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Abstract

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the possible connection between social network
sites (SNSs) usage and communication apprehensiveness or communication easiness. Survey
was conducted (N=229) to find a possible connection between communication apprehension
or easiness and the use of SNSs in addition to the motives for the use of some popular SNSs.
The survey was conducted at a private university in Turkey and probability sampling was used
to select the sample from the population. It was found that socially communicative individuals
connected to SNSs for long hours. Facebook users were drawn by two leading motives to use
Facebook: relaxing entertainment and professional advancement. Expressive information sharing
was the main reason why users connected to Twitter. The motives for using Google+ were
meeting with new people, and habitual pass time-companionship. Escapism and habitual pass
time-companionship motivate individuals to use SNSs more frequently and for long hours. On the
other hand, individuals who have a need for ‘meeting new people’ had more number of SNSs.
The findings were discussed by using several theoretical perspectives (e.g., the rich get richer,
and U&G) in the results section and included practical recommendations and further suggestions.

Keywords: Communication apprehension, social network sites (SNSs), motives, uses and gratifications
(U&G), and social media behaviours.

Sosyal Iletisim Endisesi ve Sosyal Aglari Kullanma
Motivasyonlarinin Incelenmesi

0z

Bu calismanin temel amaci sosyal ag kullanimi ile iletisim kaygisi veya iletisim kolayligi arasinda
mumkun olabilecek bir baglantiyr arastirmaktir. Popller olan bazi sosyal aglarin yanisira sosyal
aglar kullanma kolayhgi ile iletisim kaygisi arasinda var olabilecek bir baglantiyr bulabilmek
icin anket uygulanmistir (N=229). Anket calismasi Turkiye’de ézel bir Universitede yapilmis ve
olasilikli érnekleme yontemi kullanilarak 6rneklem olusturulmustur. Sosyal agidan konuskan
bireylerin sosyal aglara daha uzun sireyle baglandiklari bulunmustur. Eglendirirken dinlendiren ve
mesleki gelisim olmak tizere iki tane énde gelen motivasyon Facebook kullanicilarini Facebook’a
yonlendiren nedenlerdir. Anlatimsal bilgi paylasimi, kullanicilarin Twitter’a baglanmalarinin temel
nedenidir. Google+ kullanma motivasyonlari ise yeni insanlarla tanisma ve arkadaslik ederek
aliskanliga bagh zaman gecirmedir. Bir seylerden kagis ve arkadaslik ederek aliskanliga bagl
zaman gecirme motivasyonlari, kisilerin sosyal aglari daha sik ve daha uzun sure kullanmalarina
neden olmaktadir.Ote yandan, yeni insanlarla tanisma ihtiyaci olan bireyler daha fazla sayida
sosyal ag Uyesi. Sonuglar kisminda bulgular birka¢ teorik perspektif kullanilarak tartisiimis
(6rnegin: varlikli daha da varlikli olur ve kullanimlar ve doyumlar) ve uygulamaya yonelik ve ileriye
y6nelik dneriler yapilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iletisim kaygisi, sosyal aglar, motivasyonlar, kullanimlar ve doyumlar ve sosyal medya
davraniglari.

1 Dog.Dr., Yasar Universitesiiletisim FakiiltesiHalkla iliskiler ve Reklam B&limii
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Introduction

1 billion 400 million (“Leading social’, n.d.)and according to one of the latest research,

engagement of using Facebook continues to grow (Duggan, Ellison, Lampe, Lenhart,
and Madden, 2015). Turkey is the 5th biggest Internet user country among Europe’s top 10
Internet countries according to Internet World Stats based on data gathered on 30th of June 2014
(“Internet top”, 2014) and has 46,282,850 Internet users (“Internet stats”, 2014). “45 per cent of
the population in Turkey are active Facebook users, which means 93 per cent of Internet users in
Turkey have a Facebook account” (Akdenizli, 2015: xv). According to 2014 data, with 32 million
users, Turkey is the 7™ Facebook user country in the world (“Top 107, 2014).

Q mong SNSs, Facebook has been the most engaging and leading site with its users over

Social interaction is a fundamental function of social media, and other media such as television
and radio don't offer social interaction, therefore they are not perceived as social (Wang, Tchernev,
and Solloway, 2012). Social means “relating to activities that involve being with other people,
especially activities that you do for pleasure” (e.g., a social person enjoys being with other people)
(“social”, n.d.). Social media means that “websites and applications that enable users to create
and share content or to participate in social networking” (“social media”, n.d.).

Social network sites are defined as “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” (Boyd and Ellison, 2007: 211).Social network sites (SNSs)
provide multiple opportunities for their users and these range from sending e-mails and instant
messages, and sharing pictures, photos, videos, and blogs to inviting friends and colleagues to
have access to the profiles that have been previously created by the individuals (Kaplan and
Haenlein, 2010).“Social networking services offer friends a space where they can maintain their
relationships, chat with each other and share information. Moreover, they offer the opportunity to
build new relationships through existing friends” (Rohani and Hock, 2010: 42).

