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Abstract
The aim of this study is to analyze the components of Omani youth profiles on social 

media. Moreover, it highlights the most important issues discussed by Omani youth on 
social media. Therefore, a descriptive analysis is the right option to meet the study’s aims. 
The study uses a content analysis tool in collecting data. The study community includes 
all tweets of Omani youth published in Hashtag in Twitter app during 2019. The study 
sample is a systematic random sample and the sample size is1111 tweets. The results 
show that males are more active in using Twitter than females. Males tend to write their 
personal names on Twitter. While females use nicknames more than males. The results 
show that most of sample members did not write information about (their education 
level, marital status, age, date of birth, and profession) in their personal files. Most of 
the tweets were posted in the evening. Also, most of the tweets were written in Arabic. 
The results show that most of the tweets of Omani youth come in social field, then 
employm ent issues.

 Keywords: interaction, Omani youth, social media, Twitter.

Analysis of the content 
of interaction of Omani youth 
on social media: Twitter model 
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