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ABSTRACT

Worldwide, there is an increasing interest to study social media dependency.
Currently, most of the researches compare social media dependency with other
dependencies such as substance abuse and gambling. Although, there is limited
research to investigate the effect of personality on social media dependency.
Therefore, the main aim of the current study was to examine the predictor roles of
narcissism, perceived parenting styles and delay of gratification on social media
dependency. A total of 152 women and 146 men aged between 18 to 40 years
(M=23.76, SD=4.79) were recruited from a Turkish speaking community. Participants
were recruited through online surveys, and face-to-face distributions at Eastern
Mediterranean University. Results showed that authoritarian and authoritative
parenting, and delay of gratification significantly predicted social media dependency.
However, narcissism, age, gender and permissive parenting style were not significant
predictors. Findings indicated the importance of parental practices, and delay of

gratification for the prevention of social media dependency.

Keywords: Dependency — Social Media — Delay of Gratification — Narcissism —

Parenting Style



Oz

Sosyal medya bagimlilig1 diinya genelinde popiilerlesen bir arastirma konusudur.
Giincel olarak, arastirmalarin ¢ogu sosyal medya bagimliligini, madde ve kumar
bagimlilig1 gibi davranislarla karsilastirmaktadir. Ancak, kisilik farkliliklarinin sosyal
medya bagimlilig1 tizerindeki etkisini inceleyen arastirmalarin sayisi yeterli seviyede
degildir. Bu yiizden, bu ¢alismanin ana amaci narsisizm, haz ertelemesi, ve algilanan
ebeveynlik tarzinin sosyal medya bagimliligi {izerindeki yordayic1 etkisini
aragtirmaktir. Calisma Tiirkge konusan, 18 ile 40 yas (M=23.76, SD=4.79) arasinda,
152 kadin ve 146 erkek katilimci ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Veriler cevrimi¢i sekilde, ve Dogu
Akdeniz Universitesi’nde yiizyiize dagitilan anketlerle toplanmistir. Sonuglar otoriter
ve yetkili ebeveynlik tarzinin, ve haz erteleme becerisinin sosyal medya bagimliligini
anlamli diizeyde yordadigini gostermistir. Diger yandan; narsisizm, izin verici
ebeveynlik tarzi, yas ve cinsiyet degiskenleri ile sosyal medya bagimlilig1 arasinda
anlaml bir iliski bulunmamistir. Bulgular ebeveynlik tarzlarinin ve haz erteleme

becerisinin sosyal medya bagimliligini 6nlemede 6nemli degiskenler oldugunu

diistindiirmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Bagimlilik — Sosyal medya — Haz erteleme — Narsisizm —

Ebeveynlik tarzi
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Social Media

1.1.1 What is social media?

Social media is defined as interactive internet platforms which are accessible through
mobile or web-based devices such as smartphones and personal computers
(Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCharty, & Silvestre, 2011). The content on social media
platforms are provided by social media users (Mangold & Faulds, 2009). In other
words, social media platforms allow users to share, discuss, re-create, and modify the
content provided by others (Kietzmann et al., 2011).

1.1.2 Social Media Platforms

Alexa (2015a) is a globally accepted website monitoring platform that ranks websites
according to their visitors and statistics (Hynes, 2010; Wozniak and Buchnowska,
2013). Alexa (2015b) rankings of the year 2015 shows that Facebook is the most used
social media platform, followed by YouTube, Twitter, LinkedlIn, Instagram, Blogger,

Pinterest, and Tumblr (based on top 50 global websites).

Facebook is a social media platform that is available on website (desktop and laptop
computers) and mobile applications (smartphones, tablets, and wearable devices) for
it’s users (Facebook, 2015a; Alexa, 2015b). YouTube is a Google company which
allows users to create video channels and share previously edited or live broadcasting

videos (YouTube, 2015a; Wozniak, & Buchnowska, 2013). Popular video channel



owners on YouTube can make up to 4 million dollars in a year with partnership system
(Kain, 2014). Blogs are online personal journals for users to express their ideas, tell
their stories, and discuss other user generated contents on blogs (Blogger, 2015;
Wozniak and Buchnowska, 2013). Blogs have high quality content but lower
interaction compared to other social media platforms such as Facebook (Chang, Tang,
Inagaki, & Liu, 2014). Blog users who want a higher level of interaction could use
microblogs such as Twitter (Chang et. al., 2014). Pinterest and Instagram provide
photograph and video sharing platforms for social media users but, Instagram requires
a mobile device for registration and photograph sharing (Hansen, Nowlan,& Winter,
2012; Manikonda, Hu, & Kambhampati, 2014). LinkedIn is preferred for professional
business related interactions between users (Benson, Filippaios, & Morgan, 2009). The
number of LinkedIn users was increased especially during 2007-2008 financial crisis

(Benson et. al., 2009, LinkedIn, 2008).

All of these social media platforms are based on users’ interaction with each other
(Kuss & Griffiths, 2011). Therefore, the existence of social media platforms is relying
on user activity and because of this, social media platforms send notifications to their
users, and try to keep them connected as much as possible (Facebook, 2015b;
Instagram, 2015; LinkedIn, 2015; Pinterest, 2015; Tumblr, 2015; Twitter, 2015;

YouTube, 2015b).
1.2 Social Media Dependency

Social media dependency is the continuous excessive and compulsive use of social

media platforms, despite the negative outcomes on users’ lives caused by social media
usage (Griffiths, Kuss, & Demetrovics, 2014; LaRose, Kim, & Peng, 2010). Griffiths

(2005) emphasized six base components (salience, mood modification, tolerance,



withdrawal symptoms, conflict, and relapse) to operationally define any behavior
which can be considered as dependency. Accordingly, Griffiths et al. (2014) modified
these components to define social media dependency:
e Salience: Social media becomes the most important thing in users’ lives, affect
their thoughts (i.e. preoccupation with thinking to use social media), feelings
(i.e. cravings), and behaviors (the impairment with social environment).
Resulting with poor work-school performance, and relational problems with
other individuals.

e Mood Modification: Social media is used by users as a coping strategy with

their personal experiences (i.e. escaping from real life problems), .

e Tolerance: In order to get the same mood modification feelings which were
experienced by users before, users try to increase the time spend on social
media after using it for a period of time.

e Withdrawal symptoms: If users can’t engage with their social media accounts,

they start to experience unpleasant physical and emotional effects such as
anger, shaking, focusing problems.

e Conflict: As their social media dependency increase, users start to experience
interpersonal (friends, family), social (hobbies, interests, job, and other social
activities), and individual (loss of control) conflicts with their environment and
themselves.

e Relapse: After a successful behavioral strategy against social media dependent
behaviors (e.g. excessive use), users might turn back to their earlier behaviors

and start to use social media with dependence.



