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Abstract

The changes that are experienced in technology are influencing various fields as well as educational
environments. From this point of view, it is seen that the tools used in educational environments as
well as those used by students are diversified depending on the change in technology. Based on the
characteristics of learners in the twenty-first century, it is observed that current technology takes part
in students’ daily lives. As one of these technologies which use the possibilities of Web Y.+, social
networks have been widely used by young generations in various forms in recent years. In general,
these environments can be said to be a matter of preference as it offers opportunities such as sharing
content, having fun, communicating, creating community, and learning. It is important to understand
students' social networking usage purposes and the reasons that may affect them. In this research, with
the aim of knowing the variables that determine the purpose of using social networks in undergraduate
students of Herat University, social networks have been used. The cross-sectional survey design which
is among the quantitative research methods has been employed. According to this pattern, data were
collected according to the appropriate sampling method. In this research, ¢¢3students of Herat
University from different faculties of the same university participated. In this study, it is aimed to
examine the variables that determine the purpose of using social networking networks of
undergraduate students who use social networks. For this purpose, data were collected by means of the
personal information form created by the researchers and by the Social Awareness Networks Usage
Obijectives Scale developed. The results of the research show that there is a difference in favor of
women in initiating communication in favor of men and that those who use social networks for a long
time share more content and WhatsApp and Instagram are the most widely used social networks.
Based on these findings, discussions and recommendations were presented.
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INTRODUCTION

The changes in technology affect educational, economic, and social. Today, it is seen that the
tools environments as well as various fields such as social, used in educational environments
and the tools used by students gain diversity depending on the change in technology. Based on the
twenty-first century learner characteristics, it can be said that current technologies have an important
place in students' daily life and depending on their life. In this respect, in the period of Web 1.0,
users were reviewing static content in passive position; with Web 2.0, they moved from this passive
structure to an active state. After this period, users have had an active role in creating content on
web content, commenting, chatting, uploading, sharing, recommending, and linking (Musser, 2007).
Therefore, it can be said that the content is started to be created by users in the web environment.
This situation has enabled users to reflect their ego, like opinion, thought and feeling, to web
environments. Various applications such as micro blogs, blogs, social networks have emerged for
this.
Social networks, which are among these applications, are an environment created to meet the
interaction needs of people. This environment allows individuals to interact with other individuals
without time and space limits (Greenhow et al., 2009). Social networks such as Facebook and
Twitter are widely used by people (Alwagait et al., 2015).
For example, a social network, such as Facebook, has approximately 2.27 billion active users
worldwide as of September, 2018, according to reports of Facebook (Facebook, 2018). Therefore,
the reason for bringing together so many people has attracted different scholars to explore this topic.
Social networks can be defined as systems that allow individuals to create a public or semi-publicly
accessible profile within a limited system, clearly showing the list of links that other users share,
and which can display their own contact lists and what is done by others in the system (Boyd and
Ellison, 2008). In a study done by Cheung et al. (2011), it was found that one of the reasons why
participants opted for Facebook in social networks is social folly. Also, it has been seen to be used
for instant communication and connection with other people. According to the study conducted by
Pempek et al.
(2009) with 92 undergraduate students, social interaction is reported as one of leading reasons.
Therefore, individuals tend to use current technologies such as social networks for various reasons
(Mason, 2006). Social sharing environments offer users the opportunity to communicate with
instant messaging, sharing content based on visual and audio contents (Tonta, 2009). In addition,
online social networks have a positive impact on students' learning outcomes, social acceptance and
adaptation to university culture (Yu et al., 2010).
Furthermore, considering the educational environments, student-student, student-teacher and
student-content interaction can be provided through social networks. In other words, it can be used
to provide the types of interaction specified by Moore (1989).
individuals in various ways depending on the use of social networks. For instance, the use of social
networks such as Facebook, appears to have an impact on the psychological well-being (autonomy,
purpose in life etc.) of individuals (Kross et al., 2013; VValkenburg et al., 2006; Verduyn et al., 2015).
Social networks, which have the characteristics that enable individuals active in both social and
personal areas, are used extensively by the generation Y. The reason for the use of social networks
among university students is a matter of curiosity. Researches indicate that social networking
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networks are being used by various age groups, but one of the most used groups is university
students (Miller and Melton, 2015). For this reason, it is considered as important to explore the
purpose of using social networking and the reasons that may affect these goals. In the extant
literature, the use of social networking networks of individuals has diversified as research,
collaboration, communication initiation, communication, maintaining communication, content
sharing, and entertainment (Lenhart et al., 2007). According to a report published by a digital
marketing agency "Digital in 2017 Global Overview", more than half of the world use at least one
smartphone, and Turkey is reported to have 48 million social network users (We Are Social
Hootsuite, 2017). With respect to this report, the most widely used social networks in Turkey are
YouTube, Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter. According to Miller and Melton (2015), university
students use social networks, Facebook and Twitter environments more than once every day. Such
widespread use of social networks has brought to mind the importance of the use of these
environments in educational platforms. Social sharing networks may provide contributions to the
education environment such as improving communication, providing an opportunity to meet such
environments, and eliminating communication problems related to the contributions of activities
carried out on the social networking site (Ozmen and Atici, 2014). However, it is seen that such
social networks are perceived and used more for social purposes rather than educational purposes
(Roblyer et al., 2010). Therefore, it is important to determine which social networks and social
network usage purposes are used by students to make

