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Abstract. The presence of social media in our daily life gives both its positive and negative
impact to communication manners. This impact also occurs in schools’ environment or even in
campus. This paper aims to analyze students’ politeness in communicating through the social
media. The study was conducted by providing a survey to 147 students (ages between 19-24
years). The results of the study prove that communication through social media give an impact
on students to be more eager to communicate with anyone. However, their communication
politeness has decreased, as the survey shows that the ethics of communicating through sociall
media are nor good or polite. Therefore, it can be concluded that the social media has
influenced the communication politeness between students and students and between
students and lecturers.
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INTRODUCTION ~ Technology helps human
life to learn, move, work, communicate,
and develop in general. In other words,
there may only be a slight hesitation that
technology—both in its development and
value proportion—when it combined with
human growth, it will make a significant
influence to monetary development, in
which prove to be fundamental element in
human growth developments as a
civilization’s boftom-line accomplishment
(Haenssgen and Ariana, 2018; Ranis and

Zhao, 2013; Sahay and Walsham, 2017).

In utilizing various facilities provided by
technology, inteligence and wisdom are
without them,

needed because

technology can be a disaster for human life

[125]

(Angelini & Gibson, 2007; Fagin, 1991; Wall,
1995).

Current phenomenon indicates that there is
a decrease in communication politeness
among students. This was allegedly due to
the the
communication media in form of social
this paper

examine and analyze how ethical reality of

presence and use of

media. Therefore, fries fo
students in communicating both with peers

and with lecturers.

Various research results shown significant
results on this problem. For example, Bunz
and Campbell (2004) provide a basis for
explaining matters of connection making,
communication accommodation in an

electronic setting, and discourse study in
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Meanwnhile,
(2014),

designate that social media has a big

online communication.

Rimkuniene and Zinkeviciute
latent for enhancing collective initiatives
the

Staley,

and accumulating suggestion  for

tactical forecasting. Morreale,
Stavrositu, and Krakowiak (2015) afford a
representation of Generation C students’
(born after 1990) imageries of how they
really desire to communicate, in formal and
more private condition and association.
inclination to
10

some

The students showed an
in all of

with

personally communicate
communication conditions,
alterations based on students’ gender.
Different from the previous studies, in this
study, we fry to deepen the study of ethical
issues

(politeness) used by students in

communication  dimension, including
finding the differences in the ways of
communicating between a  direct
communication without social media and
communication through social media.
Communication ethics in the context of the
campus environment or sociall
environment, especially in Indonesia, are
quite diverse. For example, it could include
the use of language levels (based on age
and social relationships), the use of
greetings, the timing of communication,
the use of the word “sorry," and the use of
“thanks." This research was conducted in
Sundanese culture setting, the second

largest ethnicity in Indonesia.

METHODS

This study used a survey method with a

qualitative approach. The number of

[126]

subjects surveyed consisted of 147 students
from four classes in one batch. They consist
of 117 women and 30 men. Their age
ranges from 19-24 years. Their area of origin
is quite a diverse spread from the province
of West Java, as many as 49 people (33.3%)
are from Sumedang, 28 people (19%) are
from Cirebon, 24 people (16.3%) are from
Bandung, and 46 people (31.4%) are from
other areas in and outside of West Java.
Students are assigned to fill out surveys to
uncover their ethics in communicating
both

communications between students and

through social media,
between students and lecturers. The survey
was conducted through Google Docs
using a Likert and Gutman scales, and
open-ended questions. Google Docs is an
easy-to-use, a freely-available survey-
creation tool with a variety of question
types that should meet the needs of most

survey creators (Travis, 2010).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the study were categorized
info two topics, i.e. students' technology
literacy, and social media relatfions with
student communication ethics. Through
these two topics, we analyze how social
media impacts students' communication

ethics.

Technology Literacy
We explore the extent to which students
know and use technology. The survey

results can be seen in Table 1 below.
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Table 1. Technology literacy

Technology literacy Yes No
Are you tech literate? 132 15
Do you always follow technologydevelopment (innovation)? 131 16
Do you have high-tech devices (such as computers / laptops / gadgets / 143 4

smart phones / tablets)?

Based on Table 1, it can be identified that
the maijority of students (89.8%) claimed to
have high-tech devices. This was confirmed
by their acknowledgment (89.1%) which
stated that they were always up to date
with technological and

their recognition (97.3%) stated that they

developments,

possessed high-tech devices. Thus, it can
be seen that the majority of students are
the users of high-tech devices. One student
/ respondent (R) gave a reason, ‘because
technology can help it users to simplify the
fime and meet the needs, especially in
communicating properly, faster, easier and
broad coverage' (R1). For example, mobile
phones and phone-based services could
be seen as logical solutions to improve

service access (Haenssgen&Ariana, 2018).