Social media dependency has been compared to other dependency types in terms of
symptoms. For example, Echeburua and de Corral (2009) found that both substantial
(e.g. alcohol, or drugs) and non-substantial (e.g. gambling) dependencies have similar
symptoms with social media and internet dependencies. This finding supports Griffiths
(2005) work for defining dependencies and provides evidence to study social media

dependency by using similar problematic behaviors in other dependency types.

Social media dependency can be related to psycho-physiological problems such as
sleep disorders. Studies showed that using electronic media devices excessively could
delay people’s sleep and waking up times (Brunborg, et al., 2011; Suganuma, et al.,
2007) and disturbance in sleeping activities can be related to negative outcomes such
as poor decision making (Horne & Harrison, 2000), lowered cognitive performance
and alertness (Thomas et. al. 2000). These problems in individuals’ lives can be related
to tolerance (spending more time) and conflict (work performance) components of

social media dependency (Griffiths et al., 2014).

In addition, social media platforms can be preferred due to their social functions as
well; social media users can maintain their real life social relationships or create new
relationships in social media platforms (Ellison, Steinfield,& Lampe, 2007; Joinson,
2008; Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008). Wan’s (2009) study on social media with 335
participants showed that social media dependency had a significant positive
relationship with socializing and building new relationships. Interpersonal relationship
expectations to communicate on social media could be leading social media users to
be online more, and as a result of this online participation expectation, some of the

users could develop social media dependency.



1.2.1 Social Media Usage

With the increasing number of users in social media, these platforms have created their
own population. In 2013, there were 2.5 billion internet users and 1.8 billion of them
were social media users (Masters, 2015). Starting from 2005 to 2015, the number of
Facebook users increased from 6 million to 1,49 billion (Facebook, 2015). Onerli
(2014) states that in U.S.A. 85% of internet users had Facebook accounts, and this
number was higher in Turkey with 93%. Onerli (2014) states that in U.S., 85% of
internet users had Facebook accounts, and this number was higher in Turkey with 93%.
Average time spend on the internet in Turkey, was 4.9 hours in a day via computers,
and 1.9 hours in a day via smartphones, with 2.5 hours of this time was spent in social
media. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are no statistics for other Turkish
speaking countries like North Cyprus. These numbers support the claim that social
media is widely used and common among internet users. As the number of social
media users increase, the number of individuals who face social media dependency

risks also increases.

Pew Research Center (2012) report shows that smartphone usage was more common
among young users (18-29) compared to older ones (30+), with 64% rate for social
media use on smartphones. In the same report, average daily time spend on social
media platforms was also included by using Alexa statistics. The comparison table
including the rankings and average time for each visitor in 2012 and 2015 are given
below (Table 1). In the table it can be seen that Blog platforms (Tumblr, and Blogger)
decreased on the ranking list but, other social media platforms maintained their
positions, or got higher. This table supports Chang et al. (2014) assumption on the

desire to get higher level of activity and interaction between users because; Blogs were



described as social media platforms with lower level of interaction compared to others

(e.g. Facebook, or Twitter).



Table 1: Comparison table of social media platforms’ global rank and Average Time
Spend for Each Visitor (ATSEV) in 2012 and 2015 data based on Alexa.com statistics

Social media  Global Rank Global Rank ATSEV ATSEV
platform (2012) (2015) (seconds) (seconds)
(2012) (2015)
Facebook 2 2 28:29 21:09
YouTube 3 3 19:35 17:53
Twitter 9 9 8:53 7:44
LinkedIn 14 14 7:02 7:26
Pinterest 36 36 8:30 6:21
Tumblr 33 43 7:53 12:23
Blogger 46 83 14:59 8:52
Instagram 84 27 2:35 4:35

Note: Alexa.com doesn’t provide statistics for mobile usage.

1.2.2 Treatment

Young (1999) suggested that internet dependency cannot be treated in the same way
with other dependencies because, internet has a practical value in users’ lives and the
complete removal of internet use couldn’t be a good option. In addition to Young
(1999), Echeburua and Corral (2009) found that rather than taking social media
completely out of users’ lives, it is better to learn about the risks and opportunities of
social media and use it with guidance. As a result, it can be said that social media
dependency should be approached with caution and self-control of the users should be
enhanced. Young (1999) provided eight important strategies for treatment of these
dependencies;

e Practicing the opposite: Dependent users’ routines for weekly internet use

should be learned and the timing of the internet use should be asked precisely.

After learning this routine, the professional (i.e. psychologist, or psychiatrist)



should create a time table which replaces dependent person’s internet use times
with other activities other than using internet. The aim of this method is to
create a disruption in dependent person’s internet using routine, and try to make
them adapt new activities (e.g., sports, or going out with friends).

External Stoppers: In order to control individuals’ time for using internet,

external stoppers such as alarm clocks can be set. The alarm clock can warn
individuals to log off from computers and social media, and help them to
control the time which they are spending on internet.

Setting Goals: The goal of controlling the use of internet should not be an
ambiguous schedule or a statement because, users are already having problems
with self-control and setting some goals with certain limits could guide them.
Users should have specific, time bounded, scheduled time periods to use
internet or social media. For instance, rather than saying “I will decrease the
time I spend on internet”, users should be able to say “I am going to start using
the internet at 8:00 p.m. and log off at 10:30 p.m., on Thursdays”. In this way,
the decision to stop using internet has been made before using it, and it is more
controllable.

Abstinence: This strategy requires knowing the content which social media or
internet users are dependent on (e.g., chat rooms, surfing on World Wide Web,
or online gaming). For instance, if the person is dependent on online gaming,
the online games should be removed from internet using context, and chat
rooms or surfing on web should be allowed only.

Reminder Cards: Users can write down the advantage and disadvantages of

using social media to small cards, and carry them in their pockets with them.

Whenever they feel they need to use social media, they can look at the cards



and remember the positive and negative effects, and they can have a better
chance to control themselves.

e Personal Inventory: The dependent individuals should be asked with a personal

inventory and the things they neglect to use social media (e.g., going to sports,
concerts, reading books, or having a coffee with friends), should be learned
according to its’ importance for users. This process could help dependent
individuals to have awareness on what they are missing while using social
media or internet.

e Support Groups: The online relationship and loneliness in real life could be

another reason for dependency. Because of this, support groups should be
formed and dependent users should be guided to join these groups.

e Family Therapy: Internet users’ family lives or marriages could be affected

because of social media or internet dependency. In order to solve this problem,
families should be educated about the dependency risks, dependent individuals
shouldn’t be blamed, and families should have more and better communication

with new hobbies and activities.