educational content interesting. Although the studies in 192 Educ. Res. Rev.

According to the study conducted by Alkan and Bardakci (2017) with secondary school students,
the students' use of online social networks for learning purposes are gathered under the categories
of social interaction, following the shares, interacting with materials, collaboration, doing
homework, and getting support.

Depending on this situation, it is necessary to increase the researches for the purpose of using the
social networks of the participants by taking into consideration various age, areas of learning, time,
and area of living.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

In this study, cross-sectional scanning model which is one of the quantitative research methods is
used. This model is considered as a method that allows the collection of data in a given period to
explain a situation from the sample group (Fraenkel et al., 2012).

workgroup
Herat University undergraduate students from different Herat University were identified as the study
group. Due to time and cost, appropriate sampling method was used in this research. 549
undergraduate students participated in this study. 35.3% of the participants (n = 194) were preschool
education, 22% (n = 121), theology, 17.3% (n = 95), classroom education, 16% (n = 88), science
education. and 9.3% (n = 51), studying in mathematics education. 79.4% of participants were female
(436 people) and 20.4% were male (113 people).
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Measuring tool

In this research, the goals of using social networks of Herat University students were investigated.
For this purpose, the personal information form developed by the researchers and the questionnaire of
the use of social sharing networks, a 26-item scale, prepared by Usluel et al. (2014) was used. The
personal information form contains 12 items with 3 open-ended and 9 closed-ended items. This includes
demographic information such as age, gender, and social media usage such as the number of accounts
they have, the social media platform they prefer to use.
The Social Sharing Network Usage Objectives Scale was developed to measure the purposes of using
social networking networks as the name suggests. The items in the scale are 7-point
Likert type and the answers can be varied between “Strongly Agree” (7) and “Strongly disagree” (1).
The maximum score obtained from this scale is 182, while the minimum score is 26. The scale has
seven subdimensions such as research, collaboration, initiate communication, communicating,
maintaining communication, content sharing, and entertainment. The Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficient of the scale was reported as 0.92 (Usluel et al., 2014). The Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficient of the sub-dimensions of the scale is between 0.67 and 0.87 (Usluel et al., 2014).

