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KOMEHTAPUCAILE HA MHTEPHETY
- CTABOBU N1 HABUKE T PAHLAHA CPBUJE’

Caxerak: VIHTepHeT KOMEHTapICabe je, Ha IIPBI LOIVIel, OMOTYhIIo peBUTaIM3aLujy
jaBHe cepe y K0joj 1 IIPaKTUYHO CBaKM rpahaHNH MMa IPUINKY [a Ce Heros IIac dyje.
Mebytnm, npakTuaay npo6emn 1 CrieryIIHOCTIE OBAKBOT BI/A jABHOT KOMYHULIMPAHa
YKasyjy Ha TO Jja je KOMEHTaplcarbe 3HaTHO JpyTadnje off UAeaNMUCTUIKIX IPETIOCTaBKI
KOje Cy y IIOYeTKY JOMUHMPAIIE.

b paja je ga MCTpaXKM Ha KOjU HAaYMH U Y KOjOj MEPU ce KOPUCHUIIYM HTEPHETA
y Cpbuju yx/pydyjy y OH/IAjH KOMEHTaplcambe, 300r 4era I KaKo IIOCMATPajy yTULAj I
3Havaj OBOT peHOMeHa y LieTMHIL. VIcTpaXkuBame je CIIpoBefieHO OCPECTBOM YIUTHUKA
Ha KOj¥ je OITOBOPU/IO 225 NCIUTaHMKa. PesyntaTu cy aHanmsupaHu JeCKPUIITUBHOM U
KOMITapaTVBHOM CTATMCTUYKOM METOJIOM 1 yKa3yjy Ha TO Jia Mabe Off MonoBuHe rpahana
KOMeHTapullle Ha MHTePHETY, a BehuHa BIX He cMaTpa Jja je Moryhe fja 0Baj 4iH JOIpIHece
IPOMEHI CTaBa IPYTOL, /I [ja Ta U [IOpef Tora CMaTpajy BaXXHNUM 1 yTuiajunum. Takobe,
yodeHe cy ofpel)eHe pasnmke y ofHOCY Ha y3pacT U CTelleH o6pasoBama.

K/byuHe peun: KoMeHTapucame Ha MUHTepHeTY, jaBHa cdepa, WEB 2.0, craBoBu
rpabana Cpb6uje, pyuITBeHe Mpexe

YBOJ

Jururanne TeXHONMOIMje M MHTEPHET USMEHNIN Cy IPUPOMY CBETa Me[yja I JOBE/IN
IO HU3a IPaKTUYHUX ITpoMeHa. MoryhHocTi KOHBepreHIyje, MOOMITHOCTH, KOMIIpecuje,
MYITUMENVjaTHOCTH, XUTIePTEKCTyaMHOCTH 1 HTepakTiBHOCTH (Castells, 2009; Mihajlov
Prokopovi¢, 2016; Milivojevi¢, 2017) cTBopumiie cy ycaoBe 3a pa3Boj Apyradnje MegyjcKe
cepe Hero 1ITO je TO OMO CIIy4aj y aHAJIOTHOM CBeTY TpagMIOHaTHNX Meauja (Brankovid,
2020, str. 1370). OBe mpoMeHe HUCY caMo yTHUIja/e Ha Apyraduje Kpenpame MeIMjCKIX
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cajip)Kaja, BUXOBY JUCTpUOYLMjy u npujem, seh u Ha moryhHoCT fpyraunje peakuuje
jaBHOCTM Ha BUX, HOCeOHO 3aXBasbyjyhyu MHTepaKTMBHOCTIL.
dopmanHo, MHTEPaKTUBHOCT je Moryhe aednHUcaTH Kao ,Mepy IOTeHIMjaIHe CIIo-
COOHOCTY Mefuja f1a TO3BOIM KOPUCHUKY Jia yTIUe Ha CafipyKaj /M 06K oCpefioBaHe
KOMyHMKaque” (Jensen, Toscan 1999, str. 59). Maxko ce Mox<e TBpAUTH Ja je OBa OILIMja Y
HeKOM O0/IMKY IIOCTOjasIa M Y TPafYILIMOHaTHUM MeIMjliMa, OHO IIO YeMY Ce OHA, HacTaa y
WEB 2.0 epu, pasnukyje je unmeHna fa ce 6asupa Ha IUTUTATHAM aIaTVIMA, fia je Opika,
jemHocTaBHMja 1 6ecrmarHa (Quiring, Schweiger, 2008, str. 150). Kao TakBa, oHa unTaole
MeJVjCKOT Cafip)Kaja TPAHCIIOHYje 13 IACUBHOT Y aKTUBHO CTarbe 1 oMoryhyje um fja Ha
Ppas/nmunTe HaYMHE pearyjy, Oir0BOPe MM KpeNpajy COIICTBeHe cafpxkaje. Hekn ox mpumepa
MeJIVjcKe MHTEPAKTUBHOCTH Cy 6710r0BY, pOpyMH, OH/IAjH aHKETe U, HjIOMyTapHWjH Of
CBIX, KOMEHTAp! Ha IIOPTaIMMa I APYLUITBEHUM MpeskaMa (Ziegele et al., 2017).
KomeHTapicame je HajpacpocTpameHuja MaHudecTalja MHTePAKTUBHOCTH Y
OHJIajH IPOCTOPY. 3aXBa/byjyhn 1w0j, jaBHOCT ce IOBOJOM CBaKe TeMe MOXKe OIJIACUTI U
ucKasary cBoj cyy. OBaj r1ac my6nmKke Mo>Ke MMaTHU 3Y3eTHO BenuKy Moh y popmuparmy
WIN Mebhakby CTaBOBA jaBHOCTY MOBOLOM ofipeheHor nmpobnema. CHara KoMeHTapa Huje
CaMo y TOMe LITO ayTOPYU MMajy IIPUINKE Jla BUJIe KaKBe PeaKiiyje IMajy IbIXOBU TEKCTOBI
y jaBHOCTY, Beh 1 y TOMe IITO ApyrM KOPMCHMIIM MOTY Jia BIJe KaKaB je CTaB jaABHOCTH,
Ta4yHMje JIe/Ia jJABHOCTY KOja je IIPUCYTHA Ha MHTEPHETY.
3apmarax pajia je ga yCTaHOBU HaBMKe 11 cTaBoBe rpahana Cpbuje Kaja je ped o OHIajH
KOMeHTaplcalby Ha IOPTa/IMMa U APYIITBEHNM MpexKaMa. Y CKJIafy ¢ TUM JedUHICaHOo
jé HEKO/MMKO LM/beBa:
1. VlcTpa>kuTy KOJIMKO Ce YeCTO M KOju TIpoLieHaT rpahaHa yk/bydyje y OBy aKTMBHOCT.
2. Vicnutatu 360r dera rpahaHu KOMeHTapuIIy i IITa CMATPajy HOTEHLIMjATHUM
epexTIMa KOMEHTapUCamba.
3. YrBpauTHu KakBa je nepuennuja rpahana CpOuje o nuramy camor peHOMeHa
KOMEHTaplCarba 1 IeroBe BaXKHOCTH.
4. YounTu noTeHIMjaIHe pasiuKe Mehy pasIMunTUM CTApOCHUM Tpynama Uin
crereHy obpasoBama rpahana.

KOMEHTAPVICAIHLE M OHJIAJH KOMEHTAPU
KAO KOMYHUKAIIMOHM ®EHOMEHMN

OmnajH KOMeHTapy YKMTaala MpefcTaB/bajy BeoOMa 3Ha4yajaH CErMEHT MeIMjCKOT
cBeTa 21. Beka, Te VX MOjeAMHY ay TOPU CMATPajy jeHOM BPCTOM HOCeOHOT XKaHpa IapTu-
LyIanje jep ,IIpefcTaB/bajy UCIobaBambe MHTEPIPeTaTVBHIX TO3MLHja ¥ jaBHOj chepn”
(Kleut, 2020, str. 32). Fbuxosa mojaa omoryhua je KOpUCHULIMMA [a OATOBOPE OFHOCHO
IIPOKOMEHTaPUIIY MEIVjCKM TEKCT Y3 KOjU CTOje M ia TO ¥ MEAUjCKV PafHULI U JPYTU
IIOCETHMOLIM CajTa BUJIE.

Vaxo je oBa omuuja ZOCTymHa CBUMa Koju mocehyjy cajrose, Beoma Manu 6poj
KOPUMCHIMKA KOMeHTapuie cagpxaje. Komentapucame je, mpema noganuma n3 2017. ro-
nuHe, HajnpucyTHuje y Vitamuju, CAJl n lmaruju (Kalogeropoulos et al.,, 2017). ¥ Tom
HepUOAY, aKTMBHIUX KOPUCHIUKA KOjJ KOMeHTapuily Ha uHTepHeTy y CAJl 6110 je usmeby
2 1 14% (Kleut, 2020, str. 166). Vcte rogune, yrBpheHo je fa 23% HeMauKMX KOPUCHMUKA
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KOMEHTapHullle Ha IOPTa/IMMa HajMalbe jeflHOM MeCeqHo, 10K 25% 06jaB/byje KOMeHTape
Ha Dejcbyxy (Ziegele, 2017:324). OBu moganu ykasyjy 1 Ha TO fia, y HajOo/beM CIIydajy,
JeTBpTMHA rpal)aHa KOMeHTapuIe MHTEPHET cafipKaje I Jla ce MHTePHeT KOPYCHUIIN
gemrhe ompefie/byjy 3a KOMeHTapucambe Ha [PYIITBEHNM MpeXKaMa HeTo Ha MHpopMa-
tuBHUM nopramma (Kalogeropoulos et al., 2017). Hajuenthe MoTuBanuje KopucHuka
la KOMEHTapUITy ofipeheHn caip)aj cy uspakaBarbe eMOIUja, MUIIUbEHba, VICIIPAB/babe
rpemraka, yyenrhe y e6aTu 1 ge/bere UCKYCTaBa, a/lii M CaMOIOOObIIabe, COLMjaTHA VTN
eKOHOMCKa KOPJCT 1 Tpakeme caBeTa (Ziegele et al., 2017).