The online risks such as chatting, shopping, surfing on the web, and pornography can
be related to social media but, not every internet or social media user becomes
dependent on these contents. Since not every user is becoming dependent on social
media, there can be some other factors increasing the chance of social media
dependency such as personality differences. Some of the factors that is important in
social media and internet dependencies are online relationships, self-control, and
family (Griffiths et al., 2014; Young, 1999). Accordingly, social media dependency

was found to be linked with users’ narcissism (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008), delay of



gratification (Caplan, 2010; Wood & Neal, 2007), and parenting styles (Floros &
Siomos, 2013; Kalaitzaki & Birtchnell, 2014). These factors could be predicting a
higher risk for social media dependency, and the current study tries to investigate and
explain social media dependency, by looking at the relationship between these factors
and social media dependency.

1.3 Parenting Style

Parenting style is the behavior set of parents including their demands, responsibilities,
physical and emotional relationship, influence, directivity, trust, and behavioral
shaping strategies towards their children (Baumrind, 1967). Baumrind’s (1966)
parenting style categorization includes three parenting styles; permissive,
authoritarian, and authoritative parenting.

1.3.1 Permissive Parenting

According to Baumrind (1966) permissive parents have fewer requests from their
children than other parenting styles. They are undemanding but responsive.
Permissive parenting allows children to have their own strategy for self-regulation,
and decide on their actions by themselves. Parents’ punitive behaviors towards their
children are at the lowest level in permissive parenting style compared to
authoritarian and authoritative parenting. It can be said, permissive parenting is the
least dominant parenting style among three types.

1.3.2 Authoritarian Parenting

Authoritarian parents can be perceived as the opposite of permissive parents.
Baumrind (1966) stated that these parents expect high obedience for their requests
from their children. Their demanding, and unresponsive characteristics differ this
parenting style from others. Authoritarian parents are dominant and strict about their

parental practices. These parents direct their children according to their demands.

10



Parents tend to show less affection and be less attached to their children. Punishment
in parent-child relationship is more probable than other parenting styles.

1.3.3 Authoritative Parenting

Baumrind (1966) informed that authoritative parents were both demanding and
responsive to their children. They give freedom of choice to children, and emphasize
their authority in child-parent relationship, at the same time. These parents don’t
completely direct children, but they don’t let them stay idled as well. Authoritative
parents give clear directions to their children, and explain the reasons behind it. These
parents are more likely to have a good communication with their children.

1.3.4 Parenting Styles and Dependencies

The literature for parenting styles and dependencies provides different relational
statistics for different parenting style types, and perceived parenting styles; Kalaitzaki
and Birtchnell’s (2014) research on the relationship between internet dependency,
parental rearing styles, and relationship with other people showed that parenting styles
were indirectly linked with children’s internet dependency. Shih (2004) found that
parents’ attitudes for their children’s internet use directly affect children’s internet
dependency. For this reason, parenting style can be considered as an important factor

for social media dependency.

Optimal parenting (protective but respectful parenting) was observed to be negatively
linked to social media participation and internet dependency (Floros & Siomos, 2013).
Parents’ active involvement and restrictive behaviors for children’s internet use was
found to be negatively linked with excessive internet use of children (Kalmus, Blinka,

& Olafsson, 2013).

11



Another research which was conducted with parents and children reported that
authoritarian parenting predicted the lowest level of internet use (Valcke, Bonte,
Wever, & Rots, 2010). These studies indicate that parental practices such as
authoritarian (dominant and prim) or authoritative (active authority with respect and
reason) which use an active authority strategy towards children, would be negatively
related to social media dependency. In addition to these, the absence of an authority
figure could be related to social media dependency. Inadequate affection from parents
and paucity of perceived parenting support were found to be some of the most related
factors for increased internet dependency (Lin & Gau, 2013), and permissive parenting
style was found to be predicting the highest level of internet use among children
(Valcke et al., 2010). These additional studies support the literature for active authority
practices on social media dependency because, permissive parenting (undemanding

and least authoritarian parenting) doesn’t use an active authority towards children.

On the other hand, there were some other studies suggesting that authority could be a
risk factor for social media dependency; Yao, He, Ko, and Pang (2014) reported that
rejection of father and mother, and overprotection of father were significantly related
to internet dependency. Kwon, Chung, and Lee (2011) found that parental hostility
had a positive relation with internet gaming dependency, and studies also suggested a
positive correlation between internet dependency and parent-child conflict (Yen, Yen,
Chen, Chen, & Ko, 2007). Another research which included internet dependent and
non-dependent participants showed that people with internet dependency was more
likely to perceive their relationships with their mothers as punitive, with inadequate
emotional warmth, too much controlling, and rejecting (Xiugin et al., 2010). The

parent-child conflict can occur when parental authority and children’s desires are

12



against each other, and this situation requires an active authority figure such as
authoritarian or authoritative parents. As a result, studies showing a positive
correlation between authority and social media dependency are oppositions to the
studies in the previous paragraph. The previous paragraph suggested a negative
relationship between authoritarian and authoritative parental practices, and social
media dependency, whereas this paragraph provided the opposite; a positive
relationship between active authority and social media dependency. Accordingly, the
literature requires more research to clarify the relationship between social media
dependency and parenting styles.

1.4 Impulsivity and Delay of Gratification

One of the most important features about dependency is people’s ability to control
themselves, in other words self-control because, dependent individuals have lower
self-control against to the material that they are dependent on (Young, 1998). Self-
control has frequently been studied in association with two other psychological
concepts such as impulsivity and delay of gratification. For example, Romer,
Duckworth, Sznitman, and Park (2010) used delay of gratification as an inhibitory
factor against their participants’ impulsivity in their study, and found that delay of
gratification was more likely to inhibit impulsive behaviors. Metcalfe and Mischel
(1999) also used delay of gratification as a self-regulation variable to inhibit impulse
responses. This makes delay of gratification an important predictor for individuals’
impulsivity which is a key factor for dependencies. Therefore, delay of gratification
could be an important predictor for dependencies as well.

1.4.1 Impulsivity and General Psychopathology

Impulsivity is a set of behaviors in which people usually behave without considering

the conditions in the environment, without thinking about other people’s expectations,
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sometimes with taking risky decisions and generally result in unwanted consequences

(Moeller et. al., 2014).

Other than evaluated as a personality trait, impulsivity is also important to understand
psychopathologic disorders. Impulsivity was one of the most frequently used criterion
in DSM-IV to diagnose a disorder (American Psychiatric Association, 1994).
Moreover, DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) had a special section
for impulsivity, named as Impulse Control Disorders. Kleptomania, Pathologic
Gambling  Disorder, Intermittent Explosive Disorder, Pyromania, and
Trichotillomania had been listed under this section. Other than these, impulsivity is an
important predictor for substance abuse and substance related disorders. For example,
Pattron, and Stanford (1995) found a significant difference between substance abuser
and non-abuser participants’ impulsivity, participants with substance abuse had
significantly higher impulsivity scores compared to participants without abuse.