There are some comparative studies on the motives of using SNSs (e.g., Kim, Sohn and Choi,
2011) which reveal that although the major motives (such as seeking friends, entertainment)
were the same, Americans put emphasis on seeking entertainment while Koreans put weight
on keeping in touch and getting support from their social relationships. Some studies aimed at
investigating motives for Facebook usage (Baek, Holton, Harp and Yaschur, 2011; Ross, Orr,
Sisic, Arseneault, Simmering, & Orr, 2009; Smock, Ellison, Lampe and Wohn, 2011), the adoption
of Facebook among youth (Mustafa, Ibrahim, Mahmud, Ahmad, Kee and Mahbob, 2011),
compared Twitter and Facebook use from personality predictors of social media use (Hughes,
Rowe, Batey and Lee, 2012), compared MySpace and Facebook (Raacke & Bonds-Raacke,
2008),and compared Facebook, Twitter, YouTube use according to working memory, attention
skills, and social connectedness (Alloway and Alloway, 2012).

This study aims to extend the uses and gratifications (U&G) theoretical perspective by including
social communication apprehension scale in social media (SM) studies. By this theoretical
extension, SM use can be better understood in a way to show whether or not there is an effect of
communication apprehensiveness of a person on SM use.
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1. Theoretical Frameworks
1.1. Communication Apprehension

“Communication apprehension is defined as the level of fear or anxiety associated with either
real or anticipated (oral) communication encounters” (Woods, 2007: 320; see also Berry,
2007). Communication apprehension is linked to a series of social withdrawal behaviours such
as less talk and remote seating and housing (McCroskey and Sheahan, 1978). The people
who experience apprehensiveness in communication avoid communicative contact (Berger,
Richmond, McCroskey and Baldwin, 1984) and communication due to emotional distress during
communication, and those people are perceived as less successful, skilled, and competent
(McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield and Payne, 1989). Persons with high communication apprehension
are less likely to communicate than persons with low communication apprehension (Watson,
2007). Some individuals are more apprehensive than others and this apprehension effects their
daily communication negatively. Furthermore, the degree of communication apprehension varies
from one person to another. Extremely apprehensive individuals avoid communication due to
the fear or anxiety that they have learned associations about communication. Some others may
hold mild apprehensiveness that they may not exhibit fear during their communication (Pitt and
Ramaseshan, 1990).

People who have apprehensiveness in their communication may prefer use of a medium in place
of face to face communication. One study revealed that some individuals who preferred talking
on a radio talk show program didn’t prefer face to face communication. The people who talked on
radio talk show programs listened to the radio for more hours than people who didn’t prefer talking
but preferred listening to the radio (Armstrong and Rubin, 1989). In another study, people who
had communication apprehension mostly preferred using pagers, cellular phones, and advanced
phone capabilities when they were compared with those who had computer anxiety (Scott and
Rockwell, 1997). Burke, Marlow, and Lento (2010) found that there was association with the SNS
interactions between the user and another friend and the user’s lower level of loneliness. When
the amount of communication on the SNSs increased, loneliness decreased and the user felt less
lonely. McCord, Rodebaugh, and Levinson (2014) found that people with high social anxiety used
frequently social feature of Facebook.

Communication apprehension is the most commonly used and researched concept in
communication studies (Wrench, Brogan, McCroskey and Jowi, 2008). Although, it is still
consistently researched and discussed, its use and research in social media is not wide.
The studies generally focused on investigating computer-mediated communication (CMC)
apprehension and the use of SNSs (e.g., Ho & McLeod, 2008; Hunt, Atkin and Krishnan, 2012;
Wrench and Punyanunt-Carter, 2007); while leaving a research gap for a possible relationship
between social communication apprehension and the use of SNSs.

As Campbell (2006: 87) indicated “User apprehension is one factor generally overlooked
when assessing the effectiveness of new communication technologies”; and obviously social
communication apprehension can either reduce or increase an individual’s effectiveness and
duration of using SNSs. Zhang, Tang, and Leung, (2011) examined the connection between trait-
like communication apprehension and Facebook usage. They found that anxiety in communication
negatively affected Facebook engagement.

Communication apprehension is divided into two groups: trait and state apprehension. In the
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current study, communication apprehension is being measured within the context of social
communication apprehension. Trait-like communication apprehension is different than social
communication apprehension and it can be clarified as “a relatively enduring, personality-type
orientation toward a given mode of communication across a wide variety of context” (McCroskey,
1984: 16). Trait-like communication apprehension is a personality variable, which can be changed
in adulthood, although it is highly resistant to change. In addition to the trait-like nature of a
person, a person may be apprehensive in a particular setting or a specific condition such as
family get-to-gathers, friends meetings and parties. Social communication apprehension can
be defined as “individual’s level of fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated
communicative interaction with another person or persons during a social gathering” (Wrench,
Brogan, McCroskey and Jowi, 2008: 411).

1.2. The Rich Gets Richer vs. the Poor Gets Richer Hypothesis

There are two competing hypotheses: the rich get richer hypothesis and the poor gets richer
hypothesis. The rich get richer effect, which is also called as the social enhancement (or the
Matthew effect), states that people who are good at offline social settings are also the ones who
are good at online social environments. According to the poor gets richer hypothesis, which is
also called the social compensation, people who do not have sufficient offline social surroundings,
have extensive online social networks (Zywica and Danowski, 2008; See also Tufekci, 2010).