Jour aBe [UMeH3Mje Cy BeoMa BaKHe 3a padyMeBambe (peHOMeHa KOMEHTaplcama
- mpo6eM aHOHUMHOCTH 1 perynanuje. [loctaBpame KOMeHTapa Ha Beb-IopTannMa
Io3BO/baBa ofpebheHy 03y aHOHMMHOCTY KOPVMCHYKA VIM CKPUBEHOT, A I JTaXKHOT
IpeCTaB/batba, yIOTpeOe IMCceyIoHMa, HaAXMaKa i OficycTBa ororpaduje 1 BusyenHe
upentudukanuje (Graf, Erba, Harn, 2017). AHOHMMHOCT 4€CTO MOXXe JOBECTH IO 3HATHO
TOKCHYHUjET ¥ arpecHBHUjeT NTOHAllaha KOPUCHMKA U TI0jaBe ,,IOTPJHOT je3NKa, OLITpe
KpuTIKe, 6eca, roBopa Mpikibe u peTsir” (Suler 2004, str. 321). Hemoryhuoct nmpahersa
U3BOpa I BepuduKaIje KOMEHTapa OCTaB/ba OIIACHOCT HUXOBE 3/10yIoTpebe, IMMpermha
Ta>KHUX BeCTH, PUHIMParba jaBHOT CTaBa, OIIITET MUII/berba jaBHOCTH, PacIlaMcaBarmba
roBOPa MP>KH>€ 11 OIILITe AHKCMO3HOCTH U HAIleTOCTH y APYIITBY. Kako cy oBO camo Heke
ox Moryhux mocneaua, japba ce motrpeba 3a ofpeheHOM BpcTOM perynmanmje cekijuje
KOMEHTapa, OFHOCHO OBOT HOBOT BUPTYETHOT jaBHOT IIPOCTOpA.

[o moyeTka gpyre feniennje 21. Beka, IpOCTOP OH/IAjH KOMYHULIMpama 6110 je mpu-
JIMYHO aHapXM4aH U oTBopeH. MebyTumM, ycrep mojaBe momeHyTHx mpobiema u cse Behe
LMPKy/Ialiuje /by/Y Ha OHJIajH IUIaTdopMama 11 CajTOBMMA, IIOjeAVHI IOPTAIN YKUHYIU Cy
OILIMjy KOMEHTapucamba. Pasior 3a To je unmenuiia ga je y 2015. ronyum EBponcku cyp 3a
JbyZICKa ITPaBa IOHEO HM3 IIpecy/ia KOjiM ce IOPTaJl CMaTpa OffTOBOPHMM 32 CBe KOMEHTape
Koje je Tpehe nue mocraBuio Ha wemy (Gengo, 2016), 1 0BaKBO IIPAaBHO Buheme Bax
u y Cpbuju (Stojkovi¢, Pokusevski, 2018, str. 30). 360r Tora ¢y, ocuM yKujarmba OILyje Ko-
MeHTapIUCamba, y HEKUM CTydajeBIMa yBeleH) MeXaHM3MM IIPOBepe cafipykKaja KOMEeHTapa
npe objaB/pyBama (Ipemoaepanyja) wim perucrpaunje kopucuuka (Kleut, 2014), ynme
je, MeMMMMUYHO UM Y TIOTIIYHOCTH, YK/IOWheHa OII}ja IOTIIyHe aHOHUMHOCTH. 3aKOH y
CA]Jl He cMaTpa mopTasl OIFOBOPHMM 32 Cafip>kKaj KOMEHTapa IIof] YCIOBOM [ia IIOPTas He
Mema cafIp>Kaj KOMEHTapa, He IMOACTIYE KOPUCHMKE Ha KpIIekhe 3aKOHa KOMEHTapyCambeM
¥ YKOJIMKO caM KOMEHTap HUje Halmcao Heko off 3arocnenux’. Kaga je ped o gpymrsenum
MpeyKaMa 1 KOMEHTapUCalhy Ha BbJMa, CaMJ ayTOPY KOMEHTapa Cy OJTOBOPHH 32 HbUX0B
cazpikaj, JOK Ipoduin Mefuja 1 BUXOBU MOAEPATOPU MOTY [ja X HaKHAJHO oOpuIiy
(moct™mopeparja) (Stojkovi¢, Pokusevski, 2018, str. 14).

W nopep, unmeHn1e ja M3Y3€THO Maj NIPOLieHaT KOMEHTapuIe, 1a OCTOju MO-
ryhHOCT CKPMBEHOT I JTa)KHOT TIPENICTaB/bakha, arPeCUBHOT U Ma/IMIIMO3HOT ITOHAIIAba,
Ia KOMeHTapy OMBajy OLIEIVMBAHU Y MOJEPUPAHIL, OHM Ce UIIAK CMATpPajy 3HAYajHUM U
peleBaHTHMM M3jaBaMa KojliMa ce Y MeIMjCKOj BUPTYeTHOj cepu IIpHfiaje BeMKI 3HaYaj
(Lee, Jang, 2010). OHu Memajy IIpUpPOJY jaBHOT OIVIalllaBarba I peakiiuje Ha jaBHe IpobieMe,
Te je BaXKHO NPMKAa3aTy HajsHa4ajHMje IIPOMEHE KOje Y3POKYjy.

*  Bumue Ha: https://coralproject.net/blog/internet-comments-and-the-law/ (IToceheno: 27.03.2021)
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MOTI'YRHOCTH, E®GEKTU M ITPOBJIEMU
JO KOJUX IOBOIV ®PEHOMEH KOMEHTAPVICAIDA

Omn/ajH KOMeHTapy YMTanala JOIPUHOCE Pa3BOjy HAPTULUMIIATUBHE KYITYpe y Me-
IIMjCKOM CBETY ¥ Kao TaKBM IIPeJICTaB/bajy 3HAJajaH eleMeHT HOBe AUTHUTA/THE jaBHe chepe.
Moryhuoct duabexa jaBHOCTH TOBOOM MeMjcKuX 0bjaBa oborahyje jaBHy KOMyHMKALjy 11
omoryhaBa BuUIIN CTelleH Aujaora y MeaujckoM cucreMy. KoMeHTapyu HeMajy caMo eCTeTcKy
yrory, Beh moMa>ky HOBMHap¥IMa Jja youe KaKBe peakIjyje IPOU3BOJie IIXOBU TeKCTOB,
KaKaB je CTaB Jle/la jaBHOCTM KOjI Ce OIpeJie/ii 3a KOMEeHTaplucabe. VIcToBpeMeHO, 0CTanm
YMTAOLV MMajy MOTYNHOCT /Ia ce YIIO3Hajy ca MUIIUbEIMA IPYTUX, MHGOPMUIIY O Toje-
puHuM crietpuaHocTnMa fgorabaja (Lee, Jung, Chung, 2021) u ga AUCKYTY]y yK/bYYMBIIN
ce U caMI Y KOMeHTaplucamwe. MehyTum, OHIajH KOMeHTapl He MOTY ce CMaTpaTy jaBHOM
cdepowm, jep He UCIyBaBajy CBe YCIOBe AennbepaTiBHe IPETIOCTAaBKe jaBHe cdepe, MaKo
BJXOB YTULAj HIje HI 3aHeMap/buB HM jegHocTaBaH (Kleut, 2020). [Ipema MyunubemMa
HOjeIVHUX ayTOpa, pe3y/NTaT OBe MHTepaKIMje KOPUCHUKA Y HajOOo/beM CITydajy Moxe
OUTH caMo pasToOBOP O BecTUMa, IpuBup HapTunumnanuje (Petrovié, 2016, str. 423), ok
y Hajropem ciIy4ajy Moxxe fohu 0 ,KakoOHCKOTr BuKama Mebyy unraonnma Ha Mpexu
(Houston, Hansen, Nisbett, 2011). 360r Tora 3usnu [Tamaxapucu (Zizi Papacharissi) HaBomn
fla MHTepHeT IpY>Ka jaBHU IIPOCTOP, a/Ii He MPefiCTaB/ba jaBHy cdepy, U Aa MOXKe, MaKO
npyxxa ocehaj apyurBeHocTy, OuTI KOHTpanpopykTusaH (Papacharissi, 2002).

Maxko ce He MOTy cMaTpaTy pelpe3eHTATUBHUM jaBHIM MEEHheM, MICTPaK/Barba
Cy TIOKa3aja la KOMeHTapy MOTY MMAaTH BeNNKY IepcyasuBHy Moh u fja ce cMaTpajy
noysgaHujuM of objasa Megmjckux Kyha (Shoemaker, Johnson, Seo & Wang, 2010, str.
67), HApOUNTO AKO CY Y CarlaCHOCTH Ca CTABOBMMa OHMX Koju ux untajy (Gearhart, Moe,
Zhang, 2020). Fbux jaBHOCT IocMaTpa Kao HEIPUCTPacHe CTaBOBe Koju HICY onTepeheHn
MefujcKoM areHioM u ypehusaukom nonurukom (Hong, Cameron, 2018). Kao TakBu, oHn
MIMajy CHary i TTaKEbY M CTaB jaBHOCTH ITpeMa (eHOMeHY MPMKa3aHOM Y MEJIMjCKOM TeKCTy
cMame 1 nojadajy (Lee, Jang, 2011). OBO je HApOINTO YOWBNBO y KPUSHUM CUTYallMjaMa,
Kajla KOMeHTapy ¥Majy Moh [ja 3Ha4ajHO M30KpeHy Ha4MH Ha KOjJ YUTAOLU IIPUCTYIIAjy
Mefujckoj 06jaBu 1 caMoM npobnemy (Sung, Lee, 2015). Ha gpymrseHumM MpexxaMma je
yTHIIaj KOMeHTapa jour Behu, jep ce mokasaso fja YMTAOLM HAa OCHOBY BHUX JOHOCE CYJ O
00jaB/beHOM TeKCTy 1 IIpe merosor untama (Gearhart, Moe, Zhang, 2020).