1.4.2 Impulsivity and Dependencies

Young (1998), and Kuss, Griffiths, and Binder’s (2013) study for adapting gambling
criteria to internet dependency reported that impulsivity was an important concept for
internet dependency (5th ed.; DSM-5; American Psychiatric Association, 2013).
Young and Griffiths’ suggestions have been supported by other research findings,
proving that addictive disorders share similar behavioral patterns with each other
(Saville, Gisbert, Kopp, & Telesco, 2010). Accordingly, a series of studies indicated
that internet dependency shares same characteristics with other dependencies (Beard
& Wolf, 2001; Shapira, Goldsmith, Keck, Khosla, and McElroy, 2000; Treuer, Fabian,
and Furedi, 2001). Dong, Lu, Zhou, and Zhao (2010) found that participants with

internet dependency were observed to have lower ability to control their impulses than

14



participants who were not with internet dependency. Moreover, Cao, Su, Liu, and Gao,
(2007) reported that, participants with internet dependencies were more likely to show
impulsive behaviors than non-dependent participants in their research. Impulsivity was
also reported as a relapse predicting factor in drug use treatment (Moeller et al., 2001).
1.4.3 Delay of Gratification and Dependencies

Delay of gratification (DQG) is people’s ability to choose to do an unwanted (boring)
task with a delayed and bigger reward against a wanted (interesting) task with a more

simple immediate reward (Mischel, Ebbesen, and Zeiss, 1972).

Delay of gratification’s effect on people’s lives can be seen during their lifespan
development. Shoda, Mischel, and Peake (1990) reported that children who could learn
delay of gratification in younger ages, achieved more school and business success in
the future, whereas children who didn’t build a strong ability to delay their
gratifications would always have problems in their future lives unless they work on

this issue.

Delay of gratification is used in self-control and self-regulation literature (Demetriou
2000; Muraven and Baumeister 2000; Muraven et al. 1999), which are key factors in
dependencies (National Institute of Drug Abuse, 2009). DG and social media
dependency was discussed in other studies such as LaRose et. al. (2010); discussing

self-regulation as a key factor for social media dependency.

LaRose et. al. (2010) focused on human habituation; and reported that as automated
behaviors continue to be practiced; they could need less attention in human mind to be

done, resulting with a deficiency in self-regulation ability of people. Social media
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could be getting an automated behavior as it practiced more and more, and it can be
requiring less attention, resulting with self-regulation problems. Accordingly, social
media dependency was described as personal negative outcomes which caused by
deficient self-regulation of internet use by social media users (Orbell & Verplanken,
2003; Wood & Neal, 2007), and deficient self-regulation of internet use causes
individuals to experience negative outcomes which are based on internet use (Caplan,
2010; Lee, Cheung & Thadania, 2012). Kisyovska, Kronung and Eckhard (2015)
claims that social media dependency can be described as a conditioned behavior with
its positive outcomes for users (relaxing, getting attention, etc.) and reinforced
behaviors.

1.5 Narcissism

1.5.1 Definition and Characteristics

Narcissism is a personality disorder and defined as person’s overestimation of his/her
self-importance, seeking for more appreciation and compliments from others (Wilson,
Fornaiser, & White, 2010). Individuals with this disorder are highly concerned about
their physical appearance; they seek attention from their environment, and sometimes
exhibit themselves (Wilson et al., 2010). Narcissist people like to have expensive and
flashy clothes, an attractive appearance with lots of preparation (Vazire, Naumann,
Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2008). As narcissistic behaviors, makeup and revealing clothes
were observed to be worn among females (Vazire, et. al., 2008), whereas greater
authority, superiority, entitlement, and exploiting behaviors were observed among
males (Foster, Campbell,& Twenge, 2003). Due to narcissistic people’s lack of
understanding for empathy, they can’t show the same applauding behaviors for other

people (5th ed.; DSM-5; American Psychiatric Association, 2013).

16



1.5.2 Narcissism and Social Media

Social media allows users to share things that they want to show and hide the ones that
they don’t want to show to other users (Hopkins, 2008). With social media’s functions
to reach larger audiences and users’ ability to express themselves, social media is a
suitable place for narcissistic people, and narcissism is predictable with higher social
media use (Rosen, Whaling, Rab, Carrier, & Cheever, 2013). Also, with social media’s
immediate reaction and notification systems, users can interact with others faster and
achieve their goals easier (Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Campbell, & Bushman, 2008).
As an important part of narcissism, self-presentation and media attention on social

media are found to be linked to narcissistic personality traits (Ong et. al., 2011).

According to Buffardi and Campbell (2008), social media is a suitable online platform
for narcissistic users by providing them absolute control on their observable profile to
others. This makes it perfect for the users who are anxious about their appearance.
Therefore, narcissistic users seem to have more friends, wall posts, and share
physically exhibitionist photos more than non- narcissistic users. These behaviors are
supported (reinforced) when they get more interaction (likes, comments, and shares)

for their posts.

Bibly (2008) also found that narcissistic users tend to be more preoccupied for
Facebook. Bibly (2008) stressed that, because of the way that social media works,
narcissistic users interact with others in social media for more romantic reasons and
enjoy to exhibit in their personal profiles.. In addition, narcissistic social media users
prefer more attractive and self-promoting photos for their social media profiles to get

more interaction and to be seen by others more (Ong et al., 2011). Mehdizadeh’s
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(2010) study found that higher narcissism and was related to higher online activity.
These studies suggest a positive correlation between narcissism and social media
dependency, indicating that if the narcissism level is higher, the social media usage

would be higher as well.

Narcissistic social media rewards can be achieved on Twitter by tweeting (posts with
short texts) while Facebook’s other features (longer posts, notes, videos, games, etc.)
give users to achieve more narcissistic outcomes according to their needs (Davenport,
Bergman, Bergman, Fearrington, 2014). McKinney, Kelly, and Duran (2012) reports
that Twitter can be used more for narcissistic people because there is a significant
relationship between people’s narcissistic traits and the number of tweets they post.
Also, narcissistic and non-narcissistic individuals’ behaviors in the social media may
show similarities but their motivations show differences; for example it was found that
narcissistic users were more likely to share self-focused pictures and they tended to
believe that other social media users were always interested about their lives and
updates. (Bergman, Fearrington, Davenport, & Bergman, 2011). Since the content of
social media is created by users, it also gives chance to users to become famous in
social media by getting as much as online followers. The desire to become famous or
have fame is linked with narcissism (Greenwood, Long, & Dal Cin, 2013; Maltby,
2010). Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky (2010) showed that social media users with
narcissistic personality traits tried to reach maximum number of friends in their social
media profiles. The desire to become famous could be another reason for users to

become dependent on social media.
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1.6 Ecological Systems Theory

Ecological systems theory was pioneered by Bronfenbrenner (1977), to show the
importance of humans’ relationship with their environment during their lifespan
development. The system takes insemination as the starting point and studies
development with connected environment systems around the person as microsystem,

mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem.