Tufekei (2010) studied social media and found that personal characters and some personality
traits affect some people to build online relationships and others to create offline relationships.
There are increasing numbers of SNS users all around the world, and this abundance in number
increases researchers’ curiosity for finding an answer to define the characters of people who may
tend to rely upon SNSs in their social relationships and interactions with others (Correa, Hinsley
and de Zuniga, 2010). Some of the previous research investigated how the personality traits of the
Big-Five affect SNS use. Correa, Hinsley, and de Zufiga, (2010) for example, found two important
personality traits, which were extraversion and openness to experience positively, related to social
media use. Hughes, Rowe, Batey and Lee (2012) compared Twitter and Facebook and found
that Facebook users were extraversion, neuroticism and higher in sociability; while Twitter users
showed conscientiousness, openness and sociability. Gosling, Augustine, Vazire, Holtzman, and
Gaddis (2011) researched a relationship between the Big Five personality traits and Facebook
use and found that extraversion predicted frequency of Facebook usage and engagement in
Facebook site. Ross, Orr, Sisic, Arseneault, Simmering, and Orr (2009) examined how the Big-
Five effects Facebook use and found that personality factors were not as influential as they were
previously found and literally written.

When people fail in interpersonal communication, they may turn to mass media which is
considered as an alternative to their loneliness. So, it is stated that lonely people more often use
the mass media over interpersonal communication (Wang, Fink and Cai, 2008). Erdogan (2008)
in his study found that increased Internet usage and Internet attitudes were related to Turkish
adolescents’ loneliness. On the other hand, Sheldon (2008) examined the relationship between
unwillingness to communicate in interpersonal communication and Facebook use; she found
people who were willing to communicate in social settings were also the ones who were active in
online relationships. Miyata and Kobayashi (2008) found in their studies that people’s abundance
of social ties increases their use of personal computers and mobile phones for e-mailing them.
This result is important from a social networking perspective.
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Does an individual’s social communication apprehension or easiness encourage or discourage
the use of SNSs? Is there any difference on experience and frequency of use, hours spent on, or
the number of owing SNSs between socially communicative and socially comprehensive people?
One thing is obvious that either in a negative or in a positive way there must be a correlation
between SNS usage and social communication easiness or apprehension. Thus, based on the
abovementioned discussion, the first research question is formulated as below:

RQ1: Do socially communicative or apprehensive individuals use SNSs for
long hours?

1.3. The Uses and Gratifications Theory and the Motives Offered by SNSs

The Uses and Gratifications theory (U&G) clarifies that audiences choose some media channels
and some contents due to satisfying some social and psychological needs. To do this, audiences
assess the benefits of using certain media (Lee & Ma, 2012). According to the U&G, persons are
active communicators, aware of their needs, can assess communication channels and select to
gratify their needs (Perse and Courtright, 1993).

“They emphasize that U&G studies have two distinct approaches: how needs are gratified by
media and how gratifications reconstruct needs” (Smock, Ellison, Lampe, & Wohn, 2011: 2323).
Gratification is defined in Oxford dictionary as “pleasure, especially when gained from the
satisfaction of a desire” (“Gratification”, n.d.). Watching television, reading, listening to the radio,
or spending time with family and friend members may be preferred to kill time or to relax (Katz,
Blumer and Gurevitch, 1973).

Early media effects studies historically focused on ‘what media can do to passive audiences’,
but the U&G studies didn’t see the audiences as passive audiences but active media users who
act upon their needs instead (Wang, Tchernev and Solloway, 2012).“The meteoric growth of
the Internet has produced a renaissance in the uses and gratifications tradition as scholars are
increasingly interested in going beyond discovering who uses the Internet to examine why they
use this new medium” (Kaye and Johnson, 2004: 197).

According to some research results, gratifications (e.g., entertainment, information sharing,
companionship, and social interaction) that are gathered by using social media are important (Lee
and Ma, 2012; Smock, Ellison, Lampe, Wohn, 2011). Papacharissi and Rubin (2000) identified
five motives for Internet use (Interpersonal utility, passing time, information seeking, convenience,
and entertainment); Smock, Ellison, Lampe, and Wohn (2011) categorized nine motives for SNS
use (relaxing entertainment, expressive information sharing, escapism, cool and new trend,
companionship, professional advancement, social interaction, habitual pass time, and to meet
new people); finally, Kaye and Johnson (2002) defined four motives for getting online political
information (guidance information-seeking, surveillance, entertainment, and social utility).

Generally the Internet, more specifically social networking sites (SNSs), along with the traditional
media offers users more media and content choices (Lee and Ma, 2012). Social needs are
considered as the most impacted drivers that stimulate individuals to connect to SNSs for starting,
maintaining, and enhancing social relationships (Wang, Tchernev and Solloway, 2012).

