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Abstract: This article addresses the design and validation of an updated questionnaire that makes
it possible to understand the use patterns and attitudes of university youth on social networks.
The authors utilized a panel of 20 judges who were social media experts and a sample of 640
university students. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) explained 66.523% of the total variance.
The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), carried out to verify the dimensional structure of the
instrument, reflected the appropriate parameters. The reliability study showed a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.864. These data corroborated the development of a robust and reliable questionnaire. The resulting
instrument did not contain items alluding to specific social networks (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram,
or LinkedIn), but rather students’ usage patterns of them. The exclusion of items that referred to
particular social networks during the research demonstrated a convergence in behavior on social
media regardless of the nuances of each platform. This fact suggested that the platform was of
secondary importance in the context of a new paradigm in which the type of use (viewing, posting,
participating, or interacting) took precedence over the name of the network itself.

Keywords: social networks; Facebook; Twitter; Instagram; LinkedIn; structural equation modeling;
validity; reliability; university

1. Introduction

Growth in Internet use has been accompanied by the spread of social media throughout the world.
In Spain, according to data from the National Institute of Statistics, through its Survey on Equipment
and Use of Information and Communication Technologies in Households, the percentage of social
networking users between 16 and 24 years reached 90.6% in 2019 [1].

These platforms have an undeniable impact, and their integration into the lives of the youngest
stratum of society is an established reality. Many young people have fully integrated the use of social
networks into their daily routines. Gómez-Aguilar, Roses-Campos, and Farias-Batlle [2], for example,
suggested that these platforms have positioned themselves among youth as a space for a quick and
easy exchange of information. Meanwhile, Bernal and Angulo [3] stated that social networks offer
young people tools of support both in their search for personal contact and in the construction of their
social selves.

The success of these platforms is owed to many factors, including aspects such as their dynamic
content, their collaborative utility, their intuitiveness, their accessibility, and their interactive nature [4].
However, what is a social network? Castañeda Quintero [5] defined these platforms as “those telematic
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tools organized around user profiles—personal or professional—in which the individual must establish
connections with other individuals with whom they share common concerns”.

However, the complexity of the social media phenomenon goes beyond the above definition.
Thus, Prendes Espinosa, Gutiérrez Porlán, and Castañeda Quintero [6] shifted the discussion regarding
these platforms toward broader aspects. Three such aspects are of note: (a) cognitive interactivity [7],
(b) collective intelligence on social networks [8], and (c) connectivism and participation in the digital
age [9].

Similarly, the literature review by Almansa, Fonseca, and Castillo [10] on social media research
also demonstrated three major thematic areas: (a) the representation of users and the creation of
links between them [11,12]; (b) the structuring of networks around the individual’s concerns and
motivations [13,14]; and (c) the privacy and risks of social networks [15,16].

More recently, García-Ruiz, Tirado, and Hernando [17] addressed the study of this phenomenon
from the perspective of the uses and gratification theory in mass media in order to examine the rewards
young people experience upon using some of these platforms intensively.

1.1. Social Networks in The University

Social media figures prominently in the area of higher education. Many studies note the benefits
of using social networks as a value-added tool in teaching and learning processes. At a time when
pedagogical models are actively changing, the use of these platforms plays a key role in university
education [18]. In this context, the pillars of participation, interaction, and collaboration around which
social media is built make its integration into university education particularly propitious. Various
authors [19] pointed out that the introduction of these technologies in the university context may favor
a better adaptation to the guidelines established by the European Higher Education Area (EHEA).

The literature regarding the applicability and implementation of social networks in teaching and
learning processes in higher education describes multiple approaches. Gutiérrez Porlan and Soto
Pérez [20], for example, explored the use of Facebook groups as a tool for interaction and participation
between students and teachers in the final course on pedagogy to improve the classroom environment.

The study by Santillán García, Cornejo Marroquín, and Ausín Lomas [21] described an approach
focused on using Facebook to improve the dissemination and visibility of a blog with academic
information of interest to students in health sciences degree programs.