Microsystem includes the closest, active relationships of developing children with
particular people in particular environments such as parents, school, or neighbors.
Bronfenbrenner (1977) states that the interaction styles, reinforcements, and response
rate of people in the microsystem environment are essential behaviors to the
developing individual. These behaviors were also studied in Baumrind’s (1966)
parenting styles, and they were considered as important practices which related to child
development. Mesosystem, referres to the interactions among developing children’s
microsystems’ (e.g., the relationship between parents and school teachers). Exosystem
includes formal and informal constructs which don’t contain developing children
actively but still can be affective on them (e.g., mass media, neighborhood, and
government agencies). Families are surrounded by media devices at homes, a
developing individual (2-17 years old) spends 6 hours in a day with media such as
televisions, videotapes, videogames, and computers (Schimitt, 2000). Jordan’s (1990)
review of developmental and media studies with Ecological Systems Theory stated
that heavy media exposure and spending more time with media could have negative
consequences for development process. Macrosystem consists of the instutional

culture constructs such as government policies, religion, and socioeconomic level. The
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last system is chronosystem, referres to major life events (e.g., natural disasters,

parents’ death, or divorce).
1.7 Current Study

Social media dependency was studied with Turkish speaking sample before (Cam &
Isbulan, 2012; Koc & Gulyagci, 2013; Tosun, 2012; Uysal et. al., 2013). In addition,
social media dependency’s relationship with delay of gratification, parenting styles,
and narcissism were also studied in different cultures, as the literature shows.
However, there were no studies conducted with Turkish speaking sample, looking at
social media dependency’s relationship with delay of gratification, narcissism, and
perceived parenting style. The current study aims to look at these relationships and
tries to find if the previous study results in the literature regarding these variables are
applicable to Turkish speaking sample, or not. It is hypothesized that;

1) Higher scores in permissive parenting style will predict higher scores in social
media dependency

2) Higher scores in authoritative parenting style will predict lower scores in social
media dependency

3) Higher scores in authoritarian parenting style will predict higher scores in social
media dependency.

4) Delaying gratification will be negatively related to social media dependency.

5) Narcissism will be positively related with social media dependency.
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Chapter 2

METHODS

2.1 Participants

Current study was conducted with 298 participants; 152 (51%) of them were women
and 146 (49%) were men. Age range was 18-40 (M=23.76, SD=4.79). One hundred
and fifty-three of them participated via online surveys on social media, and 145
participants were recruited from Eastern Mediterranean University’s Psychology
Department and Faculty of Engineering. Most of the participants’ (90,7%) education

level was undergraduate degree or higher.

In order to have a more homogenous sample Turkish speaking participants were
targeted, and only Turkish speaking participants were asked to participate to the study.
Since the study is not targeting the nationality differences and comparisons,
participants’ nationality was not questioned in the questionnaires.

2.2 Materials

Participants were asked to fill a short demographic questionnaire, Generalized
Problematic Internet Use Scale (GPIUS), Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ),
Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI-16), and Delaying Gratification Inventory
(DGI). Because Turkish speaking participants were recruited for the study as
mentioned before, GPIUS, PAQ, NPI-16 and DGI scales were translated into Turkish
language by researchers, and back translation was done by Eastern Mediterranean

University’s official web page translator... Parallel to the aims of the research, None

21



of the scales had cut off points and none of the participants were categorized such as
social media dependents, or narcissistic participants. Consequently, analyses were
conducted with participants’ continuous scores on the scales.

2.2.1 Demographics

In this section, participants were asked to fill questions regarding their age, gender,
education level, and relationship status. Because the study focuses on the social media
use in general, no question was asked about specific social media platforms such as
Facebook, Twitter etc.

2.2.2 Generalized Problematic Internet Use Scale (GPIUS) - Modified for Social
Media Use

Generalized Problematic Internet Use Scale (GPIUS) was developed and validated by
Caplan (2002), to measure the behavior of problematic internet use. The scale has 7
sub-scales to assess problematic internet use behaviors. These are mood alteration
(e.g., “I have used the internet to talk with others when I was feeling isolated”), social
benefits (e.g., “I am treated better in my online relationships than in my face-to-face
relationships”), negative outcomes (e.g., “I have gotten into trouble with my employer
or school because of being online”), compulsive use (e.g., “l want to or have made
unsuccessful efforts to, cut down or control my use of the internet”), excessive time
online (e.g., “I lose track of time when I am online”), withdrawal (e.g., “I miss being
online if I can’t get on it”) and social control (e.g., “when I am online, I socialize with
other people without worrying about how I look”. The scale has 29 items and
participants response ranging from 1 (I totally agree) to 5 (I totally disagree) to the
statements (items) in the scale. Higher scores indicate higher problematic social media
use behaviors. Current study focuses social media dependency score as a whole, rather

than subscale differentiation. Because of this, a total score was used instead of sub-
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scores. In order to be able to assess social media use behaviors with GPIUS,
researchers reworded the items (e.g., “I want to or have made unsuccessful efforts to,
cut down or control my use of social media”) with the approval of the author of the
original scale. Internal consistency was high (Crobach’s Alpha =.91).

2.2.3 Parental Authority Questionnaire

Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ) was developed and validated by by Buri
(1991) to assess participants’ perceived parenting style. It included 30 items for both
mother and father separately. The items were same in both versions. The only
difference between father and mother questionnaire were the words “father” and
“mother”. Participants gave answers ranging from 1 (I totally agree) to 5 (I totally
disagree) to the statements (items) in the scale, assessing perceived parental

permissiveness, authoritarianism, and authoritativeness.

In this study, rather than questioning mother and father separately, the items were
united as “parents” and the number of items was reduced to 30. The first reason behind
this is the risk of some participants’ loss of their parents. In the scenario of loss of a
parent, research could make participant feel uncomfortable. Also, one of the ways to
gather data was to conduct research with online survey services. Accordingly, scales
had to be as short as possible to lower the risk of participants’ attention loss for
research. In order to eliminate these potential problems, the questionnaire was given
as a combined survey. The higher score in the scale refers to an elevation in the given
parenting styles.