Getting social support, reducing uncertainty on particular subjects, forming and maintaining
relationships, and so on are some of those needs (motives) that users connect to SNSs
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(Stefanone, Hurley and Yang, 2013). One of those needs is called escapism, which refers to
persons’ usage of SNSs to get rid of boredom and stress. For these people, SNSs gratify their
needs to escape from daily stressful routines and provide pleasurable and enjoyable activity
(Zhou and Bao, 2002). Zhang, Tang, and Leung, (2011) examined motives for Facebook and
found that Facebook users gratify for social surveillance, recognition, entertainment, and network
maintenance needs. Zhang et al. also found that Facebook users were addictive users and very
reliant on their networking sites.

What makes Facebook so powerful today is no one seemed to be on Google+ or on new SNSs,
so it is obviously the dominant social network. However, by creating new and more motivate
social networks you can engage people as in the case of Twitter. Twitter attracted huge audiences
by offering options and services different than Facebook’s offers (Clark, 2013).We can see, for
example, Twitter use increases all around the world especially during natural disasters (e.g.,
earthquake in Turkey or tornado in the U.S.) (Maxwell, 2012). The main motivations of Twitter
use are interpersonal utility and passing time which are also motives of other SNS usage (Holton,
Baek, Coddington and Yaschur, 2013).

It seems that although many people share the same networking platform, Facebook has started
to lose its popularity, as Google+ started to take share from the competition pie (Dachis, 2013).
While Google+ has been slowly but surely winning ground, Facebook users turns into passive, as
they post less but read more on Facebook (“Longitudinal study”, 2014).

Miller (2014) claims that Google+ is not a ghost town anymore despite what other people write or
say. She adds that Google+ has combined many features and therefore a unique social networking
platform so far invented. By connecting to Google+, you can meet and interact with your potential
customers and people of interest, which you cannot do with Facebook. Because, Google+, rather
than Facebook, is suitable for long conversations which build relationships (Clark, 2013).

Researchers found that spending more time on Facebook depends on how much the users were
entertained and passed their time away by using it. Both entertainment and passing time were
the main motivational factors for devoting more time on Facebook (Hunt, Atkin, and Krishnan,
2012; Hess, 2012).

Nadkarni and Hofmann (2012) suggest that Facebook users are motivated by two drivers, namely
the need to belong and the need for self-presentation. Because of the different natures of SNSs,
their motives should be different too. In order to learn more about social media users’ uses and
gratifications, the following research questions are asked:

RQ2: What gratifications do users obtain from SNS use? and Which type
of SNS usage motives affects users’ usage patterns (e.g., frequency, long

hours, the number of SNSs?

RQ3: Does the choice of SNS change according to different type of
motivation?

2. Methodology
2.1. Sampling

When we look at the characteristics of SNS users, we can see that majority of youngsters
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actively use them. Therefore, this study was conducted on university students. The survey was
implemented at a private university in the Western part of Turkey. A pool of UFND (university
foundation) courses and classes were listed; then all the clusters randomly picked by giving them
equal chances to be selected. Out of a total number of fifty seven UFND classes, seventeen
UFND classes were produced randomly. UFND courses are compulsory courses that students
should be registered in, in order to graduate from the university. The name of UFND courses can
be found in the appendix A. Cluster sampling was employed and the sample size is 229. Since
random sampling was used, the sample of this study is a representative of the students at the
university; however, sample size of 229 is small to generalize the sample to the population in
Turkey.

The respondents were between the ages of 18 and 22+ years old. Females (53.7%) were slightly
more than males (46.3%). The students were the representative of all departments (seven
faculties and one vocational high school) of the university; however, the majority of participants
were from the faculty of economics and administrative science (23.2%) and less participation was
from faculty of art and design (1.8%). Freshmen (50.7%) were slightly more than half of the entire
respondents.

Table 1. Demographic Profile of Respondents

Frequency %

Gender

Male 106 46.3

Female 123 537
Department

Faculty of Communication23 10.0

Faculty of Engineering 50 219

Faculty of Science & Letters 15 6.7

Faculty of Law 33 145

Faculty of Architecture 16 7.0

Faculty of Econ. & Admin. Sci. 53 232

Faculty of Art & Design 4 1.8

Higher School of Vocati. Leaming 34 149
Year in University

Freshman 116 30.7

Sophomore 71 31.0

Tunior 34 148

Senior 7 31

Other 1 0.4

Note N=229_

In this study instead of communication apprehension, social communication apprehension was
assessed for understanding the usage of the SNSs and the Social Communication Apprehension
Scale developed by Wrench, Brogan, McCroskey, and Jowi in 2008 has been used for this
purpose. The original scale had 18 items, but 16 of them were included in this study and some
items (e.g., bar) were modified so that they would be culturally more acceptable. Although there
are night clubs and pubs in Izmir, it is hardly to say that the majority of students visit them on
a regular basis. Both male and female students, on the other hand, visit some places such as
restaurants (sometimes can be seen as cafe-restaurant), cafeterias (sometimes can be seen as
cafe-pub) and parks in I1zmir. The items used in this study and in Wrench et al.’s study can be
found in the appendix B.
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Motives for SNSs use were assessed employing scales which are used in a study by Smock,
Ellison, Lampe, and Wohn (2011). However, Smock et al’s (2011) scale included only one item
in the “to meet new people” section; their scale was extended by allowing four more items to this
section and those items can be viewed in the appendix D.