The approach by Tuñez López and Sixto García [22] with journalism students proposed using
Facebook pages to redirect student-teacher communication flows to a virtual space.

In the same vein, research conducted by Marín and Tur [23] among a sample of students in
education programs revealed participants’ positive attitudes toward the use of Twitter as a way to
reinforce their learning.

Meanwhile, the study by Cabero and Marín [24] explored the predisposition of students majoring
in early childhood and elementary education at several universities toward the use of different social
networks (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, and Hi5) for collaborative purposes.

The research of Serrat Antoli [25] on the use of Facebook in the development of participatory
methodologies in the university context showed the potential of this platform, on the one hand, as a
generator of knowledge and, on the other, as a dynamic instrument for the course.

Matosas-López and Romero-Luis’s work [26] with marketing students explored the correlations
between the use patterns of Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram and the perceived usefulness for these
students of certain digital learning resources.

Finally, the research conducted by Santoveña-Casal and Bernal-Bravo [27] revealed that the use
of Twitter not only provided a motivational element that other tools, such as forums, were unable to
provide, but also enabled self-directed learning.

All these works present experiences related to the application and use of different social
networking platforms in the university context. However, platforms such as MySpace, Tuenti,
Hi5, or Xing [2,19,24,28] have gradually lost popularity in favor of others, such as Facebook, Twitter,
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Instagram, and LinkedIn [29]. Similarly, the functionality and usage patterns of social media users
have not remained static over time. Thus, functionalities that until a few years ago were of scant
importance, such as mentions or hashtags, or whose implementation presented technical challenges,
as in case of videos or GIFs (Graphic Interchange Format), are now central to habitual patterns of use
on these platforms.

1.2. Objective

In a dynamic and changing context such as that of social networking, possessing up-to-date
information regarding the actual realities of social media use is of paramount importance, so much so
that, for example, Folch and Castellano [30] highlighted the need to carry out periodic and continuous
research on this topic. On the other hand, the awareness of encouraging sustainable education makes
the promotion of these technologies for educational purposes a sensible issue [31–33].

This study aims to provide the academic community with a competent and effective questionnaire
to gather information on the current use patterns and attitudes of university youth on social networks.
To do so, the authors design and validate an updated measurement instrument.

Given that use patterns on social media are changing rapidly, gathering information from patterns
at the current moment will help teachers to understand the type of use made by the student on
these platforms.

2. Material and Methods

2.1. Participants

The research, carried out during the academic year 2019-2020, involved both a panel of experts
and a sample of university students. On the one hand, the authors turned to a panel of expert judges
for content validation. On the other hand, they used a sample of students for the comprehension
validity, construct validity, and reliability analyses of the questionnaire.

The panel of expert judges involved in content validation were 20 subjects, all with more
than 8 years of experience. In line with the approach of García-Vera, Roig-Vila, and García [34],
the authors employed a multidisciplinary panel made up of teachers in the field of information and
communication technology (ICT) and professionals in social networking management. The panel
included 10 professors specialized in ICT education and 10 social media professionals with experience
in corporate communications in the public and private spheres. The average age of the panel members
was 41.16 (SD = 3.62), with 45% females (9 out of 20) and 55% males (11 out of 20).

The sample of students participating in the analysis of comprehension validity, construct validity,
and reliability was made up of students in eight different degree programs at Rey Juan Carlos University
(a medium-sized university in Spain). The programs were selected from the university catalog by
convenience sampling, taking those that were representative and to which there was easier access [35].
Attempting to maintain heterogeneity between the different fields of study, the authors selected the
following eight degree programs: Marketing, Elementary Education, Law, Accounting and Finance,
International Relations, Industrial Organization Engineering, Nursing, and Social Work. To ensure the
representativeness of the programs selected over the entire sample, the authors performed stratified
sampling by selecting the participants in each program in a simple random manner [36]. The weight of
each stratum in the sample is listed in Table 1.