Data collection process and data analyses

In order to avoid missing data, the data were collected by an electronic form created by Google Forms.
The link of form was shared with students who were studying in various departments and volunteers to
participate in the study were asked to fill in this form. The distribution of the obtained data and extreme
values were examined. For this reason, 6 data, which are an extreme value, have been removed from
the data set. Histogram, Q Q Plot, Boxplot and Normal Probability Plot graphs and skewness (in the
range of 1, +2), kurtosis (in the -1, +1 range) and z score (in the -3, +3 range) values were examined. In
accordance with these assumptions, descriptive analysis, t-test, One-Way Variance Analysis (ANOVA)
were used in the analysis of the data.

FINDINGS

In this section, the data obtained with the data collection tool were analyzed and the findings were
included. The descriptive findings of the data obtained in the study are presented in Table 1. When
Table 1 is examined, it is seen that the lowest (1) and the highest (7) for each sub- factor of the
measuring instrument are taken. When the average scores of the sub-scales of The Usage Purposes
Scale of Social Networks are examined, it is observed that the participants use social networks to
communicate with the most intense and at least to initiate communication. Within the framework of
the general purpose of the study, the purpose of using social networks was examined in terms of gender.
In Table 2, the t test findings of the sub-factors of the Purpose of Use of Social Networks Scale for
independent groups in terms of gender are included. When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that the
lowest 1 and the highest 7 for each sub-factor of the measuring instrument are taken. When the average
scores of the sub-scales of The Usage Purposes Scale of Social Networks are examined, it is
observed that the participants use social networks to communicate with the most intense and at least
to initiate communication. Within the framework of the general purpose of the study, the purpose of
using social networks was examined in terms of gender. In Table 2, the t test findings of the subfactors
of the Purpose of Use of Social Networks Scale for independent groups in terms of gender are included.
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Table 1. The independent sample t-test findings of the sub-factors of the purpose of use of social networks by gender.

Variable

F1- Research

F2- Collaboration

F3- Initiate communication

F4- Communicating

F5- Maintaining communication

F6- Sharing content

F7- Entertainment

Gender

Female
Male

Female
Male

Female
Male

Female
Male

Female
Male

Female
Male

Female
Male

n

436
113

436
113

436
113

436
113

436
113

436
113

436
113

4.95
4.83

4.48
4.46

2.82
3.29

5.59
5.26

4.76
4.50

3.82
3.78

4.32
4.33

53

SS

1.39
1.52

1.35
1.48

1.49
1.53

1.54
1.65

1.50
1.42

1.50
1.51

1.62
1.47

t

0.81

0.12

-2.97

2.04

1.65

0.22

-0.07

sd

547

547

547

547

547

547

547

p

0.416

0.906

0.003

0.041

0.100

0.825

0.946

Cohen’s d

0.25

0.46



Table 2. Descriptive findings on the sub-factors of the purpose of use of social networks.

Variable n Min Max ss Skewness Kurtosis
F1- Research 549 1.00 7.00 4.93 1.41 -0.34 -0.58
F2- collaboration 549 1.00 7.00 4.47 1.38 -0.05 -0.76
F3- initiate communication 549 1.00 7.00 2.92 1.50 0.68 -0.26
F4- communicating 549 1.00 7.00 5.52 1.57 -1.05 0.38
F5- maintaining communication 549 1.00 7.00 4.71 1.49 -0.32 -0.55
F6- Sharing content 549 1.00 7.00 3.81 1.50 0.28 -0.70
F7- Entertainment 549 1.00 7.00 4.32 1.59 -0.10 -0.73

Table 3. Social networking environment most commonly used by participants.

VARIABLE F %
FACEBOOK 13 2.4
TWITTER 22 4.0
INSTAGRAM 233 42.4
WHATSAPP 247 45.0
YOUTUBE 27 4.9
DIGER 7 1.3
TOPLAM 549 100.0

Table 4. Descriptive findings of the social network environment most commonly used by the participants.

