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Background:

Today's students are understood as the second generation of digital natives (GDN-2)
who are close and accustomed to using social media. The concept of digital natives, first and
second generation has been identified as a generation that is close to technology and social
media (Barak, 2018; Correa, 2016; Williams et al., 2012). This is due to their ability as “native
speakers” of digital computers, video games, and the Internet (Prensky, 2001). Moreover, this
generation's way of thinking and acting is directly related to technology (Dingli & Seychell,
2015, p. 21). We can see in their mobility which is supported by an increasingly established
internet, Wi-Fi is widely available, a choice of mobile devices from mobile phones to tablets.
Therefore, for this generation a variety of information is available on different devices and can
be consumed very easily for digital natives. Therefore, for this generation various information
is available on various devices and can be consumed very easily for digital natives. For this
reason, this study confirms the use of social media in GDN-2, looking at the role of family
communication, its impact on GDN-2 participation in social media.

Objective(s):

Previous studies on digital natives discussed levels of digital literacy, in education and
sociology, digital native technology experiences, digital native food content and snacks,
learning strategies and practices for digital natives, and this generation's proximity to social
media (Alhabash & Ma, 2017; Bennett et al., 2008; Bennett & Maton, 2010; Kivunja, 2014;
Margaryan et al., 2011; Nam & Jung, 2021; Ng, 2012; Nikou et al., 2018; Scherman & Rivera,
2021; Tkalac Verci¢ & Verci¢, 2013; Yang & DeHart, 2016). This study tries to enrich the
GDN-2 literature, focusing on the Janus face of social media, the role of family
communication on social media, and the participation of GDN-2 on social media.

Uses and gratifications (U&G) theory on social media will lead to the Janus face of
social media (Mantymaki & Islam, 2016). Janus face revealed that social media use is due to
a desire for narcissism, but the number of friends reduces this effect. With the existence of
interpersonal connectivity in social media, previous research confirms maintaining existing
relationships is the main reason for using social media. This study assumes that GDN-2 has a
different view, that social media with various positive sides also has various negative sides.
Parents from the digital native generation because of their maturity in thinking, will certainly
highlight the negative side of social media. The next assumption has an impact on the
knowledge and patrticipation of GDN-2.



Method:

In this study, 308 students of Muhammadiyah Riau University at Indonesia were willing
to complete the questionnaire that we distributed using Google Forms. The student was GDN-
2 who was born after 1990. An in-depth interview was then conducted on GDN-2 (N = 31) to
explore their experiences with social media. This study focuses on five social media that are
popular among students at the Muhammadiyah University of Riau. Of the respondents (N =
308), 66.9% indicated that they prefer to use social media Instagram, 14.3% of them use
Youtube, 11% use Facebook, 6.2% use Tiktok, and 1.6% use Twitter. GDN-2 also revealed
the type of social media their parents used. The results on fathers, 36.7% stated that they
prefer to use Facebook social media, 4.9% prefer to use Instagram, 3.9% use Youtube, do
not have Twitter and Tiktok social media, and 54.5% or most of the fathers of GDN-2 has no
social media. The results on mothers, 39.9% stated that they prefer to use social media
Facebook, 7.5% use Instagram, 1.9% use Youtube, 0.3% use Tiktok, do not have social
media Twitter, and 50.3% or most of the mothers of GDN-2 do not have social media.

Results:

This study tries to explain GDN-2 on social media. First, students now as GDN-2, know
that social media has two faces (Janus Face). The positive side they feel from social media is
updated and viral information, a place to learn and increase knowledge, used for
communication purposes, a place for buying and selling activities, and so on. The negative
side they feel is that social media diverts their main activities and work, becomes lazy, time is
wasted, fake news, has to pay for the internet that should be used for college fees, and so on.
The research findings confirm the results of previous studies (Gullo, 2018; Radovic et al.,
2017) that social media has benefits as well as disadvantages.

Second, the form of parental communication to GDN-2 by giving them advice on the
importance of social media literacy. Various advices were given such as don't easily believe
information circulating on social media, research the truth again, don't just post data on social
media, and so on. However, there is an anomaly in family communication about the
importance of using good and correct social media. When parents who do not have social
media, do not even have the competence and knowledge of social media literacy. Facing
GDN-2 as a social media user, as well as a generation that grows and develops with the
increasingly established internet technology, especially social media. Various advice from
parents to be careful using social media, it may be explained that parents are one of the
groups that are vulnerable to the negative impacts of social media (Hassan et al., 2020). For
this reason, it is natural for them to give advice so that GDN-2 is not negatively affected by
social media. Third, knowledge of janus face social media and advice from parents is then
reflected in GDN-2 participation in social media. GDN-2 is becoming cautious and more
selective in participating in social media. This finding is in line with the results of previous
studies (Kim & Chen, 2016; Valenzuela, 2013; Valenzuela et al., 2018), that social media can
facilitate GDN-2 in participating in expressing their political opinions and expressions.



Future Work:

This study has implications for social media service providers to innovate to prevent
the negative impact of social media. Such as blocking anonymous accounts that spread fake
news or alerting users if they spend too much time on social media. Regarding the anomaly of
family communication because parents do not have social media, it is hoped that parents are
also equipped with adequate social media literacy. So that the advice and input given to their
children is very appropriate and relevant. This study has limitations looking in more detail at
the types of social media. Because each type of social media has its own characteristics such
as Instagram, Youtube, Facebook, Twitter, Tiktok, and others (Auxier & Anderson, 2021; Oh
& Syn, 2015). For this reason, further research is needed on the types of social media that
have a very negative impact on GDN-2 and the types of social media that are very beneficial
for them. The limitations of the study are also due to the focus on the nuclear family, namely
the father and mother. Future research is expected to look at the characteristics and patterns
of parenting in the family such as grandparents, uncles, aunts, or even older siblings (Cornejo
et al., 2013; Erola et al., 2018). The next generation shift becomes even more interesting to
study, as the third and fourth generations of digital natives emerge, the role of family
communication, and new forms of participation are discussed.
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