Assuming a maximum indeterminate form in which the probability of being part of the sample is
identical to the probability of not being part of it (P = Q = 0.50) and assuming a 95% confidence level,
the sample of 640 subjects out of the total of 7128 enrolled students in the above eight majors showed a
sampling error of 3.64%. Based on the criteria of other authors that indicated sampling errors of up to
7% [37], the researchers considered that this sample provided the study more than adequate statistical
significance. The average age of the students was 19.93 (SD= 1.84), with 54.30% being female and
45.70% male.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 3503 4 of 14

Table 1. Distribution of strata in the sample.

Program Enrolled Students Sample Sample Percentage Out
of Enrolled Students

Marketing 1853 164 8.85%
Elementary Education 1457 133 9.15%
Law 1411 125 8.84%
Accounting and Finance 841 74 8.75%
International Relations 719 65 9.10%
Industrial Organization Engineering 486 48 9.88%
Nursing 361 31 8.59%
Social Work 215 20 9.40%

Total 7128 640 8.98%

Source: created by the authors.

2.2. Design of the First Version of the Questionnaire

The body of the initial questionnaire was designed based on the authors’ literature review
regarding the use of social media. In the first version of the instrument, four blocks were considered,
consisting of a total of 28 items (see Table 2).

Table 2. Description of the items in the first version of the questionnaire.

Item Description

Block I
Item 1 Importance placed on having an active Twitter account
Item 2 Importance placed on having an active Facebook account
Item 3 Importance placed on having an active Instagram account
Item 4 Importance placed on having an active LinkedIn account
Item 5 Frequency of accessing Twitter
Item 6 Frequency of accessing Facebook
Item 7 Frequency of accessing Instagram
Item 8 Frequency of accessing LinkedIn

Block II
Item 9 Importance placed on following friends and/or family members
Item 10 Importance placed on following prominent figures
Item 11 Importance placed on mentioning friends and/or family members
Item 12 Importance placed on mentioning prominent figures
Item 13 Importance placed on sending private messages to other users
Item 14 Importance placed on watching videos or GIFs on the network
Item 15 Importance placed on posting videos or GIFs on the network
Item 16 Importance placed on searching for or accessing information
Item 17 Importance placed on looking at photos
Item 18 Importance placed on posting photos
Item 19 Importance placed on sharing your thoughts
Item 20 Importance placed on participating in surveys or games
Item 21 Importance placed on taking part in discussions

Block III
Item 22 Importance placed on posting status updates
Item 23 Importance placed on the look and presentation of your profile photo
Item 24 Importance placed on the personal description shown on your profile
Item 25 Frequency of use of the mentions function
Item 26 Frequency of use of the hashtag function
Item 27 Frequency of use of “like” function or similar

Block IV
Item 28 Device used to access social networks

Source: created by the authors.
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For the definition of Block I, which included the most common social networks, as well as
their frequency of use, the work of Sánchez-Rodríguez, Ruiz-Palmero, and Sánchez-Rivas was taken
as a reference [18]. In the design of Block II, which focused on the types of uses of the platform,
some of the reflections of the research on social media usage habits by García-Jiménez, López-de-Ayala,
and Catalina-Garcia were considered [38]. Block III addressed the layout of user profiles and the native
functionalities of the platform, following several of the conclusions of Almansa, Fonseca, and Castillo’s
work [10]. Finally, Block IV included information about the devices used to access social networks,
borrowed from the categorization proposed by Prendes Espinosa, Gutiérrez Porlan, and Castañeda
Quintero [6] in their research on user profiles of university students.

Of the 28 items that made up the body of the initial questionnaire, Items 1 through 27 took the
type of scale used by García-Ruiz et al. [17] in their work on uses and gratifications and were answered
on a five-point Likert scale. Item 28 was presented as a multiple-choice question with five devices as
answering choices (smartphone, tablet, laptop, desktop PC, and smart TV).

2.3. Fieldwork and Analysis Procedure

In line with the indications of Carter-Dios and Pérez [39] or Reche et al. [40], for the development of
instrumental studies, after completing the first version of the questionnaire, the validity and reliability
of the questionnaire were analyzed. The approach for this task consisted of four distinct stages:
(1) content validity analysis, (2) comprehension validity analysis, (3) construct validity analysis, and (4)
reliability analysis of the final instrument. In addition, after this four-stage procedure, the authors
reported the overall descriptive results obtained with the final questionnaire in a fifth section.

