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Social network sites (SNSs) have become a popular technology in recent years and are
currently used in educational environments. Although SNSs have attracted much scholarly
attention, students” experiences with and expectations about SNS uses in education have not
been deeply explored. This study investigates educational uses of SNSs by analysing
university students’ perceptions, experiences, expectations and concerns. A mixed method
approach was used. The participants were 206 Turkish university students aged 18-28. As a
guantitative data collection tool, Lim and Richardson’s (2016) social networking use survey
was employed. To better understand the students’ perceptions, expectations and concerns
about using SNSs for educational purposes, face-to-face semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 58 participants. The results of the study reveal that the students actively used
SNSs for different purposes. The participants also exhibited positive perceptions of SNS use
for educational purposes. Among the biggest expectations is that instructors would share
materials using SNSs. When the students’ general expectations were examined, notably
different results were obtained. The greatest concern of the students was that their personal
posts could be seen by their instructors.

Introduction

Social network sites (SNSs) are a very popular Internet-based technology. While in their early years the
primary purpose of SNSs was socialising (Madge, Meek, Wellens, & Hooley, 2009), the use of SNSs for
educational purposes has now become widespread (Weisgerber & Butler, 2010). In 2008, educational uses
of SNSs accounted for only 8% to 10% of their total usage (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; Raacke & Bonds-
Raacke, 2008). This percentage has since significantly increased (Sanchez, Cortijo, & Javed, 2014). Due to
reasons such as students spending a lot of time on SNSs, not experiencing any problems with their use, and
free connections to SNSs, these sites are thought to offer many opportunities for education (Arnold &
Paulus, 2010). Today, SNSs are used in all levels of schooling, from K-12 (Khan, Wohn, & Ellison, 2014)
to higher education (Junco, Heiberger, & Loken, 2011).

There has been a large increase in scholarly research which focuses on the uses of SNSs in education
(Manca & Ranieri, 2013, 2016). This research demonstrates that SNSs can be used successfully in many
ways by educators (Callaghan & Bower, 2012). For instance, SNSs can increase the interaction between
students and their instructors (Aydin, 2014). By means of SNSs, instructors can easily communicate with
their students (Fewkes & McCabe, 2012). SNSs also can be utilised for both informal and formal education
(Madge et al., 2009).

In the literature, apart from the topic of educational facilities offered by SNSs, some scholars also have
investigated concerns among users who must employ SNSs for education (Gettman & Cortijo, 2015). For
example, students tend to regard SNS as social tools rather than as formal teaching tools; thus, they are not
always eager to use them for the purpose of formal education (Baran, 2010; Gettman & Cortijo, 2015).
Students’ privacy concerns are another obstacle to the use of SNSs for educational purposes (Feng & Xie,
2014).

The contradictory nature of these findings indicates that there is a need for a better understanding of whether
and precisely how to use SNSs in education. The perspectives of students should be further investigated,
so that educators may use SNSs more efficiently and with less student resistance.
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Literature review

The definition of SNSs

There are several definitions of SNSs in the literature (Ak¢ayir & Akgayir, 2016). One of the earlier
definitions by Bartlett-Bragg (2006) is a “range of applications that augments group interactions and shared
spaces for collaboration, social connections, and aggregates information exchanges in a web-based
environment” (p. 3). Other definitions in the literature include that of Merchant (2012): “The social network
is a way of conceptualising social groupings and interaction” (p. 5). This definition emphasises interaction.
Similarly, Park, Cha, Lim, and Jung’s (2014) definition of SNSs is “social networking services are web-
based services or communities that emphasise Internet-based interactions grounded in social relations” (p.
1). This also emphasises interaction and draws attention to social relations.

According to Reiners and Alexander (2013), the most widely accepted definition of SNSs is that by Boyd
and Ellison (2008): “SNS are web-based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-
public profile within a bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a
connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the system”
(p. 211). This differs from other definitions in the literature in that it is mostly based on the functions of
SNSs.