2.2.4 Delaying Gratification Inventory (DGI)

The scale was developed by Hoerger, Quirk, and Weed (2011) to assess participants’
ability to delay their gratifications. It has 35 items about participants’ delay of

gratification behaviors. The scale has 5 sub-scales. These are food (e.g., “It is easy for
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me to resist candy and bowls of snack foods”), physical (e.g., “I have given up
physical pleasure or comfort to reach my goals), social (e.g., “I try to consider how
my actions will affect other people in the long-term”), money (e.g., “I try to spend my
money wisely”), and achievement (e.g., “I have always felt like my hard work would
pay off in the end”). Participants give answers ranging from 1 (I totally agree) to 5 (I
totally disagree) to the statements (items) in the scale. The higher score in the scale
means higher delay of gratification. Parallel to the aims of the study, a total score of
delay of gratification score was used. . Internal consistency was .83.

2.2.5 Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI-16)

The original scale, NPI-40 (which included 40 items), was developed by Raskin and
Terry (1998) to assess participants’ narcissistic traits. It was shortened to 16 items and
validated by Ames, Rose, and Anderson (2006). In the scale, participants chose the
statements which fits them most and the overall score for each participant was used.
Since the items has two options to choose, responses which given by participants to

items can be scored as 1 or 2 in SPSS. Internal consistency was .66.
2.3 Procedure

The ethical approval was obtained from Eastern Mediterranean University Psychology
Department Ethics and Research Committee. Opportunistic and convenient sampling
methods were used to recruit participants. Research was conducted in both online and
offline settings. Typeform (online survey website) was used to create online survey.
After forming of the survey on Typeform, social media was used for distribution of
the survey for the online part of the research. Average time for completing the online
survey was 28 minutes. In total, 681 internet users visited the online survey page on
Typeform, but only 171 (25%) of them completed the survey and included to analyses

as participants. Offline (i.e. paper and pencil) data collection was conducted in
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Department of Psychology and Faculty of Engineering classrooms, at Eastern
Mediterranean University. 160 surveys were disturbed as offline surveys and 145 of
them were completed by participants with 91% response rate. The general response

rate to online and offline surveys was 52,5%.

Participants were briefly informed about the study before their participation.
Participants were told that their participation was voluntary and they were free to leave
any time they wanted, without any explanation needed. Researchers also made sure
that participants might ask questions about research if they needed more information.
Consent forms were given to participants and research started after completion of
consent forms. It took almost 30 minutes for participants to finish the survey. After
participants finish the survey, researcher gave debrief form about the current study.
Debriefing procedure also included recommendations for visiting a professional for
consultation, if participants feel the need for help in their lives about the research

topics.

The same procedure was also applied to online surveys. Online survey opened with
the consent form. Participants needed to click “start” button to see survey items and
start research. After they finish the survey, debriefing form was presented to them and
same recommendations were offered. Also, researchers gave their personal contact
information in the consent form and debriefing form, in case if participants needed

more information.

Average time for completing the online survey was 28 minutes. In total, 681 internet

users visited the online survey page on Typeform via smartphones (339 visitors),
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desktop and laptop computers (304 visitors), and tablet computers (18 visitors). 25%
of the visitors completed the survey and included to analyses as participants. 108 of
the responses came from participants with desktop and laptop computers, 56
participants used smartphones, and 4 participants used tablet computers to complete

the survey.

On the other hand, 160 surveys were disturbed as offline surveys and 145 of them were
completed by participants with 91% response rate. 65 participants were recruited from
Department of Psychology and 80 participants were recruited from the Faculty of
Engineering. In general, online and offline surveys were presented to 841 people and

316 of them participated to the study with a response rate of 37%.

The comparison table for online and offline participants scores can be seen with
Cronbach’s alpha values in Table 2. The scores between online and offline surveys
were consistent with each other and they were entered into further analysis together

as one sample.

26



Table 2: Mean score and Cronbach’s Alpha comparisons of Online and Offline participants

Online Participants

Offline Participants

Variable M (SD) Cronbach’s Alpha (a) M (SD) Cronbach’s Alpha (a)
Social Media 2.57 (.60) 92 2.49 (.62) 92
Dependency

Delay of Gratification 3.45 (.40) .84 3.63 (.41) .83
Narcissistic Personality 1.46 (.18) .66 1.63 (.20) .66
Permissive Parenting 2.92 (.53) .66 3.15(.51) .64
Authoritarian Parenting 3.16 (.80) 87 2.77 (.51) .76
Authoritative Parenting 3.35 (.77) .89 3.63 (.68) 81



Chapter 3

RESULTS

IBM SPSS 20th version was used in the study for data analysis, and assumptions of
homogeneity of variance and normality were completed for each scale. In addition,
participants who have more than +3/-3 z-score was also excluded from the analysis,
resulting with eighteen excluded participants at total and further analyses were
completed with 298 participants. Correlation and hierarchical multiple regression
analyses were conducted on the data entered into SPSS. Correlation coefficients were
measured to see the associations among the variables for further analysis. Hierarchical
multiple regression was conducted to find the potential predictors of social media
dependency.

3.1 Descriptive Statistics

The mean scores and standard deviations of age, social media dependency, delay of
gratification, narcissism, and parenting styles can be seen in Table 3. For analysis and
descriptive statistics, social media dependency, delay of gratification, narcissism, and

perceived parenting style scores are evaluated as total scores of scale items.
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Table 3: Mean numbers of all variables for study sample (with standard deviations)

Variables Mean Score  Standard Deviation
Age 23.76 4.79
Social Media Dependency 2.55 0.63
Delay of Gratification 3.55 0.44
Narcissism 1.53 0.17
Permissive Parenting 3.06 0.55
Authoritarian Parenting 2.82 0.74
Authoritative Parenting 3.48 0.76

3.2 Factor Analysis of Parental Authority Questionnaire

The 30 items of the Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ) were subjected to
Principle Component Analysis (PCA). Prior to performing PCA the suitability of the
data for Factor Analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed
that majority of the coefficients were .30 and above. The KMO value was .88 and
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting factorability of

the data (p=.00).

PCA revealed the presence of 3 components with eigenvalues exceeding 1. These
components explained 28.68%, 10.97%, and 5.84% of the variance respectively. An

inspection of the scree plot revealed a clear break after the third component.
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The three components solution explained the total of 45.39% of the variance.. For
theinterpretation of these 3 components, oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated
solution revealed that 3 components were consistent with previous research on the
PAQ, with Permissive Parenting item numbers 1, 6, 10, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21 24, and 28
loading strongly on component 1, Authoritarian Parenting item numbers 2, 4, 7, 9, 12,
16,18, 25, 26, and 29 strongly loading on component 2, and Authoritative Parenting

items 3, 5, 8, 11, 15, 20, 22, 23, 27, and 30 strongly loading on component 3.