The technique used for content validity analysis, following the recommendations of similar
investigations [41,42], was expert judgment. Once this first validation was completed, with the
resulting items, the questionnaire was administered online to the student sample. The data collected
through this intermediate version of the instrument will serve to develop further analyses.

Comprehension validity was analyzed by examining, on the one hand, the standard deviation
(SD), skewness, and kurtosis values and, on the other, the corrected item-total correlation coefficient
and Cronbach’s alpha when individual items were deleted [43].

Construct validity, in line with other studies regarding the validation of questionnaires in the
university setting [44,45], was examined using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) followed by a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The fit of the CFA was evaluated by examining the comparative fit
index (CFI), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA),
and the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) [46,47].

Finally, the reliability of the final instrument was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha and the average
variance extracted (AVE) [48].

Once the validity and reliability analyses were completed, the overall descriptive results obtained
with the final questionnaire were shown, presenting the average value for each question along with its
SD. All analyses were carried out using the IBM SPSS 25 statistical analysis software and its extension
AMOS Version 20.

3. Results

3.1. Content Validity Analysis

Content validation was carried out in three successive rounds in which the panel of expert judges
assessed the pertinence, relevance, and precision of each of the 28 questions in the questionnaire. In each
of these three rounds, the panel of experts received a template in which each item was quantitatively
scored on a ten-point Likert scale.

In the first round of assessment, judges gave high scores on the pertinence of the questions
(M = 8.32, SD = 1.26). The second stage also received positive assessments regarding the relevance of
the items in the questionnaire (M = 8.91, SD = 0.95). Finally, the third round also reflected optimal
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results regarding the level of precision in the wording of the questions (M = 8.37, SD = 0.98). Despite
the above, poorly scored items were also identified at all stages.

In line with the approaches of previous studies [48,49], in each round, the authors discarded those
items with average values less than seven. This refinement criterion led to eliminating nine of the
28 items in the first version of the instrument (Item 1, Item 2, Item 3, Item 4, Item 8, Item 9, Item 10,
Item 13, and Item 19), generating a second version of the questionnaire with 19 items.

3.2. Comprehension Validity Analysis

The study of comprehension validity, like the subsequent analyses, was carried out based on
the data obtained after the questionnaire was administered to the sample of students participating in
the study. For this analysis, the SDs were extracted in addition to skewness and kurtosis values (see
Table 3). Items with SD > 1 and skewness and kurtosis values between -1 and one were considered
adequate [50].

Table 3. Standard deviation values and skewness and kurtosis indicators.

Item SD Skewness Skewness Standard Error Kurtosis Kurtosis Standard Error

Item 5 1.456 0.972 0.145 −0.519 0.290
Item 6 1.733 −0.110 0.145 1.231 0.290
Item 7 1.780 0.368 0.145 −1.402 0.290
Item 11 1.097 −0.207 0.145 −0.470 0.290
Item 12 1.008 0.802 0.145 0.419 0.290
Item 14 1.095 −0.388 0.145 −0.566 0.290
Item 15 1.177 0.451 0.145 −0.736 0.290
Item 16 1.032 −0.810 0.145 0.162 0.290
Item 17 1.026 −0.711 0.145 0.104 0.290
Item 18 1.123 −0.203 0.145 −0.598 0.290
Item 20 1.251 0.386 0.145 −0.857 0.290
Item 21 1.186 0.378 0.145 −0.760 0.290
Item 22 1.120 −0.192 0.145 −0.700 0.290
Item 23 1.436 0.276 0.145 −1.278 0.290
Item 24 1.399 0.012 0.145 −1.265 0.290
Item 25 0.956 0.056 0.145 −0.628 0.290
Item 26 0.946 0.841 0.145 0.022 0.290
Item 27 1.071 −0.487 0.145 −0.254 0.290
Item 28 0.407 5.407 0.145 29.381 0.290

Source: created by the authors.