SNSs in education

Facebook, Twitter and YouTube are the most used SNSs in education (Akcayir & Akgayir, 2016). One of
the most popular SNSs in the world, Facebook, had 1.65 billion active users world-wide in the first quarter
of 2016 (Statista, 2016). Over time, Facebook began to be used in education and has become the most
frequently used SNSs in educational studies (Akgayir & Akgayir, 2016). Consequently, many researchers
have investigated its educational uses (e.g., Junco, 2012; Khan et al., 2014; Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb,
Herman, & Witty, 2010; Wang, Woo, Quek, Yang, & Liu, 2012). Following Facebook, the next most
popular SNSs for educational uses are Twitter and YouTube (Akgayir & Akgayir, 2016). Twitter is an
example of a micro blogging tool (Fox & Varadarajan, 2011) which combines instant messaging and
blogging (Pervaiz, 2016) and is more amenable to an ongoing, public dialogue than other SNSs with this
feature (Junco et al., 2011). As a video resource, YouTube facilitates education especially in fields such as
music education and psychomotor skills instruction (Akc¢ayir & Akgayir, 2016). Apart from these three
dominant SNSs, others such as Bebo (Dowdall, 2009), Ning (Casey, 2013) and Edmodo (Krutka, Bergman,
Flores, Mason, & Jack, 2014) are used in education and have shown productive results.

A review of the literature on the use of SNSs in education shows that despite their continuing popularity,
the educational value of SNSs has not been fully determined (Manca & Ranieri, 2013). Based upon the
literature, SNSs offer much that can enhance educational goals. For example, they can be used to increase
collaboration among students (Greenhow, Robelia, & Hughes, 2009) and to increase student-teacher
interactions (Aydin, 2014). However, although most researchers have found that SNSs are potentially
effective educational tools (e.g., Ebner, Lienhardt, Rohs, & Meyer, 2010; Sanchez et al., 2014), others have
cautioned against using them for educational purposes (Selwyn, 2009). Regarding students’ reactions to the
use of SNSs as educational tools, some studies have found contrasting results (Manca & Ranieri, 2013).
Backer (2010) found that 92% of the participating students reported that their uses of SNSs increased their
motivation, independent learning and sense of responsibility. But another study, by Baran (2010),
concluded that almost half of the students were not yet ready to accept the use of SNSs in formal teaching,
learning or assessment. Similarly, Madge et al.’s (2009) results highlight that while most university students
use Facebook in their daily lives, they definitely do not use it for formal educational purposes. They found
that only 10% of their participating students used Facebook to discuss academic work, and only 1% used it
to contact faculty members. Madge et al. suggested that since the students were reluctant to use Facebook
for academic purposes, this SNSs should not be employed for educational uses but rather as a “social glue”
for socialisation. Greenhow and Robelia (2009) and Selwyn and Grant (2009) concluded that their
participating students generally perceived SNSs as social technologies and not as educational tools.
According to Davies and Sant (2014), their participating teachers could not effectively use SNSs for
education due to their lack of detailed knowledge of what their students were doing on SNSs; this meant
that they could not assess whether their assigned SNS activities might lead to desired educational outcomes.
Therefore, evidence is still needed regarding students’ activities on SNSs, their perceptions of SNSs as
academic tools (Sanchez et al., 2014) and their expectations regarding educational uses of SNSs. In another
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words, “before we can realize the benefits of technology, we must better understand our students and how
they use technology” (Kalin, 2012, p. 3).

Some studies indicate that students are not comfortable using SNSs in education because of certain
drawbacks (Issa, Isaias, & Kommers, 2016). For example, Davies and Sant (2014) conducted a study with
young (aged 12-16) British students and found that they worried about many things, such as the difficulty
of verifying information presented through SNSs and how SNSs might be harmfully addictive for them.
Mellor (2015) interviewed Australian students about their experiences with using SNSs for both personal
and educational purposes. She found that students expressed the importance of trust when using SNSs as
learning tools. Kitsantas, Dabbagh, Chirinos, and Fake (2016) surveyed 128 college students who had used
SNSs for educational purposes in the United States. The authors found that though SNSs positively
influenced these students’ academic work, the students also reported some concerns: that SNS usage can
be addictive, distracting, and/or a threat to their privacy, and that SNSs might have a negative impact on
their emotional health and work completion. Regarding these points, Kim and Yoo (2016) drew attention
to gender differences in the use of SNSs for education: female higher-education students in their study were
more concerned about security and found it more difficult to complete their work on time. Mirabolghasemi,
lahad, and Rahim (2016) conducted an online survey consisting of 55 questions with 109 students from a
public university in Malaysia. They found that SNS usage in education is not wholly positive. Those
students had some significant concerns (e.g., security and a loss of creativity due to easy access to
everything). Finally, Helou and Rahim (2014) found that addiction to SNSs has negatively affected the
academic life of university students. Briefly, the literature suggests that students have some concerns about
the use of SNSs in education that may hinder their engagement with this technology in this context. Thus,
there is a need for further in-depth analysis (Kim & Yoo, 2016; Mirabolghasemi et al., 2016).