The Cronbach alpha value for total items of PAQ was .61. The internal consistencies
were .64, .83 and .87 for permissive, authoritarian and authoritative parenting

subscales respectively.
3.3 Correlational Analyses

Before further analyses, a simple correlation analysis was conducted to see the
associations among variables.. Correlation coefficients of variables can be seen in
Table 4. As key findings, the correlational coefficients indicated that social media
dependency was significantly correlated with delay of gratification (r=-0.34, p=0.00)

and authoritarian parenting style (r=0.27, p=0.00).
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Table 4: Correlation coefficients values (Pearson) of the variables

1 2 3 4 B 6 7
1. Social media dependency -
2. Age -,058 -
3. Gender ,053 -,033 -
4. Permissive Parenting ,005 -117*  -134* -
5. Authoritarian Parenting 2747 ,051 101 -250** -
6. Authoritative Parenting -022  -115* -110  B51**  -400** -
7. Narcissism ,090 -,113 ,074 ,046 ,074 ,122* -
8. Delay of Gratification -,336** 071 -,018  ,189** -117°  ,234** | 145*

Note: *. Correlation is significant at 0.05 level
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level



3.4 Regression Analysis on Social Media Dependency

A three step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with social media
dependency as the dependent variable. Age and gender was entered at the first step of
the regression as control measures. Perceived parenting styles (permissive,
authoritarian, and authoritative) were entered at step two. Delay of gratification and
narcissism were entered at step three. Variables in step two and three were entered in
different stages for a better evaluation of their separated relationship with dependent

variable.

The results showed that at step one, age and gender didn’t have a significant
contribution to the regression model, F (2,292) =,754, p> 0.05 and accounted for 1%
of the variation in social media dependency. Perceived parenting style variables
explained an additional 8% of variation in social media dependency and this change
in R2 was significant, F (3,289) = 8,22, p = 0.00. Authoritarian parenting (5 = .30, p =
0.00) significantly predicted social media dependency. Whereas permissive parenting
(8 = .04, p>0.05), and authoritative parenting (5 = .06, p>0.05) didn’t reach to a
significant value for predicting social media dependency. In the third and final step,
adding narcissism and delay of gratification to the regression model explained an
additional 11% of the variation in social media dependency and this change in Rz was
significant, F (2,287) = 19,26, p = 0.00. In the final model, two of the variables
significantly predicted social media dependency; authoritarian parenting (8 = 29, p =
0.00) and delay of gratification (# =- .34, p = 0.00). Together all the variables
accounted for 19% of the variance in social media dependency. Detailed information

on regression analysis is present in Table 5.
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Table 5: Hierarchical multiple regression on social media dependency

Variables R2 AR? B SEb B
Stepl .006 .006
Age -.01 01 -.06
Gender .06 .07 0.05
Step2 .09 .084
Age -.01 01 - .06
Gender .04 .07 .03
Permissive Parenting .03 .08 .03
Authoritarian Parenting .26 .05 B1**
Authoritative Parenting .07 .06 -.08
Step3 199 109
Age -.00 01 -.02
Gender .05 .07 .04
Permissive Parenting .06 .08 .05
Authoritarian Parenting .26 .05 30**
Authoritative Parenting A2 .06 15*
Narcissism .02 19 01
Delay of Gratification - .49 .08 - .34**

Note: *p=0.05
**p<0.01
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Chapter 4

DISCUSSION

4.1. Social Media Dependency and Parenting Styles

The first hypothesis stating that higher scores in authoritative parenting style would
predict lower scores in social media dependency was not supported. Authoritative
parenting style (democratic, guiding, responsive, openly communicating) score was
found to be a significant positive predictor of social media dependency, indicating that
the increased practice of authoritative parenting was related to higher social media

dependency levels.

The second hypothesis for parenting style scores stated that higher scores in
authoritarian parenting style would predict higher scores in social media dependency,
and it was supported. Authoritarian parenting style (most dominant, punitive, and
unresponsive) score was a significant positive predictor for social media dependency;
Parental practices which perceived as dominant, strict, and restrictive by participants

were significantly related to higher social media dependency levels.

The last hypothesis stating that higher scores in permissive parenting style would
predict higher scores in social media dependency was not supported as well. There was
not a significant relationship between permissive parenting style (least dominant and
undemanding) scores and social media dependency levels. The result pointed that

social media dependency level was not related to parents’ perceived permissive
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parenting practices such as giving chance to children for making decisions, not leading

them to a direction, not restricting them, or not showing parental authority to them.

In the first chapter (Introduction), it can be seen that literature on the relationship
between parenting styles and social media dependency were separated as two groups.
Hypotheses regarding the relationship of perceived parental authority scores and social

media dependency levels were partially consistent with the literature.

The first group of previous studies reported that an active authority practice
(authoritative and authoritarian parenting) would be predicting lower social media
dependency, and the absence of authority figure (permissive parenting) would predict
higher social media dependency (Floros & Siomos, 2013; Kalmus et al., 2013; Lin &
Gau, 2013; Valcke et al., 2010). The current study results were not consistent with any
of these studies; authoritative and authoritarian parenting style scores predicted higher
levels of social media dependency, and permissive parenting style scores had no

relationship with participants’ social media dependency scores.

The second group of previous researches found that parental practices with an active
authority (authoritarian and authoritative) could be related to higher social media
dependency levels (Kwon et al., 2011; Xiugin et al., 2010; Yao et al., 2014; Yen et al.,
2007). As previous studies foresaw, current study results were consistent with these
studies; authoritarian and authoritative parenting style scores were significant positive

predictors for social media dependency.

The current study results for authoritarian parenting style scores were expected

because the literature on parenting styles frequently indicates that authoritarian
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parents are strict and dominant (Rudy & Grusec, 2001), they are giving directions to
their children and expect children to follow it without discussion (Kelley, Power, &
Wimbush, 1992). This could be leading to a behavioral pattern in children, making
them less autonomous as individuals, more dependent to the authority figure, and
giving them less chance to gain their own experiences. In addition, authoritative
parenting also works as an active authority figure and expects children to follow
parental guidelines, which could also be related to less autonomous, authority directed
individuals. However, social media is a more independent environment than offline
life; users can easily access and use it as they wish. In an environment like this, a user
could have difficulties if he/she is not used to be an autonomous person. They could
use social media in a risky way, but wouldn’t notice it in the absence of adequate
experience and information. In the end, they could face social media dependency, with
the lack of knowledge for using social media. On the other hand, users with permissive
parents could get used to make their own decisions in a non-restrictive environment,
they could be growing in an environment where they could learn to evaluate situations
and make decisions themselves. Because of this, the individuals with permissive
parents could be more eligible to use social media with their more experienced
background, compared to users who were grown with authoritarian and authoritative

parenting styles.