F2- F3- initiate F4-
) F1- Research . A L
Variable Cooperation communication communicating
n sd n sd n sd n sd
FACEBOOK 13 4.49 1.70 13 441 1.65 13 2.92 1.38 13 381 1.96
TWITTER 22 5.33 1.31 22 472 1.44 22 3.17 1.44 22 548 1.29
INSTAGRAM 233 4.89 1.30 233 448 1.35 233 3.04 1.47 233 557 1.59
WHATSAPP 247 4.97 1.49 247 4.50 1.38 247 279 1.48 247 570 145
YOUTUBE 27 4.81 1.51 27 3.99 1.42 27 2.70 1.82 27 444  1.65
DIGER 7 4.71 1.84 7 448 1.20 7 3.48 2.57 7 521 135
TOPLAM 549 4.93 1.41 549 447 1.38 549 2.92 1.50 549 552 157
VARIABLE F5- maintaining communication F6- Sharing content F7-Entertainment
n X sd n X sd n X sd
FACEBOOK 13 4.35 1.68 13 335 1.10 13 3.00
1.58
TWITTER 22 5.07 1.38 22 392 1.41 22 5.14 1.59
INSTAGRAM 233 4.82 1.44 233 4.06 1.42 233 4.69 1.47
WHATSAPP 247 4.67 1.49 247  3.60 1.55 247  4.05 1.56
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YOUTUBE ‘ 27 3.94 1.55 27  3.64 1.68 27 3.89 1.76
DIGER ‘ 7 4.96 1.92 7 420 2.09 7 3.33 1.85

TOPLAM ‘ 549 4.71 1.49 549  3.81 1.50 549 432 1.59

participants use social networks to communicate with the most intense and at least to initiate communication. Within
the framework of the general purpose of the study, the purpose of using social networks was examined in terms of
gender.

It is seen that males use social networks more for initiating communication whereas women do not use
social networks for this reason significantly. In both cases, this difference seems to have a low effect level
according to Cohen’s d effect size. In addition, Table 3 presents the most commonly used social networking
platforms. When Table 2 is examined, there is no significant difference between men and women in
research (F1), collaboration (F2), maintaining communication (F5), content sharing (F6), and entertainment
(F7).

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that the participants have widely used WhatsApp and Instagram. One-Way
ANOVA (One-Way ANOVA) was used to determine whether these used accounts affect the social networks usage
purposes. The descriptive findings of this analysis are presented in Table 4. When the descriptive findings of the
sub-factors of social networking purposes are examined in Table 4, it can be seen that the subfactors differ according
to the different account types. This difference was examined by One Way Analysis of Variance (One-Way
ANOVA) and the findings are presented in Table 5.

When Table 5 is examined, it was found that there was

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA Findings of the Sub-Factors of Social Network Use Purpose Scale According to the Social Network
Environment Used

Variable Sources of | Sum of df Mean F p n2 The direction
variance squares square of
difference
F1- Research Between 7,757 5 1.551 0.775 | 0.568
Groups 1087,203 543 2.002
Within Groups
Total 1094,960 548
F2- Collaboration = Between 7,979 5 1.596 0.838  0.523
Groups 1033,980 543 1.904
Within Groups
Total 1041,959 548
. Between 12,242 5 2.448 1.082 | 0.369
F3- Initiate Groups 1228840 543 2263

communication Within Groups

Total 1241,082 548
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Between 78,725 5 15745 6734 <001 058  |nstagram .

F4- Groups 1269,693 543 2.338 Facebook
Communicating Within Groups | 1348418 548 WhatsApp >
Total Facebook
Instagram >
YouTube
F5- Maintaining Between 24,215 5 4.843 2.220  0.051
communication Groups 1184,613 543 2.182
Within Groups
Total 1208,828 548
F6- Sharing Between 29,485 5 5.897 2.648  0.022 | .024  Instagram >
content Groups 1209276 = 543 2227 WhatsApp
Within Groups
Total 1238,761 548
F7- Between 99,896 5 19979 | 8426 @ <.001 .072 Instagram >
Entertainment Groups 1287,502 543 2.371 Faceboo 'k
ithi Twitter >
¥\(/)Itt:lm Groups  1387,399 = 548 Facebook
Instagram >
WhatsApp