360r oBe Mohu 11 UMbEHNIIE /]a 4eCTO IIOTPENTHO 61Bajy ITIOCMaTpaHy Kao 06jeKTHB-
HYI IVIaC LIeJIOKYITHE jaBHOCTI, KOMEHTap) MOTY OMTU MHCTPYMEHT MaHUITy/Iallyije jaBHUM
munubemeM. Jami6op Ilerposuh (2018) HaBomM Ka OHM MOTY KOPUCTUTH Y CBPXe OHJIAjH
IpOIIaraHpe, HApOuNTO y chepy MONINTIKE, U [ Ce IbIIXOBYM MOJI/IOBAbeM yCMepaBa IaKiba
jaBHOCTH. ,,KoMeHTapy Mory OMTH MO3UTUBHY Ca LIW/beM Jia Ce TIOfIpyKe aKTUBHOCTH BIIaJie,
3aTVIM HETaTVBHMY Ca LIM/bEM JJa C€ OMA/IOBa)Ke BIaIiHM ITPOTUBHMIIY, Y HA Kpajy HeyTpalTHN
ca IM/beM Jia ce OMCKyCuja IpeycMepH y ske/beHoM npasny” (Bradshaw&Howard, mpema
Petrovi¢, 2018). TexHMKy K0jOM ce CMUII/bEHO, TUMCKU M IVIAHCKY IIacupajy oppehenn
craBoBu u Hamehe oxpehenn cras y3 momoh 6orosa mmu Tpomosa (Kleut, 2020) xopucre
MHOT€ KOMITaHMje, O/IUTIYKe OpTaHu3allyje, ajli ¥ pasmdnTe pyre MHTepecHe rpyme. OBa
cTpareruja yme 61Ty BeoMa eprKacHa, anu jaBHOCT Hitje yBeK IOIJIOKHa 10j. [loBeperse y
KOMEHTape MO>Ke OIIaCTHU YKOJIMKO Ce IIPOLeH ! a je MH(pOopMalija KOHTPO/IMCaHa UK ce
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BoM MaHuIynuile. Taga he mOpyKy /byy meprummparyi Kao Mame MICTUHUTY/yBep/bUBY
(Vendemia, Bond, DeAndrea, 2018). Mebytnm, perynaunja mpo6mema 60ToBaba He MOXe
Cce CBECTM CaMO Ha KPUTUYKM CYJ jaBHOCTH. 360r Tora je Jan ITenexamn (Jan Pennekamp
et. al, 2019) pa3Buo ayTOMaTU30BaHY METO/JONIOIM}Y 32 OTKPUBAIbE ,,ABOjHMKA , OBHOCHO
KOMEHTapa II0f] Pa3INYUTUM IICeyJOHMMMMA KOje ITIMIIIe jeffHa MCTa 0c0ba MIU OpraHMm-
3anuja ca nubeM (HabpUKOBaIba jaBHOT CTaBa.

Cse mmoMeHyTe AMMeH3Mje, epeKTH U IMOTEHIjaTHU IPO6IeMH Koje Y jaBHY KO-
MYHMKALIMjy YBOLY OILMja OH/IAjH KOMEHTapcambha yKasyjy Ha TO [ja C€ pajiii O jeSHOM
BeoMa KOMIIIEKCHOM (eHOMeHY Koju 1Ma Moh fja 00/I1Kyje cTBapHOCT 1 jaBHM Cyf. Kako y
Cp6ujn 3.750.000 /byau CBaKOJHEBHO KOPUCTHU MHTEPHET, ZOK 71,2% MMa HaJIOT Ha jeHOj
Ofl APYLUITBEHNX MpeXKa (Peny6m/m1<1/1 3aBOJI 3a CTATUCTUKY, 2020), MOXKe Ce 3aK/by4UTH Jja
3HAYajHO MECTO 3ay3MMajy JUTUTaTHN OOINIM KOMYHMKAaLVje YK/by4yjyhy 1 KoMeHTapu-
cambe. Biuyto 61 KOPMCHO YTBPAUTY HaBYUKe OBE BeJIMKe I'PYIIe /bYAM 1 IbUXOBY IIepLeLujy
(beHOMeHa MHTepPHET KOMEHTapJCarba.

METOIIOJIOTUJA

Y cxIafiy ca HOCTaB/beHUM LIM/beM UCTPAXIBaIba, y pafy cy kopuirheHe KBaHTUTA-
TYBHA aHA/IM3a VI CTATMCTUYKO-KOMIIAPATYBHY METOJI. 3a OTpebe MPUKYIIbaba IofaTaka
KOHCTPYJCaH je CIlellMjaTHy YIIUTHUK CacTaB/beH U3 JIBa flefla. Y MPBOM Cy MCIIUTAHNIIN
OZirOBapasIy Ha IMUTaba OFA0MPOM jeHOT WM BHIle TOHYDEHNX OATOBOPA, 0K je Apyru
Ieo YIMTHMKA CaCTaB/beH Off TBPIIbY O KOj/IMa CY Ce MCIMTaHNIY M3jalllbaBali CeleK-
TOBaeM OfITOBOPa KpeMpaHuX Ipema ckamn JInkeprosor Tuma off 1 1o 5, 0fHOCHO off
»y IOTIYHOCTY HUCAM Carjlacal/Ha” 1o ,y HOTIYHOCTM CaM carjacaH/Ha’. YOIUTHIUK je
KpeupaH rnocpencrsoM wiardopme Google Forms a gycTpubynpan nyTeM IpyIITBEHIX
Mpexa, Te je y3opak crydajaH. Tokom ferjem6pa 2020. u janyapa 2021. roguHe yIUTHIK
je momyHuo 225 /pypu (N=225). 3apaj npenusHujux pesynrara, CBI mogauy obpabenn
CY U JeCKPUIITUBHO ¥ KOMITAPATMBHO CTATUCTUYKM Yy mporpamy SPSS 20.0.

MHTEPITIPETALIVIJA PE3YIITATA U IVICKYCUJA

Ha ynTHUK je ofroBOpuMIIO YKYIIHO 225 VICIUTaHMKA, Off, KOjuX je 94 6110 cTapocTn
usMeby 18 n 24 ropuna (41,8%), 85 namebhy 25 u 35 (37,8%), 38 crapocHe rpyme 36-55 (16.9
%), 1 8 je Outo cTapocHe rpyIe 56+ rogyusa (3,6%). Vcnnranyka >KeHCKOT 1o1a je 6u1o
167, a mymxor 58. Op, ykymHor 6poja ucrnmTaHux rpabana, 173 (76,9%) je ca 3aBprueHnM
BICOKMM o6OpasoBameM, 50 (22,2%) mux ca cpenpum obpazoBarmeM u 2 (0,9%) ca 0CHOB-
H1M 06pa3oBameM. II0CpencTBOM MHTEPHETA Ce CBAKOHEBHO MH(popMuiie 84,4%, Buiie
IyTa y TOKY Heflerbe 12,4%, jeHOM HeflerbHO 2,7%, a pebe off jemHoM HemerbHO camo 0,4%
MCONMTaHMKA. PesynTaTu 1mokasyjy ma 1 y cBakoM y3pacTy, MOy U CTeneHy o6pa3oBama
HOje,[[I/IHa‘{HO IMa BUIIIE€ OHUX KOjI/I C€ pEOOBHO 1 YE€CTO I/IH(i)OpMI/[IIIy IIyTEM HTEPHETA
OJ] OHIUX KOju TO He pafie.
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HaBuke ucnutaHmnka no nuTamwy OHIAjH KOMEHTaplucama

Ananusom ofropopa yTBpbeHo je ja ucnuranuny y Hajsehoj Mepy camo IIoBpeMeHo
41Tajy KOMEHTape Ha IIOpTaluMa I JPYIITBEHUM MPeKaMa, Kajia je TeMa HapOUUTO MHTe-
pecanTtHa. Yak 82,2% ucnmranuka IIOBpeMEHO Y/Ta KOMEHTape Ha IOpTaluMa, JOK 72%
MCMIMTAaHMKA MX IOBPEMEHO Y)Ta Ha APYIITBEHUM MpexkaMa. C Ipyre cTpaHe, pe3yaTaTu
oKa3yjy 11 ofpebeHe pasiike, 11 TO [ja UCTIUTAHNIIM Y MHOTOM BeheM IIPOLIeHTy CTa/THO YnTajy
KOMEHTape Ha IPYIITBeHNM MpexkaMma (23,6%) Hero LITO TO pajie Ha TEKCTOBMMA IIOpTaJIa
(10,7%). IIporieHaT McmTaHMKa KOjU YOIIIITE He YMTa KOMEHTape je Mamy 1 usHocu 7,1%
Ha TTopTanuma u 4,4% Ha ApyIITBeHMM MpeXkaMa. 3HauajH1je pasmuke Meby ctapocHuM
rpymnama HeMa, MehyTum, y oaroBopyMa UCIuTaHMKA pasIM4UTOr CTelleHa 00pa3oBama
yTIBpbeHo je ma oHM ca OCHOBHUM oOpasoBameM delrhe (50%) He 4nTajy KOMEHTape Ha
ApPYLITBEHUM MpeXXaMa y OHOCY Ha OHe ca cpeftbyM (2%) 1 BICOKnM obpasoBameM (4,6%).

YdecTasocT KOMeHTapucamba Ha IIOPTa/IMa U APYILITBEHUM Mpe)kaMa je Takohe Beoma
MaJla, jep Cy MCIIMTAHNUIIM IPeTeKHO OrOBapaIi WK ja He KoMeHTapuiy (53,3%), wim
Jla je KOMEHTapucame U3Y3eTHO PeTKo (32,9%). YuecTamocT KoMeHTapycama objaBa Ha
IpPYILITBEHNM MpexaMa je 3a HujaHcy Beha. Tako, 42,7% 1cnuTaHNKa KOMEHTapUIIe U3Y-
3eTHO PeTKO, 33,3% HuKaza, 23,6% nospemeHo u 0,4% komeHTapuiue yecro ([paduxon 1).

PesynTaru cy mokasanm 1 fia II0CToje pas/uKe y y4ecTa/oCT! KOMEHTaplcama Kajia
je ped o yspacty. Hajcrapuju ncnuranumny Hajuerrhe KOMeHTapuIy Ha IIOPTalIUMa I
LpYIITBEHNM MpeskaMma. Vcnuraunim y3pacra 18-24 rognHe Hajuenrhe He KOMEHTapuITy
Ha ropranuma (67%) ¥ gpymTBeHnM Mpexxama (41,2%), ok ucnutanuum 25-35 rogiHa
TaKobe He KOMeHTapuIy Ha mopTamnMma (56,5%), alu Ha JpYyIITBEHUM MpeXKaMa KOMeH-
TapUIIY M3y3eTHO peTKo (43,5%). VcnuTtanumu 36-55 ronyHa y OFHOCY Ha IIPeTXONHE
ucnuTanuke y Behoj Mepu KOMEHTapuILy, U TO U3y3eTHO PeTKO ¥ Ha nmopTanuma (50%)
U Ha IPYLITBEHUM Mpexxama (52,6%), JOK MCIUTaHULIM 56+ FOAMHA Ha MOpTaNINMa U
APYLITBEHVM Mpe)kaMa Hajuelthe KOMeHTapuily IoBpeMeHo (62,5%).