Through open questions, students were
asked, "What technology do you often
use¢" Student answers showed that 100
students (68%) used gadget technology, 46
students (31.3%) used Internet technology,
and one student (0.7%) used computer
technology. Here, it can be seen that the
maijority of students are gadget users. They
provide various reasons related to the use
of the gadget. One student gave areason
‘because gadgets can handle the work

that is usually done on a computer / laptop

[127]

and can be connected fo the Internet, ifs
smaller size than a computer also makes it
easy and guite helpful in doing something'
(R2). There are also students who give a
reason 'because gadget is more efficient
and easier to be brought everywhere, and
it felt useful in supporting my needs as a
up
information, and | can also use it as a

student in finding and digging
means of existence and interaction with
friends' (R3). Moreover, a student gives
reasons' because it is easy to be brought
and has minimalist in size, so if it does not
bring it like losing something, and gadgefts
tfoday are becoming very important things,
because there are so many applications
that are associated with daily needs i.e.
online shopping and Google Maps, and
gadgets are very sophisticated today' (R4).
Some of the arguments given by the
students shown how gadgets are essential
to life. Likewise, the function of a gadget
that can replace or represent the Internet
and computer facilities, even today's
mobile phone is a universal tool. It has
become such an important aspect of a
user's daily life that it has moved from being
a merely 'technological object' to a key

'social object' (Srivastava, 2005).
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They were asked, "Where do you learn
technology a lote" A total of 103 students
(70.1%) was searched by themselves in the
Infernet. As many as 32 students (21.8%)
searched it from their friends, and 12
students (8.2%) obtained it from lectures.
Thus, the majority of students learned the
One

student gave a reason: “in my opinion,

technology through the Internet.

Internet is the main source that can access

all things in various fields, both in terms of

accessed through the Internet' (R5). As
stated by Huang, Hsueh, and Lin (2002),
that www is the most common way for
distributed

heterogeneous, information

representation and sharing on the Internet.

Social Media and Communication Ethics

After we identified that student majority
were users of high-tech communication
devices, we explored several things related

to the influence of using communication

education, health, social and all things that devices in form of social media on
. communication ethics.
cannot be physically accessed can be
Table 2. Impact of technology on communication
Impact of technology on communication Yes No
Do you think that tfechnological development affect the ways and ethics 146 1
of communication?
Does the presence of technology make you more courageous to 119 28

communicate with anyone?

Table 2 shows fthat almost all students
(99.3%) that

communication is influenced

in
by

technological developments. In fact, in

agreed ethic

maijority of (81%) admit that they are more

courageous to communicate with anyone

Better and more polite 11 (7.5%)

Lesser and less polite *

Same as direct communication -
without technology

30 (20.4%)

40

because of the technology. We explore
further, by asking them, "Where are the
effects of technology (such as social
media) on communicating ethicsg" The

results can be seen in Figure 1 below.

106 (72.1%)

60 80 100 120

Figure 1. Student perspective on the effect of fechnology on communication

[128]
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Based on Figure 1, it can be identified that
total of 106 students (72.1%) stated that
communication was not good and less
(20.4%) stated that

communication was equal

polite, 30 students
with  direct
communication without technology, and
(7.5%) stated that

communication is better and polite. In

as 11 students
other words, technology can provide great
benefits for humans, but can also bring
harm (Boddy & Dominelli, 2017). This is
evident in the statement of students, who

admitted that as many as 40.1% had

problems due fo poor communication
through social media. The reason is quite
diverse, as experienced by one student,
‘because of a less polite language, there is

a misunderstanding’ (Ré).

We also explore how (ethics) they
communicate, both with peers and with
lecturers. The research was conducted
through a Likert scale with the choice of
Very Impolite (VI), Impolite (I), Slightly Polite
(SP), Polite (P), and Very Polite (VP). Their

response can be seen in table 3 below.

Table 3. How students communicate

How students communicate Vi | SP P VP
How do you communicate with peers without using 2 0 53 76 16
social media?

How do you communicate with peers through social 3 1 67 64 12
media?

How do you communicate with lecturers without using 2 2 12 38 93
social media?

How do you communicate with lecturers through 2 0 13 43 89

social media?

Through Table 3, it can be identified that
the majority (51.7%) communicate politely
with their peers without the social media.
However, this fact changed when they
communicate through social media. The
(45.6%)

polite. Meanwhile, if they communicate

majority of communicated less
with the lecturers, students in majority
(63.3%) claimed to communicate very well
the

politeness decrease (60.5%) when they

without social media. However,
communicate through the social media.
From both directions of communication

showed a decrease in politeness when they

[129]

communicate through the social media.
the (2013)
research remind us that to maintain our
best,

should be used to encourage the good, to

Therefore, results of Bowen

most ethical selves; social media
laud the praiseworthy, and tfo encourage
that which we most value about ourselves

and in our organizations.

CONCLUSION

Based on the results of the study, it can be
concluded that the students in majority are
technology literate. They are gadget users

and social media users. They also agreed
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that tfechnology had a negative impact on
communication ethics. As a result, the use
of social media makes student politeness in

communicating with both peers and

lecturers decreased.
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