no significant difference between

research (F1), collaboration (F2), initiate communication (F3) and maintaining
communication (F5) in terms of social network platforms. However,

there is a significant difference in terms of communication (F4), content sharing (F6), and
entertainment (F7). According to the Post-Hoc test, the Scheffe test showed that participants
preferred Instagram and WhatsApp environments significantly more than Facebook. Besides,
it is seen that Instagram environment is used more for communication purposes than YouTube
environment. According to the Post-Hoc test, the Scheffe test shows that in terms of content
sharing, the Instagram environment is more preferred than WhatsApp. The level of difference
in terms of this situation is examined by eta square and it can be said that there is a low effect
size. When the social networks used for entertainment purposes are examined, it is seen that
Instagram

and Twitter are used more for entertainment than Facebook. Besides, it is seen that the
Instagram environment is used more for entertainment than WhatsApp. The significant
difference between the two groups was examined with eta square value and a moderate effect
size was found. In addition to these findings, the purpose of the study was examined in terms
of the experience (usage period) of using social networks. Table 6 presents descriptive
findings of the use of social networks in terms of the experiences of the participants in the
social network environment. When Table 6 is examined, the differences

between the participants' experience of using social networks in terms of usage purposes were
examined with One-Way

ANOVA. The findings of this test are presented in Table 7. When Table 7 is examined, among
the use of social networks, only the content-sharing (F6) sub-factor showed significant

56



differences in terms of experience in social networks. According to the Tukey test, it is

Seen

Table 6. Descriptive findings of the use of social networks in terms of the experiences of the participants in
social networking environments.

F1- Research F2- Collaboration

F3- Initiate

F4-

Variable Communication Communicating

n sd sd n sd n sd
SINCE 6 46 5.04 1.37 46 439 1.44 46  2.62 1.51 46 535 1.71
MONTHS
SINCE 1 42 493 1.55 42 438 1.30 42 251 1.34 42 552 1.69
YEAR
SINCE 2 129 487 141 129 447 129 129 2.89 1.39 129 553 1.34
YEARS
SINCE 3 101 4.73 145 101 436 136 101 2.88 1.55 101 530 1.64
YEARS
5 YEARS 231 5.03 138 231 456 144 231 3.09 1.56 231 5.66 1.60
AND
MORE
TOTAL 549 493 141 549 447 138 549 292 1.50 549 552 1.57
VARIABLE | F5- Maintaining F6- Sharing F7-

Communication content Jtertainment

n sd sd n sd
SINCE 6 46 4.68 1.49 46 3.30 1.38 46 432 1.71
MONTHS
SINCE 1 YEAR 42 457 1.51 42 3.45 1.43 42 426 1.62
SINCE 2 129 479 137 129 3.64 1.50 129 434 1.55
YEARS
SINCE 3 101  4.59 1.64 101 3.88 1.55 101 398 1.52
YEARS
5 YEARS AND 231 475 1.48 231 4.05 1.48 231 447 1.6l
MORE
TOTAL 549 471 1.49 549 3.81 1.50 549 432 159

that those who have 5 years
and more experience among the participants
have significantly used social networks to
share more content than those
who have been using it for 6 months. In order to determine the effect size related to this situation,
the eta square value was examined and observed that a low-level effect size.
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DISCUSSION