Kapa je ped o TeMaMa Koje MCIMTAaHMLM KOMEHTApUITY, OMUJbEHE CY COLMjaHe
TeMe/>kxuBOTH JbYu (20,4%), monmutuka (13,8%) u 3abasa (7,6%). C gpyre cTpaHe, TeMe
Koje Marbe KOMEHTapHIy Cy 3xpasibe (4%), cropr (3,6%), ekonomuja (0,9%) 1 XpoHMKa
(0,4%). Cxopo je ;BOCTPYKO BUIIIE )KeHa KOje yoIllTe He KoMeHTapuuy (40,7%), y ofHO-
cy Ha Mymkapiie (22,4%). OMmbeHe TeMe MYLIKMX UCIIUTAHMKA CY OMUTHKA (29,3%) n
connjante TeMe (19%). Kox >xeHa cy omusbeHe TeMe couujante (21%) n gpyro, Tj. HUjegHa
ox HaBemeHUX (14,4%). Ilonntuka (8,4%), 3abasa (8,4%), sgpasme (4,8%), copt (1,8),
xponuka (0,6%), ekoHomuja (0%) IpUCyTHE Cy y HajMar0j Mepyu KOJ IIPUITaJHNIIA JKeH-
cxor nona (Ipadukon 2).

VcrnraHumy ca OCHOBHUM 00pasoBameM KOMEHTAPUIINY MCK/BYINBO 3abaBHe
teMe (50%), ca cpenmbuM 0OpasoBambeM Hajuenrhe KOMeHTapuIly conyjante TeMe (28%)
U NOMUTHKY (22%), FOK MCIMTAHUIIM Ca BUCOKUM 0Opa3oBambeM KOMEHTAPUILY COLVjal-
He TeMe (18,5%), mpyro, Tj. HUjepHy of nonyhenux tema (13,3%), n nonmutuxy (11,6%).
C mpyre cTpaHe, y OTOBOPMMAa Pa3INIUTUX CTAPOCHUX TPyIa 3HAYAjHUX CTATUCTUYKIX
OJICTyTarba HeMa.

C o63upom Ha IpuKasaHe pesynrare, Moryhe je sakpyuntn ga ce rpahanu Cpbuje
y HajBehoj Mepu pejoBHO MHGOPMUIIY ITyTeM MHTEPHETa HEe3aBUCHO Off IIOJIa, CTAPOCHE
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rpyIle ¥ HUBOA 00pa30Bamba, JOK KOMEHTape YNTajy caMo IIOBPEeMeHO, KaJia MM TeMa I10-
6ybyje naTepecoame. IIpema ananmmsu onrosopa, rpabannma Cp6uje KoMeHTapucame
Ha TIopTajaMMa U APYIITBEHNM MpeXaMa Hije ycTa/beHa HaBUKa, a TeMe Koje Hajuemrhe
KOMEHTAapUIIy Cy 13 00/IaCTH >KMBOTA JbY/IH, OJIUTHKeE U 3abaBe.

Hepuemmja (l)eHOMeHa KOMEHTapucama I b€rOB€ BaJKHOCTU

HaxoH cripoBefieHe aHa/IM3e OCHOBHMX ITOfIaTaKa O OfHOCY MICIIMTAaHMKA ITPeMa OH-
JIajH KOMEHTapUCakby, BXXHO je UCTPAXKUTHU U Tepliennnjy GeHoMeHa KOMEeHTapucama,
Ka0 J 1eToBe BaKHOCTI. JeflaH Off HauMHa Ha KOjy Ce MOKe YTBPANUTH KaKO UCTIMTaHUIIN
cxBaTajy (heHOMEH OHJIajH KOMEHTAapMCamha jecTe KO3 NCIUTUBAbE CTaBOBA O TIOBOAMMA
U Pasno3NMa 3a KOMEHTapHCambe, Kao 11 0 epeKTMMa KOMEHTapucama.

Moitiusu ipahana 3a komeHliApUCAtbeM

Vcnmrannmy Hajuyenrhe KOMEHTapUIIy KaKo 011 IPY>KIIN HEKY HOfaTHY MHpOpMauujy
VIV TIPYIMep Y Be3U ca TeMOM O Kojoj je ped (30,7%) may Kako 6U M3pasnim carmacHoOCT
VIV HECAI/IACHOCT ca 06jaBoM 1y TeKCcToM (18,2%). Mambu IIpolieHaT HaBOU HeKe [jpyTe
pasiore 3a KoMeHTapucambe (8,4%) Wy KOMeHTapuIle Ia yKake HeKOMe KO KOMeHTaplIlIe
Ia Huje y mpaBy (4,9%). Kao pasnore koMeHTapucamwa UCOUTAHULIM TIPUOTVDKHNX CTa-
POCHUX TpyIla HaBOJE CIMYHE, Te MCIUTaHuuM 18-24 u 25-35 rogyHa KOMEHTapuIy y
LWBY IIpy>XKama HeKe jofiaTHe MH(pOopMalyje Wi IpUMepa y Besu ca TeMoM (10 0ko 30%).
OproBopu ucnuranmka 36-55 1 56+ rogiHa ¢y Takobe crmmany, ¢ 063upoM Ha To fa 36,8%
ucnuTaHuka 36-55 n 50% ucnuTaHNKa 56+ rofMHa KOMEHTapUIIIe KaKo 611 M3pasuIo ca-
IJIACHOCT VIV HeCaIJIaCHOCT y Be3! ca 06jaBoM nmm TekcToM. KoMmapanyjom ofrosopa y
OJJHOCY Ha CTeIleH 06pa3oBama yTBPHEHO je Ia 3HaYajHUX CTATMCTUYKMX OfICTYIIabha HeMa.

Ha T0 1a MOTUB 3a KOMEHTapyCambeM Hifje TPOMEeHa CTaBa IPYTOT YKasyje U YMbeHNIIa
Ia je cera 19,1% ucnmranuka fgemuMuyaHo (16,9%) wmm y notnyHocTH (2,2%) carmacHo
ca TBP/IbOM JIa IbJIXOBYM KOMEHTapU MOTY TIPOMEHNUTY Hedlje MULI/bEIE O TEMU O KOjoj je
ped. Bume o monmosuHe Huje carnacHo (57,8%), ox Tora 32% mpeTtexHo n 25,8% y moTiry-
Hoctu. MebhyTum, rpabanu ca ocHoBHUM 06pa3oBameM y Behoj Mepu cMaTpajy fia lbUXOBU
KOMEHTapy MOTY IIPOMEHUTH Heunje Muliberse (50%), y OHOCY Ha oHe ca cpenmbuM (20%)
u BucoknM (18.5%). [Ja MOTIB 3a KOMEHTaplucambeM Hije IPOMeHa cTaBa apyror noTsphyjy
U OITOBOPY CTapMjMX MCIUTAHMNKA, a Tpaflaliija OIFOBOPA MPETEXKHO Ui Ca CTAPOCHNUM
rpymnama of HajcTapujux fo HajMmmabux. Vcnmranunu 56+ roguHa Hajuemrhe cy TakBor
Munbema (75%), DOK je Taj MpoLleHaT KO OCTA/IMX HelITO M3Hax 50%.

Hu eMonmoHaHO cTame, TagHyje Oec WIN /by THa II0OBOJIOM HEKOT TeKCTa MU IIOBOJOM
HEKOT Ipyror KoMeHTapa y Hajsehoj Mepu (68,4%) Hucy pasyor 3a koMeHTapucame. Hanme,
OHJI Cy Pa3jIo3y 3a KOMEHTaplCambe KOJ TeK HeIlITO BUIIIe Off IIeTMHe NCIUTaHuKa (21,8%).
Taxobe, 6ec wmy JbyTbA 300T HEKOT APYror KOMEHTapa MOTy OMTH IIOBOJ, 32 KOMEHTapU-
carbe KOJf MajIoT IpolleHTa ucnuranuka (20,4%), nox sehuna (71,5%) cmarpa fa ux oBa
BpCTa eMoLlMja He MOTMBHIIIE a KoMeHTapunry. MebhyTum, kop ucnuranuka 56+ rogusa
6ec WIM JbyTHa IOBOJZOM HEKOT TeKCTa MOy OMTH pasjior KOMeHTapucama y Behoj Mepu
(75%), y ogHOCy Ha rpy1e y3pacta 18-24 (13,9%), 25-35 (17,7%) u 36-55 roguHa (39,5%).
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C pgpyre cTpaHe, Kajia je pe4 0 MOTUBMMA J]a HE KOMEHTAPUIIy, CKOPO II0/I0BMHA
(49,3%) yxasyje Ha TO fa Tyhu KOMeHTapy KOju Cy CYIPOTHH Y OfHOCY Ha HUXOB CTaB
HIICY pasJIor 3a HeKOMeHTaplucame. VImak, rotoso Tpehuna (28%) ce onpernermbyje ja He
KOMEHTapHuIlle Kajia yBUAM Aa je Hajehu Opoj KOMeHTapa y CyIPOTHOCTI Ca BUXOBUM
MMUIbebeM. VIHTepecaHTHO je Aa 50% McIuTaHnKa ca OCHOBHUM 06pa3oBambeM He U3pa-
»KaBa CBOj CTaB Kafa je CympoTaH TybeM, Hacripam 32% ncnmTaHuKa ca cpefmsyM u 19,7%
MCIIUTAHMKA Ca BUCOKMM 06pasoBameM. OBO yKasyje Ha TO [ia IOCTOj} M3BECTaH IPOLIeHAT
rpabana Koju ce ycTpydaBa ia CKaXke CBOje MUIIJbekbe YaK U Y OHJIAjH OKPY>KerbY, aKO TO
MUII/bEIbEe HIfje JIOMUHAHTHO. 1O IIOTEeHIVjaTHO yKa3yje Ha II0CTOjakbe CIIMpajie TUIIVHE
Emnsa6er Hoen Hojman (Elisabeth Noelle-Neumann, 1984) u y furuTarHoM OKpyxemy,
q1Me ce JOfaje jOII jeflaH apIyMeHT y IIPUJIOT CYMEbY O IIOCTOjamby CIO0OOHE U MOTIIyHe
OHJIajH jaBHe cepe.