A 5-point Likert-scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree” is used to measure
attitudes and behaviours toward both motives for social media use and social communication
apprehension. Close-ended questions were used to gather demographic information and
information on SNS usage.

2.3. Dependent and Independent Variables

The seven motives and social communication apprehension were used as independent variables
of this study. The number of SNSs, the years of using SNSs, the frequency of using SNSs, and
the hours of using SNSs were used as dependent variables.

2.4, Statistics

The latest version of SPSS 22.0 (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) was used to analyse
the findings of this study. Frequency, regression analysis and factor analysis were conducted for
this study.

2.5. Validity

The validity of both the motives of using SNSs and social communication apprehension were
assessed by maximum likelihood in factor analysis. Out of 9 motives 7 of them were valid. There is
no validity for ‘cool and new trend’ motivation and two motives were merged and became ‘habitual
pass time-companionship’. 2 factors (communication anxiety and communication easiness) found
for social communication apprehension and 7 factors (habitual pass time and companionship,
relaxing entertainment, professional advancement, to meet new people, expressive information
sharing, escapism, social interaction) for the motives of using SNSs were found.

2.5.1. Factor Analysis Results for Social Communication Apprehension

Factor analysis was conducted to find the structure of the scale and maximum likelihood was
used as an extraction method. The results revealed two factors and they found 8 items had their
higher loading on Factor 1 and the other 8 items had their higher loading on Factor 2. So, the
scale is essentially unidimensional. Higher scores on Factor 1 are coded to represent anxiety in
communication and higher scores on Factor 2 are coded to represent easiness in communication
on the scale.

For examining the factorability of the 16 Social Communication Apprehension Scale items three
criteria were used. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .86, Bartlett’s test
of sphericity was significant (x2 (120)=1547.805, p= .000), and goodness-of-fit (x2 (75)=168.246,
p=.000).

Eigen values showed that the first two factors explained a total of 37.9% and 13% of the variance
respectively. The factors were examined by using oblimin rotations of the factor loading matrix
and maximum likelihood factor analysis. The two factor solution was preferred because of the
‘levelling off’ of Eigen values on the screen plot after two factors and the other factors had
Eigenvalues below one.
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Table 2. Social Communication Apprehension Scale Factor Analysis

Items Factor 1 Factor 2
1. Ialways feel anxious in social situations .666 077
2. I experience anxiety when I communicate with people in social settings 733 033
3. Even small get-togethers make me apprehensive 784 009
4. Ataparty, [tend to hangout near a wall away from people 647 .070
5. Social interaction makes me anxious 791 056
6. I get really nervous when I have to interact with people at a party .659 .033
7. I'tend to be very apprehensive while communicating in social situations .580 177
8. I am usually anxious when talking to people in public places .616 .076
9. Iam outgoing when surrounded by a lot of people 002 584
10. I am usually very outgoing at a dinner party 198 441
11. 1 am at ease at parties 102 533
12. Social interaction is the best part of my day 044 .Ass
13.Iam less shy than most people in social situaticns 044 590
14.Iseldom feel anxiousin social situations 043 268
15. 1 am usually at ease when talking to people in public places 018 701
16. I can communicate with people in social settings without experiencing anxiety 111 705

Note: Bold indicates a significant factor loading identifying the item and factor associated with it. N=229. All
items shared a common prompt: “Indicate how much you agree with each option by marking the appropriate
response” and were measured with a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree™ to “Strongly Agree™.

For conducting factor analysis maximum likelihood was used as an extraction method. As a result,
seven factors were found instead of nine factors. There wasn't factor loading for the motivation
of “cool and new trend” and two separate motives were merged, namely ‘habitual pass time’ and
‘companionship’. The results can be seen in Table 5 and the names of each factor can be viewed
in appendix C. The motivation of ‘“To meet new people’ was extended by including two more items
and they can be seen in the appendix D.

Three well-recognized criteria for the factorability of a correlation were used. Firstly, the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .83, above the commonly recommended value
of .6, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (x2 (351)=3233.902, p=.000), and goodness-of-fit
(X2 (164)=296.089, p=.000) .

Initial Eigen values indicated that the first seven factors explained 27.8%, 14.4%, 7.8%, 7%,
5.1%, 4.6%, and 4% of the variance respectively. The other factors had Eigenvalues below one
and therefore they were not included in this study.

Maximum likelihood factor analysis was conducted to find the structure of the motivation scale
and the factors were examined using oblimin rotations of the factor loading matrix. The seven
factor solution, which explained 70.7% of the variance, was preferred because: (1) there was
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the ‘flattening out’ of Eigen values on the screen plot after seven factors, and (2) the insufficient
number of primary loadings appeared and caused difficulty of interpreting the eight factor and

Su

Table ., Secial Commmuunication AMotivation Scale Factor Analysiy

bsequent factors.