Purpose of the study

Studies in the literature on the use of SNSs in education focus on issues such as instructors’ uses of SNSs
(Manca & Ranieri, 2016), the effects of SNSs on students’ academic achievement (Kirschner & Karpinski,
2010; Sanchez et al., 2014), the nature of SNSs (Manca & Ranieri, 2013) and professional development in
lifelong learning (Ranieri, Manca, & Fini, 2012). However, detailed analyses of students’ perspectives are
less common. Eliciting students’ detailed opinions about the technology used in education and involving
them in these studies are of great importance, if researchers wish to identify the most effective uses of this
technology (Diindar & Akgayir, 2014; Sanchez et al., 2014). Thus, the current study was designed to
conduct an in-depth investigation of the students’ usage, perceptions, expectations and concerns regarding
SNSs in education. The following research questions (RQ) guided the study:

RQ1: How are the students using SNSs?

RQ2: What are the students’ purposes of using SNSs?

RQ3: What are the university students’ perceptions of using SNSs for educational purposes?
RQ4: What are the university students’ expectations about using SNSs for educational purposes?
RQ5: What are the university students’ concerns about using SNSs for educational purposes?

Method

The design

Mixed method research facilitates the examination of a phenomenon within its context using diverse data
sources (Creswell & Clark, 2007). Another reason for preferring a mixed method is to increase the validity
and reliability of the results (Borrego, Douglas, & Amelink, 2009). In this study, a mixed method was used
to investigate students’ reactions with and thoughts concerning SNSs in education. Both qualitative and
quantitative data sources were utilised.

The participants

A convenience sampling procedure was used to select a group of undergraduate students convenient to the
researcher because they were students in the same university and were available and willing to participate.
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Since this is a descriptive mixed study, convenience sampling is considered an appropriate method
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). Data were collected from 206 students (100 males, 106 females), aged 18-28
(M =19.28, SD = 1.60). All of these participants were attending a state university in Turkey (see Table 1).
The sample is representative in the context of students attending a state university in a developing country.

The students were recruited from three faculties (Faculty of Education, Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences and Faculty of Engineering) within the 12 faculties in the university; this was due
to student availability to the researcher. Among the participants, 58 volunteers (31 males, 27 females) were
selected to be interviewed. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12 students from the
Department of Public Administration; eight were from the Department of Science Teacher Education; six
were from the Department of Psychological Counseling and Guidance; six were from the Department of
Computer Engineering; 16 were from the Department of Computer Education and Instructional
Technologies; and ten were from the Department of Economics. While determining the sample sizes for
the interviews, | attempted to maintain a nearly equal sample distribution as that of students from across
these departments. For example, the percentage of participating students from the Science Teacher
Education Department is 18% and the percentage of interviewees from that department is 14%.

Table 1
Demographics of the participants
Department Gender Number of participants
surveyed/interviewed
Public Administration Male 42/10
Female 25/2
Science Teacher Education Male 10/2
Female 2716
Psychological Counseling and Guidance Male 6/2
Female 24/4
Computer Engineering Male 21/5
Female 9/1
Computer Education and Instructional Technologies Male 12/7
Female 11/9
Economics Male 9/5
Female 10/5

The data collection tools

As a data collection instrument, the social networking use survey developed by Lim and Richardson (2016)
was used. The social networking use survey consists of three sub-categories (see Table 2). This paper-and-
pencil-based survey was distributed to all of the students by the researcher and a colleague of the researcher.