Iepuenyuja wyhux komeniniapa

Jaxre, nmepueniuja Tyhux koMeHTapa je BeoMa BaXkaH (HaKTOp Y MOTUBICAY COII-
CTBEHOT KOMEHTapucama, alu 1 peHOMeHa KOMEeHTapyucama y LennHn. Konmnko ¢y oHu
BaXHU offpeheHOM ety /byau moKasyje 11 TO ja KOMEHTape IIpe CaMoT TeKCTa Ha KOju ce
opmHoce unta 19,3% ucnuranux. Mnak, Tpeba HarmoMeHyTH Aa To Behuua He unHM, 68%
BUX. Vicnutanuny 56+ ropguHa Hajuenthe (37,5%) 4uTajy KoMeHTape Ipe TeKCTa, JOK je
Taj IpOLIeHAT Kof Apyrux MHOro Hypku (n3meby 18,1% n 7,9%). Ilopep Tora, ucnmirannim
ca OCHOBHMM 00pasoBameM HUKaJa He YNTajy KoMeHTape mpe Tekcra (100%), y ogHOCY
Ha UCMIUTAHMKe ca cpefbuM (76%) u BICOKMM 0b6pasoBarbeM (65,3%).

Benmuku npouenar rpabana (43,5%) cMaTpa fa M3 KOMeHTapa MOXKe 1a Ca3Ha BIIIe
nH(pOpMalMja Hero 13 CaMoT TeKCTa, IPY YeMy je ca TBPAOM 32,4% IIpeTeXHO caracHo,
a11,1% y mormyHocTH. VictuTannim ca OCHOBHUM obpasoBameM y Behoj Mepu notsphyjy
la 13 KOMeHTapa MOTY Ja ca3Hajy Buile nHGopManyja Hero u3 camor tekcra (100%),
y OfHOCY Ha oHe ca cpepmuM (40%) 1 Bucokum obpasosameM (43,9%). Kana je ped o
pasnmkaMa y y3pacry, ucnuranuuy 56+ roguna (50%) y sehoj mepu ogrosapajy ma u3
KOMEHTapa He MOT'y Jia casHajy Buile MHpOpMaIUja Hero U3 CaMOT TEKCTa, Y OFHOCY Ha
rpyme 18-24 (34%), 25-35 (36,4%) n 36-55 rognHa (36,8%).

MebyTum, Kaa je ped o MpOMeHN CONICTBEHOT CTaBa yCIleN] YNTama Tyher KoMeHTa-
pa, 52% mMcnuTaHuKa OfiIr0Bapa OJpPUYHO, OTHOCHO 32,4% IpeTe>XHO HMje CaIlacHo Jia je
T0 Moryhe, a 19,6% y noTmyHocTn. Mame off 4eTBPTUHE MCIIUTAHMKA CMATpPa Jla YUTambe
KOMEHTapa MOKe JJOBECTH JJO IPOMEHE IbUXOBUX CTaBOBa, TauHuje 17,8% je nmperexxHo u
4% y HOTIIYHOCTY CaIJIacHO ca TBpABOM. Kopi ucnuTaHuKa ca 0CHOBHMM 00Pa3oBameM y
Behoj Mepy Moxke 1ohu o IpoMeHe cTaBOBa HAKOH uMTama KoMeHTapa (50%), y offHOCY Ha
MCHUTaHMKe ca cpenmyM (24%) 1 BrcokuM obpasoBameM (20,8%). [Topen Tora, aHamMsom
pesynrara npyumeheHo je ja ¢y cTaBOBY ca TOfYIHaMa YBpIINY 11 HUCY CKJIOHM IPOMeHaMa,
€ 063MpOM Ha TO [ja UCIIUTAHNIIV 56+ FOAMHA HAKOH YNTamba KOMeHTapa y Hajsehoj Mepn
3a[p>KaBajy cBoje ctaBoBe (75%), 3aTuM ucnutauuy 36-55 roguna (60,6%), moTom
ucnutanuy 25-35 (51,8%), u Ha kpajy ucrmrannuy 18-24 rongnHa (46,8%).

Pasnor 3a To MOXXe ce TPaXKUTH Y MHT€PECAaHTHUM OATOBOPMMA Ha TBP/Y ,,CMaTpam
na BehHa OHMX KOjU KOMEHTapuIly, Ha (PeHOMEH O KOjeM MUY I7Iefjajy IOTPelIHO 1
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noBpurHo’. Ca BOM je carlacHo BUIIe Off II0oI0BMHe uctntanux (51,1%), ogrocHo 39,1%
IbYIX j€ Ca TBPAOM IIpeTexHo 1 12% y motmyHocTH carnacHo. HecarmacHux ca TBpil0M
je 6o 19,6%, 1 To 14,7% npetexxHo 1 4,9% y nornyHoctu. Kazga je ped o HuBoy o6pa-
30Balba, HUCY yOUeHe 3HaYajHuje pas3/uKe KOJ OBOT OfITOBOPA, a/l jecy KaJia je ped o
yspacry. Vicnuranuiy 56+ roguHa (50%) y Behoj Mepu He cMaTpajy fa IIOCTOjU IIOTpeLIaH
U IIOBPIIAH MPUCTYI PeHOMEHY Y OHOCY Ha ucnuTaHuke 18-24 (19,1%), ucnutaHuke
25-35 (16,5%) 1 ncnuraunke 36-55 roguua (21,1%).

IHepueiiyuja saxcHocitiu Komeriiapucarba

MebhyTtum, 1 nopex Tora o Hajsehn fjeo McnIMUTaHMKa He CMaTpa fia BbUXOB CTaB
MOXKe 61TV IPOMeIbeH HOf, yTHIIajeM Tyher KoMeHTapa 1 cMaTpa fja Be/NKi 6poj OHUX KOjit
KOMEHTAPUIIY TO Pajiyi IOBPIIHO U IOTPEIIHO, Pe3yNTaTH MO0Ka3yjy Aa ucnutanu rpahann
(heHOMeH KOMeHTapucama y Hajeehoj Mepi Bujie kKao 3HadajaH. Tako, fja je KOMEHTapucame
Ba)KaH fle0 OI/IalllaBarma rpahaHa IIOBOLOM Heke TeMe IOTBPhyje ckopo momosuHa (48,4%).
Hemrro mMamu mporeHat ofrosapa HeratusHO (32,9%), HOK je HeomTydHuX 6110 18,7%.
Jlakrie, MMIIBeba y Be3U ca TBPIIHOM JIa je KOMEHTapUCambe BaKaH Jleo OIVIallaBama rpaha-
Ha [I0OBOJJOM HeKe TeMe Cy IOJje/beHa, C TVM IITO Ta Behy nmpoljeHat cMaTpa BaKHUM. [1pn
aHa/IM3Y OATOBOPA Y OIHOCY Ha Y3pacT, yTBPheHo je Aa ucrmraHuym 56+ roguHa y sehoj
Mepu (75%) cMaTpajy KOMeHTapycambe BaXHIM Je/IoM OIJlalllaBama rpahaHa, y ogHOCy
rpyme 36-55 (52,7%), 25-35 (50,5%) n 18-24 roguHa (42,6%).

Takobe, fa KOMeHTapucame MOXe NMATH epeKaT Ha CTaB jaABHOCTI 1 OfTOBOPHUX
HIOBOZIOM HeKe TeMe IOTBphyje ckopo moymoBuHa ucnutanmka (45,8%), TauHmje MpeTexkKHo
carmacHux je 34,2% 1 y OTIyHOCTH carmacHux 11,6%. HemTo Mamy IpoleHaT ogroBapa
HeraTuBHO (34,7%), 1 TO MPeTEeXXHO HecarnacHux je 20% u y IOTITYHOCTHU HecarlacHUX
14,7%. Mu1bera Cy IIOfie/beHa ¥ Y OBOM CIIY4ajy, anu je Behy IpoljeHaT OHMX KOju cMa-
Tpajy fla KOMEHTapucame MOXKe MMaTy eeKaT Ha CTaB jaBHOCTH U OITOBOPHIX IIOBOJIOM
Heke TeMe (IpaduxoH 3). 3HauajHMjMX pa3/IMKa Y OFHOCY Ha y3PacT MM IO/ HeMa.

13 HaBepeHyx pesynrara Moryhe je sak/byunty fa rpabaru Cp6uje Ha mopTanuma u
IPYLITBEHNM MpeXkaMa Hajdelthe KOMEHTApUIY Y LM/bY IPy>Kamba Heke JofgaTHe MHGOp-
Malje Uy IIPUMePa y BE3U Ca TEMOM O KOjOj je ped U 3apaj] u3pakaBarba CarllaCHOCTU
VT HeCaIIaCHOCTH ca 06jaBOM WM TeKCTOM. bec 1 by THa II0BOJIOM HEKOT TeKCTa VWIN
KOMeHTapa KOJI IbJIX HIICY pas/Ior 3a KOMEHTaplcame I MCTUYY Jia UX Tyhu KoMeHTapy Koju
CY Y CYIPOTHOCTH Ca IbMIXOBUM MUILBEF-EM He CIIpedyaBajy la KOMEeHTapuury. Vicnuranuim
He 4MTajy KOMEeHTape Ipe TeKCTa Ha KOjy ce OHOCe, MAKO Ce V3jalllbaBajy y Hajeehoj Mepu
Ta 13 KOMEHTapa MOTY /la Ca3Hajy BuIIe MHPOPMaIMja Hero U3 CaMoT TeKCTa, alli 1 Jia
4uTalbe KOMEHTapa He yTi4e Ha IPOMeHY BIXOBIX CTaBOBa 0 ofjpeheHoj Temu. JemaH off
pasiora ce MO>ke Hahu y TOMe IITO HeMalu IpoLieHaT NCIIMTAaHMKa cMaTpa ia BehnHa oHux
KOjU KOMEHTapUIIy IJIeflajy MOIPELIHO U IIOBPIIHO Ha peHOMeH 0 KojeM mumry. Takobe,
CTaBa Cy I [ja BUXOBU KOMEHTApy He MOTY IPOMEHUTH Hednje MULberbe 0 ofpebhenoj
TeMu. VI mopep cBera HaBeJieHOT, MICIUTAHUIY CMATPajy KOMEHTapycarbe BayKHIUM JIe0 Or-
TalIaBama, KOjy MOyKe MMaTH eeKaT Ha CTaB jaBHOCTH 1 OfITOBOPHIIX TIOBOJIOM HEKe TeMe.