Factor

Ttems 1 1 E] 4 5 [ 7

1. It iz a hahit J6T0 072 07 012 A4 D68 LI FAT
1. Hava nothing battar to do (649 DE3 Az 031 159 136 (0B6
3. Oooupring my tima (643 033 187 149 057 158 263
4. It paszas the tims away 519 127 147 .05g [0SR e 155
5. Mo one alza to talk of be with 506 2143 025 053 217 121 124
8. Like to play sround on SWESz 492 136 A050 107 J0fE 142 75
7. I won't have to be slona 451 015 J0Rs .De4 233 151 182
8. It makeas ma fasl lass lonaly AbG 166 136 031 244 160 .0Bs
0. It iz emjoyabla 44 S04 073 D62 A0 078 i1
10. It iz entertsining {064 450 011 074 017,019 D4
11. It is melaxing 034 640 032 Ri 1 104 145 Rz
12. Halping m= natwork with profassional contacts JE4 043 B0s 024 002 011 0T
13. Posting my r=sums of other wors online itk 008 .ThE 058 014 020 032
14. Halpful for my profassions] firue 120 160 (668 022 007 102 {056
15. Chatting with new paopla 036 050 168 BE4 ik 033 {016
16. hlssting new paopla 007 o1 10e 28 124 053 D66
17. Exchanging ideas with new people {016 038 163 .1 076 48 015
1%. Providing information on special intersst 110 161 (002 .07 550 020 076
12, Sharing information that may be of wa D67 046 057 48 A27 Ri.0 ] ek
20. Providing parsonal information 41 034 027 .DEg 818 030 26
21. Telling others shout mysslf 1935 054 46 082 (672 024 Jae
11. Getting away fom what [ am doing [0D6 034 {081 040 108 876 007
23, Getting away fom my family/others R 048 025 D65 035 143 100
24. Foggstting shout school, wodk, othar 100 144 108 038 ki 483 013
25, Communicating with distancad friends 035 124 oTe eR LI FaT 145 GRe
26. Ksaping in touch with friends/family 177 047 194 007 108 074 514

Nore: Boldindicates 2 s znificant factor loading idemtifyine the iem and fackr associztad with it N=229 Allisms shaed 2 common

prompt: “Indicas how mud you agresvwith sach option by marking the pproprizs reponse™ ad wers maswred with 2 5-point Liken-

scalz rangins from B ghy Diszsres™ to “Eammaly Agre”
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There was no factor loading for “cool and new trend” as a result of factor analysis. Factor 1
(habitual pass time & companionship) included 8 items, factor 2 (relaxing entertainment) had 3
items, factor 3 (professional advancement) consisted of 3 items, factor 4 (to meet new people)
generated 3 items, factor 5 (expression information sharing) had 4 items, factor 6 (escapism)
resulted in 3 items, factor 7 (social interaction) produced 2 items.

2.6. Reliability

Reliability is repeatability or consistency of measurement of the same questions under different
conditions, occasions, and on different people (Drost, 2011). In order to get the reliable result
of this study, firstly, the survey procedure was standardized by using the same explanation for
the study inhibiting student misunderstanding. Secondly, the questions in the questionnaire
were long and detailed enough to test their level of attitudes and behaviours. Thirdly, survey
questionnaires were delivered them in the similar classes eliminating noise level or any other
environmental distractions. Finally, students were drawn from the population randomly and they
were heterogeneous enough which also affects reliability factor.

The reliability of the variables was assessed by using Cronbach’s alpha. Motivational scale and
communication apprehension scale is shown in the Table 4 below.

Table 4, Internal Consistency of Instrument

Items Cronbach Alpha
Communication anxiety .89
Communication easiness T8
Habitual pass time and companionship 26
Belaxing entertainment 89
Professional advancement Bl
To meet new people 86

Expressive mfonmation shanng
Escapism .80

Social interaction 12

3. Results
3.1. Regression Analysis for Research Question 1
Regression analysis results revealed a positive significant association between social

communication easiness and using SNSs for longer hours (8=0.136, p< 0.05) (R?=0.019). Other
variables revealed the similar interaction neither with social communication easiness nor with
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social communication anxiety. Results support the fact that participants who were good at face-
to-face communication in social life spent long hours in using SNSs. In other words, socially
communicative individuals connect to social networking sites and spend their time there for long
hours.

3.2. Regression Analysis for Research Question 2

3.2.1. SNS Number and Motives

Several motives were positively associated with participants’ opening social network sites.
Individuals who had a need for relaxing entertainment (=0.228, p< 0.05) (R?=0.052), expressive
information sharing (f=0.197, p< 0.05) (R?=0.039), professional advancement (8=0.127, p< 0.05)
(R2=0.016), social interaction (3=0.138, p< 0.05) (R?>=0.019), and to meet new people (f=0.145,
p< 0.05) (R?=0.021) had more number of SNSs. To meet new people was the motivation that only
had an effect on the users’ tendency to increase the number of SNSs. People who tend to ‘meet
new people’ open different types of SNSs (e.g., Google+, Facebook and so on). Persons who are
drawn by ‘social interaction’ motive tend to keep in touch and communicate with their distanced
friends and family members. Individuals who have a need of ‘social interaction’ tend to increase
the number of SNSs and spend more time on using them.

3.2.2. SNS Frequency and Motives

Several motives were positively associated with participants’ frequency of connecting to SNSs.
Individuals who had a need for relaxing entertainment (=0.263, p< 0.05) (R?=0.069), expressive
information sharing (3=0.188, p< 0.05) (R?=0.035), escapism (3=0.188, p< 0.05) (R®>=0.035), and
habitual pass time (B=0.225, p< 0.05) (R?=0.051) frequently connected to SNSs.