Table 2
Information about SNS survey questions
Sub-categories Descriptions
(1) Q1-Q4 (Demographic items) The first section of the survey collected demographic
(department, grade, age, gender) information.

(2) Q5-Q8 (Questions for general General information questions about the use of SNSs,
information about the use of including ownership of social network accounts, types of
SNSs) SNSs being used, degree of SNS experience and purposes of

using SNSs

(3) Q9-Q19 (Items on a 5-point Eleven questions examining the students’ perceptions of
Likert-type scale from 1 strongly using SNSs for educational purposes. Cronbach’s alpha was
disagree to 5 strongly agree) calculated to be .78 for this study.

To better understand the students’ perceptions, expectations and concerns regarding using SNSs for
educational purposes, it was critical to seek their opinions. For this purpose, face-to-face semi-structured
interviews were conducted.
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The interviews were conducted on a one-to-one basis with one student and the researcher each time. The
students’ opinions expressed during the interviews were audio-recorded and also hand-recorded on an
interview form by the researcher. Each interview lasted 8-15 minutes. The interviewing process took
approximately nine weeks to complete (during the Fall semester of 2015-2016).

The data analysis

Descriptive statistical analyses were performed on the quantitative data using IBM SPSS 21 software.
Frequency, percentage, mean and standard deviation were calculated, to support or counter the qualitative
data.

The qualitative data collected from the interviews were analysed with the quantitative content analysis
method. An open coding process was employed. No coding scheme (pre-developed form or template) was
used. An analytical three-stage process established by Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw (1995) was utilised by the
researcher to analyse the data from the interviews.

First, all the data were coded. The codes were designed to be free of any intended relevance either to
established concepts in a particular discipline or to a primary theoretical focus. According to Emerson et
al. (1995), a code is “a word or short phrase that captures and signals what is going on in a piece of data in
a way that links it to some more general analysis issue” (p .146).

Second, themes were identified. As Rossman and Rallis (2003) explained, the difference between themes
and codes is that a code is an explicit word or phrase describing a segment of data, while a theme is a phrase
or sentence that describes more subtle or tacit processes. To name the themes, the most descriptive wording
was determined. Dey (2005) stated that “as far as possible, categories (themes) reflecting the same
dimension of the analysis should not overlap unduly” (p. 117). Thus, when generating the themes, I
considered the connections between the codes and avoided needless overlaps. Third, the coded responses
were rearranged according to the themes. An example of the data analysis process relating to two students’
comments about their purposes of using SNSs is illustrated in Figure 1.

Data Codes Theme

Student 2: “There are some
games [ have been plaving for

- playing games

years in Facebook. I cannot give playing &
up, therefore, I use it. . .

- 4 To enjoy some entertainment
Student 17: “I use YouTube for - listening to music

isteni vic and watching - watching funny videos

i idecs. ”

fetc.) fetc.)

Figure 1. Hllustrative example of the data analysis process (two students’ purpose statements on SNS use)

While reporting the findings, frequencies were used. According to Yildirim and Simsek (2005), the
expression of qualitative data with numbers provides increased reliability and enhanced objectivity, and it
enables comparisons to be made between themes.

According to Patton (2002), reliability and validity in qualitative studies are very important and determine
the soundness, trustworthiness and credibility of any qualitative research. To ensure the reliability of the
coding process, 15 (26%) interviews were picked randomly and analysed independently and separately by
the researcher and an external coder who is a faculty member and familiar with the content. As is typical in
the literature, Cohen’s kappa was selected to check the inter-coder reliability (Strijbos, Martens, Prins, &
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Jochems, 2006). As a result of the calculation of Cohen’s kappa, the Kappa for inter-coder reliability was
found to be .87. Viera and Garrett (2005) maintain that any value between .81 and .99 represents an almost
perfect agreement. After validating the coding scheme, the researcher independently coded the rest of the
interview responses. As Oliver-Hoyo and Allen (2006) suggested, the validity was established through
triangulation by using multiple data sources, including surveys and interviews.

Results
RQ1: How are the students using SNSs?
To examine the SNS usage of the students, their self-provided information was analysed with the

descriptive statistics method (see Table 3). In this way, general information about the students’ uses of SNS
were obtained.