SD values, as well as skewness and kurtosis values were considered acceptable for 18 of the 19
items. Only Item 28 was eliminated, for presenting an SD less than one and skewness and kurtosis
values outside of the specified range. Item 28 pertained to the device students used to access
social networks. This question, because it was answered in the same way by nearly every subject
(a smartphone), did not contribute to gathering meaningful information. After eliminating this item,
a third version of the measurement instrument was generated, with 18 items.

The level of discrimination of each item was also examined using item-total correlation statistics
(see Table 4). The items considered adequate were those with corrected item-total correlation values of
> 0.20 and for which the elimination of the item did not substantially increase the reliability expressed
by Cronbach’s alpha [43].

The table shows acceptable corrected correlation and Cronbach’s alpha values for 13 of the 18
items, suggesting that five items may be deleted (Item 5, Item 6, Item 7, Item 23, and Item 24). Thus,
before analyzing the construct validity and final reliability of the instrument, a fourth, and a priori
final, version of the questionnaire was obtained, consisting of 13 items.
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Table 4. Item-total correlation statistics.

Item Scale Variance If
Item Deleted

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Cronbach’s Alpha If
Item Deleted

Item 5 77.796 0.158 0.714
Item 6 77.142 0.125 0.723
Item 7 77.556 0.103 0.727

Item 11 74.742 0.422 0.686
Item 12 76.702 0.354 0.693
Item 14 73.596 0.488 0.680
Item 15 72.124 0.523 0.675
Item 16 73.834 0.511 0.680
Item 17 73.410 0.540 0.677
Item 18 70.947 0.621 0.667
Item 20 71.934 0.493 0.677
Item 21 74.750 0.380 0.689
Item 22 72.078 0.559 0.673
Item 23 81.285 0.024 0.728
Item 24 84.244 −0.087 0.738
Item 25 79.817 0.243 0.706
Item 26 80.939 0.222 0.711
Item 27 78.141 0.247 0.702

Source: created by the authors.

3.3. Construct Validity Analysis

Before proceeding with the factor analyses (EFA and CFA) required to analyze construct validity,
the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin test for sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test for sphericity were run.
The purpose of extracting these two statistics was to evaluate the fit of the data to the planned factor
analyses. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin value obtained was 0.764, better than the recommended value of
0.600. Bartlett’s test of sphericity yielded a statistical significance of 0.000. Both results confirmed the
existence of sufficient correlations between the items, so factorial analyses were appropriate [51,52].

3.3.1. EFA

Before the EFA, the authors extracted the scree plot (see Figure 1). This graph provided an initial
approach that identified four factors or dimensions. These four dimensions could be observed by the
existence of three turning points: a first and evident turning point in Element 2 and two slight turning
points matching more with Elements 11 and 12.

These four factors accounted for 66.523% of the total variance of the instrument. Their compositions
are detailed below.

Factor 1 included four items (Item 17, Item 14, Item 16, and Item 11) that explained 22.673% of the
variance. These items referred to the importance assigned to the viewing of photos, videos, and GIFs,
searching for information, and the use of mentions of friends and/or family members. The authors
labelled this factor “viewing.”

Factor 2 contained four items (Item 18, Item 22, Item 15, and Item 12) that explained 19.639% of
the variance. These items referred to the importance of posting photos, videos, and GIFs, making
status updates, and the use of mentions to prominent figures. This factor was labeled “posting.”

Factor 3 includes two items (Item 21 and Item 20) that explained 12.368% of the variance.
These addressed the importance assigned to participation in surveys, games, and discussions.
The authors labelled this factor “participating.”

Finally, Factor 4 contained the last three items (Item 26, Item 27, and Item 25). These explained
11.843% of the variance and referred to the frequency of use of hashtags, likes, and mentions. This factor
was labeled “interacting.”
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Figure 1. Scree plot. Source: created by the authors (SPSS.25).

The EFA was carried out following the extraction of main components, with varimax rotation,
applying the criterion of eigenvalue > 1 for factor extraction. The rotated component matrix extracted
showed the dimensional structure of the instrument, revealing, in accordance with the scree plot,
the existence of four underlying factors in the set of items (see Table 5).