3.2.3. SNS Hour and Motives

Several motives were positively associated with participants’ duration of spending their times
on SNSs. Individuals who had a need for relaxing entertainment (8=0.317, p< 0.05) (R®=0.101),
expressive information sharing (f=0.218, p< 0.05) (R?=0.047), escapism (8=0.206, p< 0.05)
(R2=0.043), professional advancement (3=0.208, p< 0.05) (R?=0.043), social interaction (=0.138,
p< 0.05) (R*=0.019), and habitual pass time and companionship (8=0.326, p< 0.05) (R®=0.106)
spent more time on SNSs. Escapism and habitual pass time & companionship affected the users’
frequency of connection and time spent on SNSs.
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Tahle 5. Regression Results for the Predictors of SNS by the Number of SNSs, Year of Using SNSs,
Frequency of Using SNSs, and Hour of Using SNSs

3NS5 Number 5N5 Freqg. SNS Hour

Social Commumication anxiety 0.031 0.023 0.075
Social Communication easiness  0.098 0.080 0.136*
Relaxing entertainment 0.228%** 0.263%** D.317***
Expressive mformation shanng 0.197** 0.188%* 0.218%*=
Escapism 0.089 0.188*=* 0.206**
Professional advancement 0.127* 0.087 0.208%*
Social interaction 0.138* 0.032 0.138*
Habitual pass time & gompan. 0.124 0.225%%* 0.326%**
Tomeetnew people 0.145* 0111 0.097
*p=0.05

**p=0.01

FEEp< 001

3.3. Regression Analysis for Research Question 3
3.3.1. Facebook Users and Motives

Facebook using was positively associated with relaxing entertainment (3=0.292, p< 0.05)
(R?=0.085), and professional advancement (B=0.175, p< 0.05) (R®=0.031).Facebook users
wanted to get gratifications based on relaxing entertainment and professional advancement by
using Facebook.

3.3.2. Twitter Users and Motives

Twitter using was positively associated with expressive information sharing (f=0.128, p< 0.05)
(R2=0.016). Twitter users solicited information sharing gratification by the use of Twitter.

3.3.3. Facebook-Twitter Users and Motives

Facebook-Twitter using was positively associated with habitual pass time and companionship
(B=0.177, p< 0.05) (R?=0.031), and with meeting new people (3=0.149, p< 0.05) (R?>=0.022). The
users who used both Facebook and Twitter used them for the purpose of habitual pass time &
companionship and meeting new people.

3.3.4. Google+ Users and Motives

Google+ using was positively associated with habitual pass time and companionship (8=0.128,
p< 0.05) (R?=0.016), and meeting with new people (f=0.136, p< 0.05) (R>=0.018). Google + users
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used Google + to satisfy their gratifications to meet new people as well as habitual pass time &
companionship.

Table 6, Regression Results for the Predictors of the Choice of SNSs

Facebook Twitter Facebook & Twitter Google+
Social Communication anxiety 127 112 096 101
Social Communication easiness 123 033 102 043
Relaxing entertamment 292%** 018 121 116
Expressive mformation shanng 105 128* 102 031
Escapism 007 067 061 073
Professional advancement AT75%* 047 001 123
Social interaction 104 052 084 013
Habitual pass time & gcompan. o7 053 177+ A28*
Tomeet new people 070 072 140% 136%
*p=0.03
*p=0.01
*EEp=0.001

4. Conclusions, Limitations and Further Suggestions

Findings support the fact that socially communicative individuals stay connected to SNSs for
long hours. In other words, people who are good at social communication are long hours SNS
users. The results support the study by Sheldon(2008) and also the rich get richer hypothesis that
people who are good at communicating in social settings are also the ones who stay connected to
SNSs and thus, active in online relationships. Although, extraversion as the Big Five personality
traits is not examined in this study, those individuals’ characteristics may be considered similar to
extraverts; as they take social communication easy, are good at communication in social settings,
and are high in sociability. From this fact, the study confirms the studies in which a high connection
is found between extraversion and social media use by Correa, Hinsley, and de Zufiga (2010),
and Gosling, Augustine, Vazire, Holtzman, and Gaddis (2011).

One of the questions that this exploratory research tried to answer was what gratifications users
obtained from SNS use, and which type of SNSs (e.g., Facebook, Google+) affected users’ usage
patterns (e.g., frequency, long hours, the number of SNSs). From the U&G perspective, there
were certain needs (motives) that drove users to use SNSs, increase the number of them, the
frequency of connection, and time spent with them. People who had the motivation of “sharing
expressive information” and “relaxing entertainment” had more numbers and experience of using
SNSs, used them more frequently, and for more hours.