Table 3
Students’ uses of SNSs
Number of respondents Percentage of respondents
Account owner of any SNS
Yes 198 96%
No 8 4%
Experience (Year/s)
0-1 10 5%
1-3 26 13%
4-5 71 34%
More than 6 years 99 48%
SNS used
YouTube 164 80%
Facebook 159 7%
Twitter 94 46%
Instagram 72 35%
Other 23 11%

In Table 3, note that only a few students (4%) did not possess a SNS account of some kind. The students’
overall SNS experience is generally high, with only 10 students possessing little experience. The students
most widely used YouTube (80%), followed by Facebook (77%). Moreover, a majority of the students used
more than one SNS service.

RQ2: What are the students’ purposes of using SNSs?

The data obtained from the questionnaire reveals that the students most frequently used SNSs to
communicate with their friends (see Table 4). The second most frequent use of SNSs by the students was
to obtain and share new information. According to the findings, there is a big difference between the
obtaining and the sharing of information. This shows that the students used SNSs to acquire information
more often than to share it.

Table 4
Purposes of the students’ SNS uses (quantitative results)
Purpose Number Percentage of
of respondents respondents
To keep in touch with friends 143 69%
To obtain some new information 127 62%
To share some information or materials 69 33%
To connect with people | have lost touch with 63 31%
To let others know what is happening in my life 54 26%
To do career networking 40 19%
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The findings from the interviews with the students provided additional information about the students” SNS
usage purposes. As can be seen in Table 5, the students again used SNSs for communication purposes. For
example, one student stated that she used SNSs to communicate with her parents because the SNS services
are free of charge.

In the interviews, purposes which did not appear in the questionnaire items (e.g., to follow educational
groups) were also found. Nearly half of the students (48%) stated that they used SNSs to share course
materials with their friends. Moreover, they used them to access extra materials by following education
groups which prepare students for exams (e.g., officer selection exam, English exam), to contact experts
and to watch lecture videos. This shows that the students also used SNSs for educational purposes.

Table 5
Purposes of the students’ SNS uses (qualitative results)
Themes Number of Example quotations
participants
who
commented
(Percentage)
To keep in touch with 41 (71%) “My only purpose for use is to communicate with my
friends through SNSs family and friends.”
To share some educational 28 (48%) “In our class’s Facebook group, materials are
information or materials continuously shared among friends. 1 use it for this
purpose.”
To enjoy some 27 (47%) “There are some games | have been playing for years
entertainment (playing in Facebook. | cannot give up; therefore, | use it.”
games, listening to music,
watching videos, etc.)
To follow educational 16 (28%) “There are YouTube groups to prepare people for
groups English exams. | watch sample question solutions
and can ask questions.”
To obtain some news 16 (28%) “I use them to follow news pages. For example, in
Twitter you can learn fast about any news.”
To share pictures or 5 (9%) “I share the photos | have taken.”
videos
To follow personal hobby 5 (9%) “l use them to get information about my own
groups’ pages hobbies. | am interested in model planes, and | can
get useful information about them.”
To archive documents 1 (2%) “| store my pictures, documents. | can hide my

information and data more easily and safely.”

RQ3: What are the university students’ perceptions of using SNSs for educational
purposes?

The students’ perceptions of the educational uses of SNSs are shown in Table 6. Based on the mean scores,
the students agreed that using SNSs for educational purposes would be convenient (M = 3.97) and that they
could be used to share class materials (M = 3.70) and to support face-to-face learning (M = 3.64). In the
survey, two negative perspective items have lower means: “I feel that my privacy would be invaded if SNS
and my courses overlapped” (M = 2.50) and “I don't care one way or the other about SNS being used for
educational purposes” (M = 2.46). Even if students felt positively about using SNS for educational purposes,
the third lowest item score, “I would feel more comfortable using SNS as a discussion tool in place of
traditional course discussion” (M = 2.76), indicates that they don’t feel comfortable about replacing
traditional techniques with SNSs.
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Table 6
Students’ perceptions of the educational uses of SNSs
Question Strongly Disagree Neither  Agree Strongly M (SD)
disagree agree/ agree
disagree

