’ and 67 (33.7%) of both thelge(boys and girls) showed ‘lower agreeablendssuathe statement.
The Chi-Square test value 11.276 showed signifi¢ant .005) about the responses of both the gemsis and girls)
regarding relationship with statement. The resaffisut ‘effects of mobile phone on family relatioskowed that a simple
majority 79 (39.7%) of both the gender (boys anmtspshowed ‘high agreeableness’ and 35 (17.8%)ott the gender
(boys and girls) showed ‘lower agreeableness’ alimitstatement. However, 56 (28.5%) of both thedgerfboys and
girls) were in-between the statement. The Chi-Sgumst value 16.305 showed significant (p = .008jarding
relationship of the responses of both the gendayg(land girls) with statement. The statement ‘¢$fe¢ mobile phone on
neighbour and relative relations’ was concerneahagority 112 (56.3%) of both the gender (boys am$)gshowed ‘high
agreeableness’ and 38 (19.1%) of both the gendmys(land girls) showed ‘lower agreeableness’ with skatement.
Whereas, 49 (24.6%) of both the gender (boys ans) giere in-between the statement. The Chi-Sqtestevalue 12.436
showed significant (p = .003) regarding relatiopsbf the responses of both the gender (boys aig) giith statement.
The major proportion 112 (56.3%) of both the generys and girls) agreed that mobile phone affeetrelationship of
neighbour and relative. The statement ‘effects obile phone on face-to-face communication’ was eoned, a simple
majority 70 (35.2%) of both the gender (boys anmtsgshowed ‘high agreeableness’ and 70 (35.2%jotti the gender
(boys and girls) showed ‘lower agreeableness’ Withstatement. However, 80 (40.9%) of both the geflibys and girls)
were in-between the statement. The Chi-Squarevédse 3.127 showed insignificant (p = .209) regagdielationship of
the responses of gender (boys and girls) with siae. The results about the statement showed tbhilenphone affect

face-to-face communication of teenager.
Using Traditional Media on Mobile Phone

Mobile phone is the fourth screen after the finsee cinemas, television and internet; and then@ss media after
print, recording, cinema, radio, TV and interneislthe 2° interactive mass media and tHénost accessible and fast two
way communication medium (Ahonen 2008). McLuhar6d)9s famous for declaring, “The medium is the sagge.” By
this, he meant that characteristics of communicatizhnologies shape social order. Following time bf thinking, print

media brought about the visual age, while radieytsion, and film ushered in the age of mass media
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CONCLUSIONS

Now-a-days our society is using all gadgets anbrelogy which have negative or positive impact ocisty and
individuals especially teenagers. Teenager all ttveworld could not contact their friends, relesvand family members
without mobile phones and some feel handicappedhwhey lost their mobile phone or forget somewhdige mobile
phone has impacted on peer groups of teenager reoli‘eg a truly networked society. It has also iotpd on the
evolving relationships within the family or relagdis. It is assumed that mobile technologies haveadinpn the social
capital of teenagers. The researcher used ‘UseSaatification’; ‘Dependency Theory’ and ‘Social @idtive Theory’ as

a guide in terms of exploring the usage of mobdmmunication and tried to test these theories kigkani setting.

Teenagers are the most talented mobile phone bseeise they made text messaging into a commondbrm
interaction and learned how to coordinate and aatgwn each other. Schools and educational settvigse student’s
mobile phone usage disrupts teachers and redugdsnsts attention on lectures that resulting inaieg educational
outcomes. However, the impact of the mobile phaméhe social capital of teenagers has not beenidsywesearched

and it is one which has the potential to cause npmalglems in the future.

The results of the study showed that a majoritphefrespondents used mobile phone frequently at lbenes,
college premises respectively and occasionallyasscooms. Average use of mobile phone was 81-li@0tes per day.
The respondents used mobile for communication Widnds, family members of other contemporaries.fésas the
social bonding is concerned, the respondents conwamen with friends, neighbours, and relatives viabite
communication. The respondents agreed that mohib®e impacts their peer relations, social normstarus, traditions,

esteems and also impact their fact-to-face comnatioit.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Continue efforts decreases impact of mobile phecartology on teenagers with reference of theiradazipital

and education. On the basis of the results oftildyghe researcher proposed the following reconaatons:

» Both (boy and girls students) may reduce their timtéch they spend on mobile phone for texting oiceo

calling.
e They may not use mobile phone in the classroomvaadaethical and educational.

« Obviously mobile phone usage engages studentstia exrriculum activities that affect their educathl results

so they may restrict themselves.

» Further research is required in this domain to kesactly, how the world around teenager is chandingto the

usage of mobile phone and how affect their sociglital.

* Future researcher may select the broader areaample of the study to generalize the results atheutisage of

mobile phone and its impacts on social capitakehtagers.
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