Another important question tried to be answered is whether or not the choice of SNS usage
changed according to different motives and which specific motives drove users to use certain type
of SNSs on cyber space. In varying degrees, certain gratifications had a significant impact on the
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users’ usage patterns of different network sites and perceived importance of Facebook, Twitter,
Facebook-Twitter, and Google+ in their lives. People who have different motives have different
choices of SNSs. The needs of Twitter users were different than Facebook users: Twitter users
used Twitter for expressive information sharing which is the main existence of Twitter. In their
studies Holton, Baek, Coddington, and Yaschur (2013) found that interpersonal utility and passing
time were the main motives for using Twitter; and for Facebook; there was a need to belong and
a need for self-presentation in Nadkarni and Hofmann’s (2012) study; and finally, they were social
surveillance, recognition, entertainment, and network maintenance needs in Zhang, Tang, and
Leung’s (2011) study. In this study, however, the main motives of Facebook use were relaxing
entertainment and professional advancement. Hunt, Atkin, and Krishnan (2012) and Hess (2012)
expressed that relaxing entertainment is one of the strongest motives and the main reasons for
the existence of Facebook. By connecting to Facebook, users can find advertisements personally
designed for them to fit their demographic and psychographic backgrounds. While designing and
placing those advertisements for Facebook, instead of static, every day, and boring commercials
which take place and can be seen on users’ Facebook Web pages, users’ needs for relaxing
entertainment should be primarily considered. The commercials offering Facebook users more
fun and entertainment will not be only of interest to the users but also create online word of mouth.
Furthermore, commercials offering professional advancement opportunities (such as English
courses, and other certificate programs) shouldn’t be forgotten, as it is the second most important
motivation why youngsters connect to Facebook.

Google+ users’ and Facebook-Twitter users’ main motives to use their social networking sites
were for meeting with new people and for habitual pass time & companionship. Google+ which
combines many features including Twitter, Skype, and Facebook may tend to get a bigger share
in the pie of cyber space in the near future. In addition, Facebook-Twitter users may have used
their networking sites for many years and therefore developed a habit of using them as well as
finding their friends and peers there which might be the main reasons why the users gratify their
needs of habitual pass time & companionship by using them. Google+ opened its doors to users
by offering many features such as meeting and interacting with people, customers, or employees,
and is suitable for group discussions and long conversations which are the essential elements
for relationship building. Thus it is a unique social networking platform and neither Facebook nor
Twitter itself has those features (Clark, 2013). As a result of motivational competition, in the near
future some advertising dollars will be shifted from Facebook and Twitter to Google+, unless they
combine different features, functions, and more flexibility to their users.

This study is limited with the investigation of numbers of using SNSs, frequency of using SNSs,
and hours of using SNSs. For further studies, the number of friends (the number of social contacts)
may be well worth investigating as a predictor of social interaction. Since, some users of SNSs
have up to 50 to 60 friends (contacts), while others are approaching 500 to 600. Answering the
question of “what kind of characteristic makes them to own more online friends than others?” is
important to understand the differences among SNS users.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX-A

The name of UFND courses are listed below and their Turkish names are in italic:

UFND010 Human Sciences - insan Bilimleri

UFNDO020 Research Culture - Arastirma Kaltara

UFNDO030 Design Culture - Tasarim Kdiltdirt

UFNDO040 Esthetics Culture - Estetik Kaltari

UFNDO050 Ethics Culture - Etik Kaltard

UFNDO60 Project Culture - Proje Kulturt

APPENDIX-B

Social Communication Apprehension Scale by Wrench, Brogan, McCroskey, and Jowi (2008)

1. l always feel anxious in social situations.

2. | experience anxiety when | communicate with people in social settings.

3. Even small get-togethers make me apprehensive.

4. At a party, | tend to hangout near a wall away from people.

5. Social interaction makes me anxious.

6. | get really nervous when | have to interact with people at a party.

7. | tend to be very apprehensive while communicating in social situations.

8. | am usually anxious when talking to people in a bar.

9. | get nervous when | talk to people in a nightclub.

10. | am outgoing when surrounded by a lot of people.

11. I am usually very outgoing at a dinner party.
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12. | have no problems talking to people in a nightclub.

13. 1 am at ease at parties.

14. Social interaction is the best part of my day.

15. 1 am less shy than most people in social situations.

16. | seldom feel anxious in social situations.

17. 1 am usually at ease when talking to people in a bar.

18. | can communicate with people in social settings without experiencing anxiety.

Social Communication Apprehension Scale Used in this Study

1. l always feel anxious in social situations.

2. | experience anxiety when | communicate with people in social settings.
3. Even small get-togethers make me apprehensive.

4. At a party, | tend to hangout near a wall away from people.

5. Social interaction makes me anxious.

6. | get really nervous when | have to interact with people at a party.

7. 1 tend to be very apprehensive while communicating in social situations.
8. | am usually anxious when talking to people in open public spaces.

9. OMITED

10. | am outgoing when surrounded by a lot of people.

11. I am usually very outgoing at a dinner party.

12. 1 am at ease at parties.

13. OMITED

14. Social interaction is the best part of my day.

15. | am less shy than most people in social situations.

16. | seldom feel anxious in social situations.

17. 1 am usually at ease when talking to people in open public spaces.

18. | can communicate with people in social settings without experiencing anxiety.

Not: Differences are underlined.

APPENDIX-C

Smock, Ellison, Lampe, and Wohn (2011),used only 1 item to evaluate ‘to meet new people’in their measures;
in this study, in addition to meeting new people, the following two items were included:

Chatting with new people

Meeting new people

Exchanging ideas with new people
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