Pasjmike y neplenijyu KOMeHTapucarma 1 HaB1Ka y ogpebheHoj Mepu ce Mory younrsn
Meby npunagHunyMa pasnuantor yspacra. Crapuju rpabann venrthe komenrapuury un
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4NTajy KOMEHTape, TeXe Mebajy CBOje CTaBOBe HAKOH YMTalba y OFHOCY Ha MyIabe, amu
UCTOBpPeMeHO y BeheM IpolleHTy cMaTpajy KOMeHTaplucambe BaXHIM. KomeHTapucamwe
CTapMjMX MCIMTAHMKA MOTUBICAHO je demrhe /bYTHOM 1 5Ke/bOM Jla Ce HEKOMe YKaXKe Jia
HIje y mpasy, foK mMiahu venrhe koMenTapuiny fga 61 IpyXunu gofaTHe MHOpMAaLje.
Y opHOCY Ha cTelleH 06pa3oBaiba pas/nKe HUCY TOMMKO U3PaKeHe, Il Ce MOXKe YOUUTIH
fla MICIIMTaHNUIY Ca HIDKUM CTelleHOM 00pa3oBamba pehe koMeHTapuiiy, HapodnTO aKo ce
IIIXOBO MUII/beIbe PA3/IUKYje Off JOMUHAHTHOT, M3HETOI' Y KOMEHTapyMa.

3AK/bYYHA PASMATPAIBA

[epuenunja KoMeHTapucama Ha nHTepHeTy Mehy rpahanuma Cpbuje je Beoma
MHTEPeCaHTHA, KOMIIIEKCHA 11, HA MOMEHTE, KOHTPaIuKTOPHa. VIaKo ce TeK HEITO Makbe
off TonoBMHe rpal)aHa MOBpeMeHO YK/bydyje Y OHTajH KOMeHTaplcame, Hajdyenthe Kako
6y yOenyIo HeKor ia Huje y IIpaBy MU IPYXXIIO HeKy HOfiaTHy MHPOpPMaLjy, 3HadajaH
0poj BIX cMaTpa Ja KOMEHTapucame He MOXKe IIPOMEHNTY CTaB I fla HeMa YTHLaj Ha
BIX, jep BehlHa OHMX KOjJ KOMEHTapuIIy TO pafe moBpmHo. MehyTnuM, n mopex Tora
KOMEHTapucame ce Hajuemhe cMaTpa BaKHVUM 1 yTuijajHuM. OBakaB CTaB je HAPOUNUTO
npucyTad Mel)y cTapujom momymanujom, ok je, Mehy oHMMa Koju MMajy HIDKM CTeTleH
obpasoBama, IpICyTHA ¥ Behoj Mepu 60jasaH off KOMEHTapHcama Kajia Cy JOMMHAHTHU
CTaBOBU Y CYIIPOTHOCTY ca BUXoBUM. CBY OBY IIOJAIM YKa3yjy Ha IpO6IeMaTHIHOCT y
TyMadery KOMeHTaplucama Kao jefiHe I00O/IHe 1 IIOTIIyHe BPCTe jaBHe cepe U YKasyjy
Ha BeOoMa CIenyUIHy yIory U Buhermbe OBOT ie/la AUTUTATHOT jaBHOT MTPOCTOPA.

VcTpaxkuBame je ykazano Ha CIeNuPMIHOCTY y HaBYKaMa KOMeHTapucama Ha
nntepHery rpabana Cp6uje 1 HaunHe Ha KOje OHJM IOCMATPAjy OBY aKTUBHOCT U eH
3Havaj. Takol)e, nsBojene cy ompebhene pasnuke y3pokoBaHe y3pacTOM MCIMTaHMKA 1
cTereHOM o6pasoBama. HefocTaTak ncTpaXkBama je IITO je y30paK peaTNBHO Majn
3a ITOCTaB/balbe KOHAYHOT CY/ia O aHA/MM3VPaHOM (HeHOMEHY, amu OHO MOXKe fla TIOCITY KM
Kao OCHOBA I II0/la3Ha Ta4yKa 3a KOMIIIEKCHUje ¥ CBeoOyXBaTHMje HCTPaXMBatbe Koje 6u
HOTIyHMje 06jaCHIIIO IIPAKTHUYHE HABMKE, MMIUIMKAL[N]e, YIOTY U 3Ha4aj KOji MHTEPHET
KOMEHTAapy MMajy Y CABPEMEHOM JIUTUTATHOM JPYIITBY.
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Abstract: Online commenting has, at first glance, enabled the revival of the public
sphere in which practically every man has the opportunity to have his voice heard. However,
practical problems and specifics of this type of public communication indicate that comment-
ing online is significantly different from the initially predominant idealistic assumptions.

The aim of this paper is to investigate how and to what extent Internet users in Serbia
are involved in online commenting, why and how they see the impact and significance of
this phenomenon as a whole. The research was conducted by means of a questionnaire
completed by 225 respondents. The results were analyzed by descriptive and comparative
statistical methods and indicate that less than a half of the citizens do comment online, that
most of them do not think it is possible to change other people’s opinions in this manner,
but they still consider it important and influential. Certain differences have also been
observed in relation to the respondents’ age and level of education.

Keywords: online commenting, public sphere, WEB 2.0, attitudes of Serbian citizens,
social networks

INTRODUCTION

Digital technologies and the Internet have changed the nature of the media world and
led to a series of practical changes. The possibilities of convergence, mobility, compression,
multimedia, hyper-textuality and interactivity (Castells, 2009, Mihajlov Prokopovi¢, 2016;
Milivojevi¢, 2017) have created the conditions for the development of a media sphere differ-
ent from that in the analogous world of traditional media (Brankovi¢, 2020, p. 1370). These
changes have not only affected the different creation of media content, their distribution
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and reception, but also the possibility of a different reaction of the public to them, especially
thanks to interactivity.

Formally speaking, interactivity can be defined as “a measure of a media’s potential
ability to allow the user to influence the content and/or form of mediated communication”
(Jensen, Toscan 1999, p. 59). Although some may argue that this option existed in some
form in traditional media, which distinguishes the one created in the WEB 2.0 era, is the
fact that it is based on digital tools, it is faster, simpler and free (Quiring, Schweiger, 2008,
p. 150). As such, it transposes readers of media content from a passive to an active state
and enables them to react, respond or create their own content in different ways. Some
examples of media interactivity are blogs, forums, online surveys and, the most popular
of all, comments on portals and social networks (Ziegele et al., 2017).

Commenting is the most common manifestation of interactivity in online space.
Thanks to it, the public can speak out and express their opinion about every topic. This voice
of the audience can have an extremely great power in forming or changing the attitudes of
the public regarding a certain problem. The strength of the comments is not only in the
fact that the authors have the opportunity to see what reactions their texts have in public,
but also in the fact that other users can see the general public opinion or, more precisely,
the part of the public present online.

The aim of the paper is to establish the habits and attitudes of the citizens of Serbia
in terms of online commenting on portals and social networks. Accordingly, several goals
have been defined:

1. Investigate how often and what percentage of citizens are involved in this activity.

2. Examine why citizens comment and what they consider potential effects of online

commenting.

3. Determine the perception of the citizens of Serbia regarding the phenomenon of

commenting and its importance.

4. Identify potential differences between different age groups or education levels of

citizens.

COMMENTING AND ONLINE COMMENTS
AS COMMUNICATION PHENOMENA

Readers’ online comments represent a very important segment of the media world
of the 21% century and some authors consider them a kind of special genre of participation
because “they represent the manifestation of interpretive positions in the public sphere”
(Kleut, 2020, p. 32). The option of online commenting has given the users a possibility to
respond, that is, make comments about a media text, and for media workers and other
website visitors to see such comments.

Although this option is available to anyone visiting the websites, very few users com-
ment on the content. According to data from 2017, commenting is most common in Italy,
the USA and Spain (Kalogeropoulos et al., 2017). In that period, there were between 2%
and 14% of active users commenting on the Internet in the USA (Kleut, 2020, p. 166). In
the same year, it was found that 23% of German users commented on portals at least once
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a month, while 25% posted their comments on Facebook (Ziegele, 2017, p. 324). These data
also indicate that, at best, a quarter of citizens comment online and that Internet users more
often opt for commenting on social networks than on information portals (Kalogeropoulos
etal,, 2017). The most common motivations for users to comment on certain content are
to express emotions, opinions, to correct mistakes, to participate in debates and share
experiences, but also for self-improvement, social or economic benefit and seeking advice
(Ziegele et al., 2017).

Two other dimensions are very important for understanding the phenomenon of
commenting - the problem of anonymity and regulations. Posting comments on web por-
tals allows a certain amount of user anonymity or hidden or even false representation, the
use of pseudonyms, nicknames and the absence of photographs and visual identification
(Graf, Erba, Harn, 2017). Anonymity can often lead to much more toxic and aggressive
user behaviour, and the emergence of “derogatory language, harsh criticism, anger, hate
speech and threats” (Suler 2004, p. 321). The impossibility of monitoring sources and ver-
ifying comments may lead to the danger of their abuse, spreading false news, faking public
opinion, general public opinion, igniting hate speech and general anxiety and tension in
society. As these are just some of the possible consequences, there is a need for a certain
type of regulation of the comment section, that is, this new virtual public space.

Until the beginning of the second decade of the 21 century, the space of online
communication was quite anarchic and open. However, due to the occurrence of the
above-mentioned problems and the increasing circulation of people on online platforms
and websites, some portals have cancelled the option of commenting. The reason for that
is the fact that, in 2015, the European Court of Human Rights passed a series of judgments
holding the portal responsible for all comments made by a third party on it (Gengo, 2016)
and this legal view is valid in Serbia as well (Stojkovi¢, Pokusevski, 2018, p. 30). Therefore, in
addition to abolishing the commenting option, mechanisms have been introduced in some
cases to check the content of comments before publishing (pre-moderation) or registering
users (Kleut, 2014), which partially or completely removes the option of complete anonymity.
The U.S. law does not hold the portal responsible for the content of comments, provided
that the portal does not change the content of the comments, does not encourage users to
violate the law by commenting, and if the comment itself was not written by an employee.*
When it comes to social networks and commenting on them, the authors of the comments
themselves are responsible for their content, while media profiles and their moderators can
subsequently delete them (post-moderation) (Stojkovi¢, Pokusevski, 2018, p. 14).

Despite the fact that an extremely small percentage of people comment, that there is
a possibility of hidden and false representation, aggressive and malicious behaviour, that
comments are evaluated and moderated, they are still considered significant and relevant
statements that are given great importance in the virtual media sphere (Lee, Yang, 2010).
They change the nature of public advertising and reactions to public problems, so it is

important to show the most significant changes they cause.