Table 5. Rotated component matrix.

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Item 17 0.841
Item 14 0.775
Item 16 0.768
Item 11 0.601

Item 18 0.851
Item 22 0.841
Item 15 0.731
Item 12 0.480

Item 21 0.841
Item 20 0.769

Item 26 0.698
Item 27 0.687
Item 25 0.668

Source: created by the authors.
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3.3.2. CFA

Once the dimensional structure of the instrument was known, its validity was confirmed by
means of CFA. This CFA was done by estimating the parameters of the model under the maximum
likelihood criterion. The model produced by the analysis, with its respective standardized regression
coefficients and the covariances between factors, is reflected in Figure 2.
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The evaluation of the CFA model was carried out by examining the usual indicators: CFI,
GFI, RMSEA, and SRMR. The model fit, measured as the chi-squared/degrees of freedom ratio
(χ2/df), was 2.473, presenting the following fit indicators: CFI = 0.935, GFI = 0.925, RMSEA = 0.073,
and SRMR = 0.0596.

The CFI can be interpreted as a multivariate coefficient of determination, which is considered
optimal when greater than 0.90 [53]. Similarly, the GFI is a comparative fit indicator that is also
considered appropriate at 0.90 to 0.95 [54]. The RMSEA reflects the difference between the population
matrix and sample model and indicates a good model fit when less than 0.08 [55]. Finally, the SRMR
represents the status of standardized residuals, and a value below 0.08 again indicates an optimal fit [56].

3.4. Reliability Analysis of The Final Instrument

The reliability and internal consistency of the final version of the questionnaire were examined
using Cronbach’s alpha. This coefficient explores the homogeneity of the items contained in each
factor, revealing whether they are interconnected [57].

The internal consistency of the items comprising the first factor (viewing) showed a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.831. The items included in the second factor (posting) presented a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.798. The internal consistency for the third factor (participating) showed a value of 0.684. The items of
the fourth factor (interacting) had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.604. According to Kerlinger and Lee [58],
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reliability coefficients between 0.600 and 0.850 for each of the constructs are considered optimal.
Similarly, the reliability of the instrument as a whole also had a satisfactory overall coefficient of 0.864.

To conclude, in accordance with Calderón et al. [48], the reliability analysis was completed by
examining the AVE. The AVE was above 0.50 for each of the four factors, further corroborating the
reliability of the final instrument.

3.5. Descriptive Results Obtained with the Validated Questionnaire

Table 6 presents the descriptive results obtained for each item of the final questionnaire. The results
are organized by factor. Factor 1 (viewing) highlights the importance assigned to viewing photos and
searching for information. Factor 2 (posting) demonstrates that participants assigned great importance
to posting photos and posting status updates on their profiles.

Table 6. Descriptive results of the validated questionnaire.

Item Description Average SD

Factor 1: Viewing
Item 17 Importance placed on looking at photos 3.80 1.026
Item 14 Importance placed on watching videos or GIFs on the network 3.55 1.095
Item 16 Importance placed on searching for or accessing information 3.89 1.032
Item 11 Importance placed on mentioning friends and/or family members 3.24 1.097

Factor 2: Posting
Item 18 Importance placed on posting photos 3.12 1.023
Item 22 Importance placed on posting status updates 2.96 1.020
Item 15 Importance placed on posting videos or GIFs on the network 2.35 1.177
Item 12 Importance placed on mentioning prominent figures 2.20 1.008

Factor 3: Participating
Item 21 Importance placed on taking part in discussions 2.47 1.286
Item 20 Importance placed on participating in surveys or games 2.53 1.351

Factor 4: Interacting
Item 26 Frequency of use of the hashtag function 1.91 0.946
Item 27 Frequency of use of “like” function or similar 3.43 1.071
Item 25 Frequency of use of the mentions function 2.65 0.956

Source: created by the authors.