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Using SNSs for educational 23 (11%) 9 (4%) 17 (8%) 60 (29%) 97 (47%) 3.97

purposes would be (1.32)
convenient

SNSs could be used to 23 (11%) 25(12%) 21 (10%) 72(35%) 65 (32%) 3.64
support face-to-face learning (1.33)
Using SNSs for class could 20 (10%) 23 (11%) 45(22%) 60 (29%) 58 (28%) 3.55
increase motivation for (1.27)
learning

Using SNSs for class could 32 (16%) 45 (22%) 56 (27%) 45 (22%) 28 (14%) 2.96
make me feel more (1.27)
connected to my learning

community

| would feel more 44 (21%) 55 (27%) 48 (23%) 24 (12%) 35(17%) 2.76
comfortable using SNSs as a (1.36)

discussion tool in place of
traditional course discussion

SNSs could be used 14 (7%) 21 (10%) 34 (17%) 80(39%) 57 (28%) 3.70
effectively to share class (1.17)
materials

Using SNSs as an 22 (11%) 40(19%) 60 (29%) 51 (25%) 33(16%) 3.16
educational platform could (1.22)
facilitate better rapport with

peers

SNSs could be an effective 24 (12%) 27 (13%) 45 (22%) 86 (42%) 24 (12%) 3.29
way to collaborate with (1.18)
peers

SNSs could be an effective 21 (10%) 25(12%) 38(18%) 81(39%) 41 (20%) 3.47
way to communicate with (1.23)
peers

| feel that my privacy would 49 (24%) 67 (33%) 48 (23%) 21 (10%) 21 (10%) 2.50
be invaded if SNSs and my (1.24)

courses overlapped

| don't care one way or the 71 (34%) 47 (23%) 39 (19%) 21 (10%) 28 (14%) 2.46
other about SNSs being used (1.40)
for educational purposes

RQ4: What are the university students’ expectations about using SNSs for educational
purposes?

The biggest expectation of the students concerning the educational uses of SNSs is the instructors sharing
course materials and supplementary materials over SNSs (see Table 7). Another expectation is the video-
recording of lessons and the sharing of these recordings over SNSs (e.g., YouTube) (62%). More than half
of the students participating in the interviews (53%) expected to communicate with their instructors through
SNSs.
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Table 7
Students’ expectations about using SNSs for educational purposes
Themes Number of Example quotations
participants who
commented
(Percentage)
Instructors sharing the course 39 (67%) “| expect the instructor to share the materials
materials (e.g., a course book, he/she uses in the class in our Facebook
slides, supplementary documents) group.”
Video-recording of classes and 36 (62%) “l want my instructors to video-record their
sharing these recordings through lessons and share them through SNS. Thus,
SNSs we can revise any course we want.”
Communicating with instructors 31 (53%) “l want to ask my instructors questions
through SNSs about the things we have not understood and
get immediate responses.”
Conducting some of the lessons 16 (28%) “l sometime want to our lessons to be
online using SNSs presented over the Internet. For instance,
live lecturing or revision of the lesson can be
presented through YouTube.”
Announcements made through 10 (17%) “If the announcements about the courses
SNSs were made through SNS, it would be better

for us. They can be heard faster.”

Submission of assignments using 3 (5%)

“Submission of assignments takes time

SNSs sometimes. It should be allowed that they be
submitted using SNS.”

Construction of educational 1 (2%)
activities
students.”

“The instructor may construct educational
activities on Facebook and then invite

When investigating the educational uses of SNSs, most researchers select one based upon its general
popularity among students (Manca & Ranieri, 2013). However, it is not clear whether a particular SNS’s
popularity relates to students’ expectation to use the SNS for education; if given that criteria, they might
select another SNS. Therefore, during the interviews the students were asked to state which SNS they would
most expect to be used in education (see Figure 2). YouTube (57%) took first place, followed by Facebook
(29%). The students’ expectation that Twitter would be used for educational purposes was low (7%).

vourwe [ 57

paceboc | -
Twitter - 7%

Other 7%

0 4 8 12 16 20 24
Number of respondents

Figure 2. SNS expected to be used in education, according to students

28 32
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RQ5: What are the university students’ concerns about using SNSs for educational
purposes?