* More at: https://coralproject.net/blog/internet-comments-and-the-law/ (Visited: 27 March 2021)
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POSSIBILITIES, EFFECTS AND PROBLEMS CAUSED
BY THE PHENOMENON OF COMMENTING

Readers’ online comments contribute to the development of participatory culture in
the media world and, as such, represent a significant element of the new digital public sphere.
The possibility of public feedback to media posts enriches public communication and enables
a higher degree of dialogue in the media system. Comments do not only have an aesthetic
role, but also help journalists to notice what reactions their texts produce, what the attitude
is of the part of the public that decides to comment. At the same time, other readers have
the opportunity to get acquainted with the opinions of others, get informed about certain
specifics of events (Lee, Jung, Chung, 2021) and discuss by getting involved in commenting
themselves. However, online comments cannot be considered a public sphere, because they
do not meet all the conditions of the deliberative assumption of the public sphere, although
their impact is neither negligible nor simple (Kleut, 2020). According to some authors, the
result of this user interaction can at best only be a conversation about the news, the illusion
of participation (Petrovi¢, 2016, p. 423), while in the worst case there may be “cacophonous
shouting” among readers online (Houston, Hansen, Nisbett, 2011). Therefore, Zizi Papacharissi
says that the Internet provides public space, but does not represent the public sphere, and that,
although it provides a sense of sociability, it can be counterproductive (Papacharissi, 2002).

Although they cannot be considered representative public opinion, research has shown
that comments can have a great persuasive power and are considered more reliable than
media posts (Shoemaker, Johnson, Seo & Wang, 2010, p. 67), especially if they are in line
with the views of those who read them (Gearhart, Moe, Zhang, 2020). The public sees them
as impartial attitudes that are not burdened by the media agenda and editorial policy (Hong,
Cameron, 2018). As such, they have the power to reduce or intensify public attention and
public attitudes towards the phenomenon presented in the media text (Lee, Young, 2011).
This is especially noticeable in crisis situations, when comments have the power to distort
significantly the way in which readers approach media posts and the problem itself (Sung,
Lee, 2015). The impact of comments is even greater on social networks because it has been
shown that readers form their opinions about a published text based on the comments,
even before reading the text (Gearhart, Moe, Zhang, 2020).

Due to this power and the fact that they are often misinterpreted as the objective
voice of the entire public, comments can be an instrument for manipulating public opinion.
Dalibor Petrovi¢ (2018) alleges that they can be used for the purposes of online propa-
ganda, especially in the sphere of politics, and that their modelling directs the attention
of the public. “Comments can be positive in order to support government activities, then
negative in order to belittle government opponents, and finally neutral in order to redi-
rect the discussion in the desired direction” (Bradshaw&Howard, according to Petrovi¢,
2018). Many companies, political organizations, but also various other interest groups use
the technique of deliberately, team-wise and systematically placing certain attitudes and
imposing a certain attitude with the help of bots or trolls (Kleut, 2020). This strategy can
be very effective, but the public is not always susceptible to it. Confidence in comments
may decline if information is judged to be controlled or manipulated. Then people will
perceive the message as less true/convincing (Vendemia, Bond, DeAndrea, 2018). However,
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the regulation of the bot problem cannot be reduced to a critical judgment of the public.
Therefore, Jan Pennekamp et al. (2019) developed an automated methodology for detect-
ing “duplicates”, i.e. comments under different pseudonyms written by the same person or
organization with the aim of fabricating the public opinion.

All the above-mentioned dimensions, effects and potential problems introduced
into public communication by the option of online commenting indicate that this is a
very complex phenomenon with the power to shape reality and public opinion. As 375,000
people in Serbia use the Internet every day, while 71.2% have an account on one of the
social networks (Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2020), it can be concluded
that digital forms of communication, including commenting, occupy a significant place. It
would be useful to determine the habits of this large group of people and their perception
of the phenomenon of commenting online.

METHODOLOGY

In accordance with the set goal of the research, the quantitative analysis and statis-
tical-comparative method were used in the paper. A special questionnaire consisting of
two parts was made for the purpose of data collection. In the first part, the respondents
answered the questions by choosing one or more offered answers, while the second part of
the questionnaire consisted of statements about which the respondents gave their opinion,
by selecting answers created according to the Likert-type scale from 1 to 5, more precisely
from “I completely disagree” to “I completely agree”. The questionnaire was created by
means of the Google Forms platform and distributed via social networks, so the sample is
random. During December 2020 and January 2021, 225 people completed the question-
naire (N = 225). For the purpose of obtaining more precise results, all data were statistically
processed both descriptively and comparatively in the SPSS 20.0 program.

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The questionnaire was completed by a total of 225 respondents, of which 94 were
between 18 and 24 years old (41.8%), 85 between 25 and 35 (37.8%), 38 between 36 and
55 (16.9%), and 8 were of age 56+ (3.6%). There were 167 females and 58 males. Out of
the total number of surveyed citizens, 173 (76.9%) had high education, 50 (22.2%) had
secondary education and 2 (0.9%) had primary education. As many as 84.4% of them get
informed via the Internet on a daily basis, 12.4% several times a week, 2.7% once a week,
and only 0.4% of respondents less than once a week. The results show that regardless of the
respondents’ age, gender and level of education, there are more people who get regularly
and often informed by means of the Internet than those who do not.

Respondents’ habits regarding online commenting

The analysis of the answers shows that the respondents, for the most part, only oc-
casionally read comments on portals and social networks, when the topic is particularly
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interesting. As many as 82.2% of the respondents occasionally read comments on portals,
while 72% of them occasionally read them on social networks. On the other hand, the results
show certain differences, namely a much higher percentage of the respondents constantly
read comments on social networks (23.6%) than is the case with portal texts (10.7%). The
percentage of respondents who do not read comments at all is small, with 7.1% on portals
and 4.4% on social media. There are no significant differences between age groups, however,
the answers of respondents with different levels of education have shown, that those with
primary education more often (50%) do not read comments on social networks, compared
to those with secondary (2%) and high education (4.6%).

The frequency of commenting on portals and social networks is also very low, be-
cause the respondents for the most part said they never commented (53.3%), or that they
commented extremely rarely (32.9%). The frequency of commenting on social networks
posts is slightly higher. Thus, 42.7% of the respondents commented extremely rarely, 33.3%
never, 23.6% occasionally and 0.4% commented frequently (Chart 1).

The results also show differences in the frequency of commenting when it comes to
age. The oldest respondents most often comment on portals and social networks. The re-
spondents in the age group of 18-24 do not comment on portals (67%) and social networks
(41.2%), while the respondents aged between 25 and 35 do not comment on portals either
(56.5%), but they comment very rarely on social networks (43.5%). The respondents 36-55
years old, as compared to the previous age group, comment on a larger scale, more precisely
very rarely on portals (50%) and on social networks (52.6%), while the majority of the
respondents 56+ years old occasionally comment on portals and social networks (62.5 %).

When it comes to the topics that the respondents comment on, their favourites are
social topics/people’s lives (20.4%), politics (13.8%) and entertainment (7.6%). On the other
hand, topics that are commented less are health (4%), sports (3.6%), economy (0.9%) and
local news (0.4%). There are almost twice as many women who do not comment at all
(40.7%), compared to men (22.4%). The favourite topics of male respondents are politics
(29.3%) and social matters (19%). The favourite topics of female respondents are social
matters (21%) and others, i.e. none of the above (14.4%). Politics (8.4%), entertainment
(8.4%), health (4.8%), sports (1.8), local news (0.6%), economy (0%) are the least present
topics matters (Chart 2).

The respondents with primary education comment exclusively on entertainment topics
(50%), those with secondary education most often comment on social topics (28%) and
politics (22%), while respondents with high education comment on social topics (18.5%),
something else or none of the offered topics (13.3%), and politics (11.6%). On the other
hand, there are no significant statistical discrepancies in the responses of different age groups.

Considering the results shown, it can be concluded that the citizens of Serbia get
mostly regularly informed via the Internet, regardless of gender, age group and level of ed-
ucation, whereas they read comments only occasionally, when they find a topic particularly
interesting. According to the analysis of the responses, commenting on portals and social
networks is not an established habit of the citizens of Serbia, and the topics they most often
comment on are in the field of people’s lives, politics and entertainment.
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Perception of the phenomenon
of commenting and its importance

After the analysis of basic data on the respondents’ attitudes towards online com-
menting, it is important to investigate the perception of the phenomenon of commenting,
as well as its importance. One of the ways to determine how the respondents perceive the
phenomenon of online commenting is through examining their attitudes about the motives
and reasons for posting comments, as well as the effects of commenting.

Citizens’ motives for posting comments

The respondents most often comment in order to provide some additional informa-
tion or example related to the topic in question (30.7%) or to express their agreement or
disagreement with the post or text (18.2%). A smaller percentage of respondents give some
other reasons for commenting (8.4%), or they comment to point out to someone else that
their comments are wrong (4.9%). Those belonging to approximately same age groups give
similar reasons for commenting, and the respondents aged 18-24 and 25-35 comment in
order to provide some additional information or examples related to the topic (about 30%
respectively). The responses of those between the age of 36 and 55 and those 56+ are also
similar, considering that 36.8% of the ones from the age group 36-55 and 50% of those
from the age group of 56+ comment to express their agreement or disagreement regarding
the post or text. By comparing the answers in relation to the level of education, it has been
established that there are no significant statistical deviations.

The fact that only 19.1% of the respondents agree partially (16.9%) or completely
(2.2%) with the statement that their comments can change someone’s opinion about the
topic, indicates that the motive for commenting is not to change the attitudes of others.
More than half disagree (57.8%), of whom 32% mostly and 25.8% completely. However,
the citizens with primary education are more likely to believe that their comments can
change someone’s opinion (50%), compared to those with secondary (20%) and high edu-
cation (18.5%). The motivation for posting comments is to change other people’s opinion
has been confirmed through the answers of older respondents, and the gradation of the
answers mainly follows the age groups, from the oldest to the youngest. The respondents
of age 56+ most often think so (75%), while the percentage of others is slightly above 50%.