Likewise, of note in Factor 3 (participating) was the item referring to participation in surveys or
games. However, the responses to this item had a high dispersion, which denoted a low degree of
consensus among the participants on this question. Finally, in Factor 4 (Interacting), the item that stood
out was on the subjects’ high frequency of the use of the “like” function.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The questionnaire designed by the authors filled the need to obtain up-to-date information
regarding the social network use patterns among university youth. This work provided an updated
measurement instrument that could be used to understand the realities of social networking, as a step
before the development of pedagogical practices that incorporate these technologies.

The analyses carried out indicated that the resulting questionnaire was robust and reliable.
The content validity, assessed by a panel of expert judges, presented high scores and levels of agreement
in terms of pertinence, relevance, and precision in the wording of the items. The comprehension
validity included adequate values for SD, skewness, kurtosis, and corrected item-total correlation for
the items in the final instrument. Similarly, the construct validity, examined by EFA, explained 66.523%
of the variance, and the subsequent CFA yielded optimal values of CFI, GFI, RMSEA, and SRMR.
Likewise, the reliability analysis of the final questionnaire revealed an overall Cronbach’s alpha of
0.864, as well as appropriate AVE values.
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The procedure presented led to a questionnaire whose final version was comprised of four factors
or dimensions (viewing, posting, participating, and interacting) spread across 13 items. These 13 items
allowed information to be gathered on aspects such as the type of content that was searched for and
posted, participation and collaboration with other users, and the ways users interacted within the
social media setting.

It should be noted that the final version attained after the process of developing and validating
the instrument did not contain items that referred to any specific social network, but rather students’
patterns of use within them. The elimination of items that made explicit mention of specific platforms
reflected, in the authors’ view, a convergence in behaviors within social media regardless of the different
nuances of each network. The authors concluded, therefore, that the distinctive and characteristic
elements of each platform were of secondary importance in a new paradigm in which the type of
use (viewing, posting, participating, or interacting) prevails over the name and brand image of the
network itself.

These findings were in line with previous studies highlighting the volatile and fleeting nature of
many social media platforms. Examples of this were the works by Matosas-López and Romero-Ania [29]
and by Matosas-López, Romero-Ania and Romero-Luis [59], studies in which the authors addressed
how certain networks disappeared and gave way to others. From the opposite perspective, the results of
this research came into conflict with those of previous studies on the use of social networks, works that
focused their analyses on specific platforms of a general nature such as WhatsApp [60] or platforms
specialized in education such as Edmodo [61].

In view of the above, the authors underline that one of the main advances of this work was that it
demystified the topic of what platform to use to put the focus on what to do regardless of whether it is
a platform or another.

On the other hand, the overall descriptive results obtained through the final questionnaire
confirmed many of the findings of previous studies. Factor 1 (viewing), in line with the study by
Monge Benito and Olabarri Fernández [62], revealed the importance participants placed on viewing
content on these networks. In addition, this factor confirmed the usefulness of these platforms as tools
for searching for information, noted by Prendes Espinosa et al. [6].

Factor 2 (posting), consistent with the findings of Sánchez-Rodríguez et al. [18], emphasized
the importance students placed on sharing content with their network. This factor also confirmed
what Valerio Ureña and Serna Valdivia pointed out [63]: university students are always interested in
updating their status on their profiles.

Likewise, Factor 3 (participating), in line with Abella García and Delgado Benito [64], corroborated
the importance university students placed on these platforms as tools for discussion and information
exchange. This factor also confirmed the findings of García-Ruiz et al. [17] and Doval-Avendaño,
Domínguez Quintas, and Dans Álvarez [65] regarding the entertainment potential of these technologies.

Finally, Factor 4 (interacting) highlighted the use of the “like” function, confirming what was
reported by García Galera, Fernández Muñoz and Del Hoyo Hurtado [66] in their work on cooperation
and ways of interacting among young university students in the digital age.

In light of the above, the authors concluded that the developed questionnaire was valid and
reliable for evaluating the use patterns of university youth on social networks at the present time.
The instrument made it possible to obtain necessary information for the implementation of pedagogical
practices supported by these platforms.
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