The biggest concern of the students (see Table 8) about the use of SNSs in education is the instructors
seeing their personal posts (40%). They thought that the instructor might misunderstand the messages that
they shared among themselves, and that this might lead to some problems. Other concerns are that when
SNSs are used for educational purposes, the students might stray from the subject (12%), they might
become addicted (10%) or they might waste their time (10%). Some of the students who took part in the
interviews (26%) stated that they do not have any concerns about the educational uses of SNSs.

Table 8
Students’ concerns about using SNSs for educational purposes

Themes Number of Example quotations

participants who
commented
(Percentage)

The instructor will be able to 23 (40%) “The instructor may see and misunderstand the

see my posts (e.g., comments, comments we have written about him/her.”

wall posts)

Straying from the subject 7 (12%) “While using SNS, my friends may start
conversations that are off the subject, and thus |
may wander from the subject.”

Threat of addiction 6 (10%) “The use of SNS may cause an addiction for
me.”

Threat of wasting time 6 (10%) “The use of SNS may result in a waste of my
time. It would be better for me to go to the
library.”

It curbs the development of my 5 (9%) “The use of SNS may make the students lazy. |

research ability do not feel the need to have access to
resources.”

Threats of clickjacking and 4 (7%) “Infected files can rapidly disseminate over

harmful files SNS.”

SNS posts are unreliable 3 (5%) “| cannot rely on information shared over SNS.”

Discussion and conclusion

The results indicate that these university students were very experienced with SNSs, which is consistent
with previous findings (Lim & Richardson, 2016; Smith, 2014). One surprising result is that YouTube was
selected as the most widely used SNS (80%), despite the fact that Facebook was thought to be the most
popular and widely used by students (Akgayir & Akgayir, 2016). In other words, while many researchers
(e.g., Thelwall & Kousha, 2014) have found that Facebook is the most used SNS among higher education
students, the results of this study contrast with previous research, showing that YouTube is the most used
SNS, followed by Facebook (77%).

This study indicates that building and maintaining social relationships are the students’ dominant purposes
of using SNSs (69%). Students also use SNSs to obtain (62%) and share (33%) information and materials.
A similar result was reported by Lim and Richardson (2016), who found that forming social relationships
is the dominant purpose of using SNSs, but that another purpose is to obtain and share information and
materials. However, they did not clarify in their study whether the purpose behind obtaining and sharing
information and materials was educational or not. In the current study, | found that students obtain and
share information and materials using SNSs specifically for educational purposes. Additionally, another
purpose of using SNSs for education is to follow educational groups (e.g., YouTube channels). This result
agrees with the results of Eteokleous, Ktoridou, Stavrides, and Michaelidis (2012), who found that a large
percentage of students follow educational groups within SNSs for reasons such as exchanging information,
meeting new people with similar interests and keeping up with topics of interest.

The current study also shows that students’ perceptions of the educational uses of SNSs are generally
positive, and that they seemed open to the use of SNSs in education. One potential explanation for the
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students’ positive perceptions is their familiarity and experience with SNSs. But, nearly half of the students
(48%) did not feel more comfortable using an SNSs as a discussion tool in place of traditional course
discussion. This result corresponds with the findings of Lim and Richardson (2016), who reported that
students do not feel comfortable going so far as to disrupt or replace traditional course techniques with SNS
usage.

Regarding the students’ expectations about the use of SNSs for educational purposes, they reported that
they expect their instructors to use SNSs; and if they are using SNSs, the students also expect them to use
the technology actively. The students expect their instructors to share materials (67%), produce digital
materials (62%) (e.qg., video recordings), communicate with their students (53%), offer their lessons through
SNSs (28%) and accept the submission of assignments through SNSs (5%). Each of these functions requires
that instructors use SNSs actively. Most of the students expected instructors to share course materials
through SNSs (67%) and also some lessons (28%). These expectations resemble some of the basic
requirements of blended learning (Bonk & Graham, 2012); therefore, we can conclude that students have
an expectation for blended learning. Moreover, though researchers consider the use of Facebook suitable
for educational purposes (Akcayir & Akeayir, 2016), in the current study relatively few students (29%)
expected the use of Facebook for educational purposes. The main reasons that researchers prefer Facebook
for educational purposes are its popularity and their belief that it can satisfy students’ expectations (Manca
& Ranieri, 2013). However, the students in this study reported that they expect to use YouTube most for
educational purposes (57%). This raises the question as to whether researchers should choose an SNS based
on students’ explicit expectations or the unspecific popularity of that SNS among students.