The aim of this study is to examine the purposes of using social networks in terms of various

variables. In this section, the findings of the study were discussed in light of the literature. It has
been found that men prefer more than women to social networks in order to initiate communication.
On the other hand, it was observed that women prefer social networking networks more than men
for communication. Consistent with the findings about gender difference in social networking
usage purposes, Mazman and Usluel (2011) point out that women use social networks to maintain
their existing friendship, while men use it to build new relationships. Gender variable should not
be ignored in studies to be done for social networks. It can also be suggested that gender can be a
control variable in further research on social sharing networks It can be said that participants who
use social networks for a longer period tend to use it for sharing content. Consistent with this
finding, Tsai et al. (2017) found that users with a high level of experience are more likely to share
more photos and comment as well as having more friends on Facebook. Similarly, in the study
conducted by Moore and McElroy (2012), the Facebook experience was associated with spending
time, using frequency, sharing contents and photos with true friends. Therefore, it can be said that
participants with more experience in social networks are mostly used to share content. In future
studies it may be suggested that using experience should be considered as a control variable In this
study, participants reported they use mostly WhatsApp and Instagram (88% of respondents). This
finding is consistent with the findings of Yesil and Fidan (2017). According to Yesil and Fidan
(2017), individuals in the generation Y prefer more WhatsApp environment than individuals in
generation X. However, according to the study of Sendurur et al. (2015), the most widely used
social networking sites are Facebook and Google+. Therefore, it can be thought that the social
network environment used among undergraduate students may differ in different environments at
different times, because Facebook is a widely used social network (Lenhart et al., 2010). The
studies on social networks generally focused on Facebook (Bicen and Cavus, 2011; Ellison et al.,
2007; Mazman and Usluel, 2011; Sternberg et al., 2018). However, in this study, it was seen that
the participants mostly used Instagram and WhatsApp environments.
From this point of view, it is thought that it will be beneficial to conduct future studies on Instagram
and WhatsApp environments preferred by the participants. It can be said that these environments
are a matter of preference among participants due to reasons such as providing instant
communication and interaction, creating a more intimate environment. Based on this finding,
social networks can be used to provide the learnerlearning and teaching-learning communication
and interaction (Moore, 1989). Similarly, in a study by Alkan and Bardakci (2017), it was stated
that students contributed to social learning through social interaction with other students and
teachers in social networks. Therefore, Instagram and WhatsApp environments can be preferred
for this interaction in educational environments.

In a study conducted by Hu et al. (2014), it was seen that individuals share their visions about
their friends, food and drinks, small technology tools, written visuals, pets, activities, their selfies
and fashion in Instagram environment. In other words, it is possible to say that the content shared
in Instagram environment has more visual density, so users prefer visual elements when sharing
content. The potential of Instagram should not be ignored while developing systems such as
Edooware, Spectrum (Balakrishnan et al., 2015), Moodle and Sakai. Based on the findings
obtained in this study, it can be suggested to use Instagram or similar visual content intensive
platforms within the framework of Social Media Acceptance Model in studies to be made for
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content sharing. The findings of the current study can help to provide some functional
arrangements in educational settings. For instance, the peer interaction can be provided on
Instagram in educational settings. Also, the findings of this study showed that for both gender,
communication is a usage purpose/ for social networking. Considering this, in in-class and
extracurricular activities, for social interaction and peer feedback, social networking can be
utilized.

LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

This research has many strengths and some limitations. Within the framework of these limitations,
some suggestions are presented for future research. Since the data obtained in this study are
conducted with undergraduate students studying in different departments of a public university in
Central Anatolia, it may be suggested to reach larger sample sizes in the future as well as samples
from different regions and provinces.

The research was carried out according to the crosssectional survey model among the quantitative
research designs. However, it would be useful to provide a comprehensive framework on the
subject by conducting research on different quantitative data collection tools and qualitative
data collection methods. In this study, it is not investigated why different social networking
environments are used. In the study, psychological factors such as personality types of the
participants were not investigated because it is out of the scope of the study. In future studies, it is
thought that the relationship between social networks and psychological variables such as
personality types, self-confidence, loneliness and shyness should be discussed comprehensively.
Considering the findings of the current study, it can be suggested that for collaborative learning,
social networking sites especially Instagram and WhattsApp can be a good option to support
communication.
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