The emotional state, or more precisely anger or resentment about a text or another
comment, is mostly (68.4%) not the reason for posting comments. Namely, these are the
reasons for commenting with slightly over a fifth of respondents (21.8%). Furthermore,
anger or resentment over another comment may be the reason for posting comments in a
small percentage of respondents (20.4%), while the majority (71.5%) believe that this type
of emotion does not motivate them to comment. However, with 56+ year-old respondents,
anger or resentment over a text may be the reason for commenting to a greater extent (75%),
compared to age groups 18-24 (13.9%), 25-35 (17.7%) and 36-55 (39.5%).

On the other hand, when it comes to motives for not commenting, almost half of the
respondents (49.3%) indicate that other people’s comments contrary to their opinion are
not the reason for not commenting. However, almost a third (28%) choose not to comment
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when they see that most of comments contradict their opinion. It is interesting that 50%
of the respondents with primary education do not express their opinion when it opposes
other people’s opinions, compared to 32% of the respondents with secondary education and
19.7% of respondents with high education. This indicates that there is a certain percentage
of citizens who are reluctant to express their opinion even in the online environment, if
that opinion is not dominant. This potentially indicates the existence of a spiral of silence
by Elisabeth Noelle-Neumann (1984) in the digital environment, which adds another
argument in support of the doubtfully free and complete online public sphere.

Perception of other people’s comments

Therefore, the perception of other people’s comments is a very important motivation
factor for making one’s own comments, but also for the phenomenon of commenting as a
whole. The fact that 19.3% of the respondents read comments on the text before reading
the text itself also shows how important comments are to some people. However, it should
be noted that 68% of them do not do that. The respondents older than 56 most often
(37.5%) read comments before the text, while the percentage of others is much lower (be-
tween 18.1% and 7.9%). In addition, the respondents with primary education never read
comments before reading a text (100%), as compared to the respondents with secondary
(76%) and high education (65.3%).

A large percentage of the citizens (43.5%) believe that they can learn more information
from the comments than from the text itself, with 32.4% mostly agreeing with the statement,
and 11.1% completely agreeing with it. The respondents with primary education are more
likely to confirm that they can learn more from the comments than from the text itself
(100%), as compared to those with secondary (40%) and higher education (43.9%). When
it comes to age differences, the respondents aged 56+ (50%) are more likely to say that they
cannot learn more information from comments than from the text itself, as compared to
age groups of 18-24 (34%), 25-35 36.4%) and 36-55 (36.8%).

However, when it comes to changing one’s own attitude due to reading someone else’s
comment, 52% of the respondents gave a negative answer, i.e. 32.4% disagreed mostly with
the above possibility, and 19.6% completely. Less than one quarter of the responders believe
that reading comments can lead to a change in their opinion, namely 17.8% mostly agree
and 4% fully agree with the statement. The respondents with primary education may have
a greater change in attitudes after reading comments (50%) than the respondents with
secondary (24%) and high education (20.8%). In addition, the analysis of the results has
shown that attitudes become fixed with the passage of time and are not likely to change,
given that 56+ years old respondents mostly retain their views after reading comments
(75%), then the respondents in the age group 36-55 (60.6%), followed by those aged 25-35
(51.8%), and finally the respondents aged 18-24 (46.8%).

The reason for this can be found in the interesting answers to the statement “I think
that most who comment on the phenomenon see it wrongly and superficially”. More than
half of the respondents (51.1%) agree with it, namely 39.1% mostly agree with the statement
and 12% completely agree with it, while 19.6% disagree with the statement, 14.7% mostly
and 4.9% completely. When it comes to the level of education, there are no significant
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differences in this answer, but differences exist regarding the respondents’ age. The re-
spondents of age 56+ (50%) to a greater extent do not see anything wrong and superficial
in the approach to the phenomenon, in contrast to the respondents aged 18-24 (19.1%),
those aged 25-35 (16.5%) or 36-55 (21.1%).

Perception of the importance of commenting

However, despite the fact that most respondents do not think that their attitude
can be changed under the influence of other people’s comments and believe that a large
number of those who comment do so superficially and wrongly, the results show that the
respondents see the phenomenon of commenting as very significant. Thus, almost half
of them (48.4%) confirm that commenting is an important part of the citizens’ opinion
about a topic. A slightly lower percentage (32.9%) responded negatively, while 18.7% were
indecisive. Therefore, views regarding the claim that commenting is an important part of
citizens’ giving opinion about a certain topic are divided, with a higher percentage con-
sidering it important. In the analysis of responses in relation to age, it was found that the
respondents from the age group of 56+ to a greater extent (75%) consider commenting an
important part of giving opinion of the citizens, in comparison to the age groups 36-55
(52.7%), 25-35 (50.5%) and 18-24 (42.6%).

Moreover, that commenting can affect the attitude of the public and the responsible
ones for the subject is confirmed by almost half of the respondents (45.8%), more precisely,
34.2% mostly agree and 11.6% fully agree. A slightly lower percentage of answers were negative
(34.7%), with 20% mostly disagreeing and 14.7% completely disagreeing. The opinions are
divided in this case as well, but a higher percentage of those who believe that commenting
can have an effect on the attitude of the public and the responsible ones regarding a topic
(Chart 3). There are no significant differences in relation to the respondents’ age or gender.

From the above-listed results, it can be concluded that Serbian citizens most often
comment on portals and social networks in order to provide some additional information
or examples related to the topic in question and to express their agreement or disagreement
with the post or text. Anger and resentment over a text or comment are not the reason for
them to comment, and they point out that other people’s comments contrary to their own
opinion do not prevent them from commenting. The respondents do not read comments
before reading the text to which they refer, although they state to the greatest extent that
they can learn more information from comments than from the text itself; in addition, they
say that reading comments does not change their attitudes to a particular topic. One of the
reasons can be found in the fact that a significant percentage of the respondents believe
that most of those who comment on the phenomenon they write about look at it wrongly
and superficially. They also say that their comments cannot change someone’s opinion
about a certain topic. Despite all the above, the respondents consider commenting to be
an important part of expressing opinions, which can have an effect on the attitude of the
public and the responsible ones regarding a topic.

Differences in the perception of commenting and habits can be noticed to a certain
extent among members of different age groups. The older citizens post and read comments
more often, and they find it harder to change their attitudes after reading than it is the case
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with the younger ones, but at the same time a higher percentage of older respondents con-
sider commenting important. Older respondents’ comments are more often motivated by
anger and the desire to point out that someone is wrong, while the younger ones comment
more often to provide additional information. In relation to education level, the differences
are not so pronounced, but it can be noticed that the respondents with a lower education
level are less likely to comment, especially if their opinion differs from the dominant one
expressed in the comments.

CONCLUDING CONSIDERATIONS

The perception of online commenting among the citizens of Serbia is very interest-
ing, complex and, at times, contradictory. Although slightly less than half of the citizens
occasionally engage in online commenting, most often to convince someone that they are
wrong or to provide some additional information, a significant number of them believe
that commenting cannot change attitudes and has no impact on them, because most of
those who give comments do it superficially. However, regardless of that, commenting is
usually considered important and influential. This attitude is especially present among
older population, while among those with a lower education level there is a greater fear of
commenting when the dominant attitudes are in opposition to theirs. All these data point
to the difficulty in interpreting commenting as a free and complete type of the public sphere
and indicate a very specific role and view of this part of the digital public space.

The research pointed out the specifics in the habits of online commenting of Serbian
citizens and the ways in which they perceive this activity and its significance. Moreover,
certain differences caused by respondents’” age and their education level were identified. The
disadvantage of the research is that the sample is relatively small to establish a definitive
view of the analyzed phenomenon, but it can serve as a basis and starting point for more
complex and comprehensive research that would thoroughly explain the practical habits,
implications, role and importance of online commenting in the modern digital society.
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APPENDIX / ITPMJIOT

= KO/IMKO 4eCTO KOMEHTapuLLEeTe TEKCTOBE Ha OHJIajH MHPOPMaTMBHUM nopTaauma?/How often do you
comment on texts on online information portals?

= Ko/MKo yecTo KomeHTapuiueTe objase Ha ApyLUTBEHUM Mpekama?/How often do you comment on social

60% media posts?
A

50%

—
I
I
I
I
I I
40% — —
I I
I I
I [ [ —
0, I N
30 o N N
I I
N NN
I I I
2000 I N N
I I I
I I N
I I I
N I I
10% I I I
N N NN
I I I
N I I
O° I I I
0
Beoma yecTo, rotoso csaku [loBpemeHo, Kaga oceTum M3yseTHo peTKo, ¥ Hukapa He
TEKCT KOoju npoyuTam noTtpeby 3a TUM BUAOM cneuudnyHUm KomeHTapulem/| never
KomeHTapuwem/Very nspasasarba/Occasionally, cuTyauujama/Extremely comment
often, | comment on almost when | feel the need for  rare, in specific situations
every text | read thet kind of expression

IpadukoH 1 - YdecTanmocT KoMeHTapycamba TeKCTOBA Ha OHJIAjH
nHGOPMATUBHUM IIOPTAINMa I 06jaBaMa Ha [PYLITBEHNM Mpeskama /
Chart 1 - Frequency of commenting on texts on online infor-
mation portals and posts on social networks
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Ipaduxon 2 — Teme Koje ce Hajuenthe KOMeHTapuIlly Ha OH/IajH MHGOPMATHBHUM
HopTanuMa 1 o6jaBaMa Ha APYLITBEHUM MpeXXaMa y OfHOCY Ha oI /
Chart 2 - Most frequently commented topics on online information por-
tals and posts on social networks in relation to gender

Y NOTAYHOCTU HUCaM
carnacaH/Ha/l completely
disagree

MpeTeXxHo H1ucam
carnacaH/Ha/Mostly | don't agree

W CmaTpam Ja je KomeHTapucarbe
BaXKaH fieo ornaluasarba rpahaHa
nosogom Heke Teme/| thing that
commenting is an important part of
citizens' reaction to a topic

Heopnyuax/Ha cam/I'm undecided -
W CmaTpam Jja KOMeHTapucake Moxe

MMaTh edeKaT Ha CTaB jaBHOCTU U1
O/IrOBOPHUX MOBOAOM Heke Teme/|
believe that commenting can have
an effect on the attutude of the
public and those responsible on a
topic

MpetexHo cam carnacaH/Ha/l
mostly agree

Y notnyHocTv cam carnacaH/Ha/l
completely agree

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Ipacdukon 3 — OgHOC OArOBOPa Ha [iBe HaBeJCHE TBPAIbE § YINTHIKY
/ Chart 3 - Ratio of responses to two statements in the questionnaire
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