Another important finding related to the students’ expectations is that they wanted course materials (e.g.,
course books, slides, supplementary documents) to be shared by their instructors through the SNS in digital
form (67%). This result is consistent with the findings of Ak¢ayir, Akgayir, Pektas, and Ocak (2016), who
reported that university students prefer digital materials to traditional materials. A possible explanation for
this expectation is that these students possess the characteristics of “digital natives.” To digital natives,
visuals, pictures and graphics are more attractive than a traditional written text (Prensky, 2001). The reason
for the students’ desire to engage in spontaneous communications with their instructors may be related to
their digital native characteristics as well. Digital natives tend to use the quickest way to meet their needs
and to satisfy their desires (Teo, Kabakg1 Yurdakul, & Ursavas, 2014).

The current study reveals that there are some factors which concern the students regarding the use of SNSs
for education. The main factor is their privacy concerns. The students are worried about their instructors
being able to see their personal comments (40%) and possibly misunderstanding them. This finding is
consistent with previous research, which reports that students’ privacy concerns may hinder SNS use in
education (Feng & Xie, 2014).

In conclusion, it is clear that students have several expectations which require an instructor’s active
participation in SNS activities, and that they also have some concerns that should not be ignored. If we
want to use SNSs in education effectively, we need to consider the students’ perspectives.

Regarding the limitations of this study, first, the data collection was limited to students from only one state
university. Second, the convenient sampling method used in this study may raise questions about
generalisability and also might compromise the representativeness of the sample to the overall population
(Creswell, 2009). Therefore, researchers may want to replicate this study with more diverse samples in
terms of culture, geographic location, university.

Implications

In this section, some implications for practice, policy and further research are suggested, based upon our
results. First, because the students’ perceptions of the educational uses of SNSs were generally positive,
instructors may wish to use SNSs in their instructional designs, to enhance student’ learning experiences.
This can be done by using an SNS as either an learning management system (Wang et al., 2012), a
collaboration tool (Lampe, Wohn, Vitak, Ellison, & Wash, 2011), a discussion platform (Lin, Hou, Wang,
& Chang, 2013), a tool for promoting a community of practice (Hung & Yuen, 2010) and/or a tool for
fostering engagement (Junco et al., 2011) and interaction (Beldarrain, 2006). Instructors can use also SNSs
to support many instructional approaches, such as formal learning (Lockyer & Patterson, 2008), informal
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learning (Madge et al., 2009), mobile learning (Pachler, Ranieri, Manca, & Cook, 2012) and blended
learning (McCarthy, 2010).

Second, while designing instruction, students’ concerns (e.g., regarding privacy when using SNSs) should
be considered. For example, since the biggest concern of students is that their instructors can see students’
personal posts, instructors may allow students to open two SNS accounts — one for educational uses and
the other for personal uses. If/when these concerns are adequately addressed, students may be more willing
to use SNSs for education, just as they currently use them in everyday life.

Third, institutions should provide specialised and tailored training (e.g., examples of good practice, creative
teaching practices, training to improve digital skills) to instructors to teach them effective ways to use SNSs
for educational purposes. As is indicated in the literature (Manca & Ranieri, 2015), the concrete use of tools
during training can increase self-efficiency, confidence and the capacity to more greatly benefit from digital
technologies used in education. Therefore, educational institutions should not only encourage and support
instructors (e.g., technically and pedagogically) to use SNSs for educational purposes, but also to more
closely match their practices with the expectations of students as defined in this study.

Fourth, this study provides a basis for pursuing several important research directions. For instance, using
SNSs in accordance with students’ expectations might not guarantee that sufficient learning outcomes will
be met. Further research is needed to determine how students’ expectations regarding SNS use in education
relate to positive learning outcomes. This study also indicates that students expect instructors to use SNSs
actively. Therefore, additional research is needed to identify and examine in greater depth instructors’
opinions, expectations, and concerns regarding educational uses of SNSs.
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