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Abstract

The growing use of Internet and Web 2.0 service has led to the emergence of online
social networks (ONSs). Facebook is one of the popular ONSs platforms in Global. The
purpose of this study is to understand factors that affect people using Facebook. However,
many Facebook users use the website for the purpose of playing the embedded games rather
than use its original social features, namely, individual’s perceived values about the usage of
Facebook may have changed. Therefore, it is an interesting issue to know individual’s
perceived values and user stickiness of the new style social website like Facebook. Based on
past study, three different value constructs, including social value, hedonic value and
epistemic value, were adopted in this study to examine their influence on individual’s
stickiness to use Facebook. An empirical survey and partial least squares (PLS) technology
was utilized to test the proposed hypotheses. Final, based on the results, implications as well
as research limitations and suggestions for future research are discussed.

Keywords: Stickiness, social value, hedonic value, epistemic value