Also, the literature on parental mediation can give some hints for the positive
relationship between authoritative parenting style scores and social media dependency.
One of the parental mediation styles is active mediation which includes higher
involvement into the relationship between the child and the media. It is well known
that active mediation can be a practice of authoritative parenting style (Atkin,

Greenberg, & Baldwin, 2006). Whether active mediation can be a protective factor
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for online risks which include social media dependency (Mesch, 2009), some studies
indicated a positive relationship between active mediation and online risks (ex:
Garmedia, Garitaonandia, Martinez, & Casado, 2012). This link is defined as co-
evolution of parental mediation and online risk (i.e. When the children experience
online risks, the parents try to learn more about internet to reduce the risk). In other
words, when social media dependency among children become more visible, the
parents could develop active mediation strategies which was included under the

umbrella of authoritative parenting style.

The findings of the current study should be interpreted with caution, literature findings
(Kwon et al., 2011; Xiugin et al., 2010; Yao et al., 2014; Yen et al., 2007) and results
of the current study indicates that parenting styles with an active authority figure such
as authoritarian and authoritative are risk factors for higher levels of social media
dependency. On the other hand, parenting styles with children freedom such as
permissive parenting appears to be having no relationship with social media
dependency. These results could give some hints to parents for administering
children’s social media use; parents shouldn’t be an authority figure which is
restrictive, and punitive towards children’s social media use because this could result
with a conflict between parents and children, resulting with higher levels of social
media use (Yen et al, 2007). Instead of focusing to decrease the social media use of
children directly by limiting and restricting it, parents can try to introduce their
children to new activities and hobbies as Young (1999) suggested as a treatment step.
Introducing children to new hobbies and giving them new things to be interested in
can give the feeling of control to the children and help parents to avoid parent-child

conflict.
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4.2. Social Media Dependency and Delay of Gratification

The hypothesis which stated that delaying gratification would be negatively related to
social media dependency was supported. It was found that higher delay of gratification
level significantly predicted lower social media dependency. The results were
consistent with previous literature which indicates a negative correlation between
delay of gratification and social media dependency (Demetriou 2000; LaRose et al.,
2010; Muraven & Baumeister 2000; Muraven et al. 1999). This relationship between
delay of gratification and social media can be explained in various ways. First aspect
for the relationship between delay of gratification and social media dependency is
social media itself. Delay of gratification is a key concept for social media dependency
as previous and current study results suggest (e.g. LaRose et al., 2010). In the current
study, GPIUS (Generalized Problematic Internet Use Scale) included items for
participants’ desires to check the updates on social media, and the real life problems
caused by social media. In line with this, social media users’ account checking and
sharing (photographs, text, video, etc.) behaviors are related to delay of gratification
negatively because users want to check their accounts and see what the new shared
things on social media are. However, users have many things to do in their daily lives
other than checking social media and this can create a conflict between daily duties
and the desire of spending time on social media. When this conflict comes up, there
are two ways to go for social media users; checking social media at that moment, or
continue to do whatever they are doing and check social media after they finish their
jobs. Delay of gratification becomes an important factor at this step; users with lower
ability to delay their gratification can check their social media account immediately,
and lose focus of their job. On the other hand, users who have higher ability of delaying

their gratifications can continue to do their duties and check social media after they
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finish their job. Of course, there is a chance for social media users are working for
social media companies and the social media usage could be relating no conflict for
their lives. However, a good counter-argument for this can be seen with Facebook’s
user and employee numbers; Facebook has 1,49 billion users and only 10,995
employees with a user/employee rate of less than one percent (Facebook Newsroom,
2015), the chance of working for a social media company becomes a really rare

occasion and can’t be generalized.

The second aspect is social media’s stimulators around users. In social media
platforms, there are many algorithms that monitor users’ behaviors to change social
media news accordingly, and make them as attractive as possible for the users. Social
media platforms’ creators are aware of the fact that these platforms can only exist with
user interaction, and letting users stay away from social media would have negative
effects on social media companies. In order not to lose company value, these
companies (Facebook, YouTube, Twitter, etc.) send notifications to their users to keep
them connected. Unless users disable these notifications or disconnect from the
internet, they keep getting them. This could be a risk factor for users with higher levels
of social media dependency; in the delaying gratification process, focusing on the
reward is a factor that lowers delay of gratification (Peake, Mischel, & Hebl, 2002),
and if the interaction and notifications on social media is a gratifying feeling for users,
their delay of gratification can be negatively affected. In this step, delay of gratification
becomes important because social media users’ determination on not using social

media requires resistance against the desire to check social media.

Third aspect of social media dependency and delay of gratification relationship can be

procrastination. Procrastination is the behavior of delaying an unwanted, boring task
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such as studying for a hard test as much as possible by choosing to do a funnier, wanted
task (Neenan, 2008). Social media and delay of gratification can step in at this point
because social media is very easy to reach; users can reach their social media accounts
in seconds, as long as they have internet connection. Butt and Phillips (2008) reports
that some internet users prefer to avoid social media use because it creates an easy way
for procrastination and making them delay their tasks. When individuals want to
procrastinate a task, social media can offer a fast and easy escape with its easy
accessibility. Social media and delay of gratification relationship can have a role in
this because users’ procrastination behavior can be controlled or inhibited with their
ability of delaying gratification. This aspect can look similar to first aspect of delay of
gratification but, in the first aspect checking social media was the motivation itself. In
this aspect, checking social media is covered as the behavioral outcome and
procrastination as the motivation to check social media. This aspect covers social
media as a construct, not the content itself because procrastination behavior can be

performed with or without social media use.

Last aspect of delay of gratification and social media could be the desire to learn new
information by reaching endless resources on social media such as documentaries,
books, and articles. There are many informational things to learn on social media and
this information is beyond of any social media users’ limit to follow. For instance, 300
hours of video is uploaded to YouTube for every one minute (YouTube, 2015) and
with this ratio and speed, no human can learn ‘everything’ on social media. Because
of this, social media is like a river of information; some users can try to catch and learn
as much as they can but they will never be catching the actual information ratio on
social media. Since learning new things and challenging their minds with new

information is important for these users, it can be said that this is a behavior that
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gratifies them. If these individuals have lower ability to delay their gratifications, they
can have big problems because the information on the internet never ceases to change.

This could be another link between delay of gratification and social media dependency.
4.3. Social Media Dependency and Narcissism

It was hypothesized that narcissism would be positively related with social media
dependency. This hypothesis was not supported; narcissism was not a significant
predictor of social media dependency. Participants’ narcissism scores was not related
to their social media dependency levels, and this finding was not consistent with
previous literature (Bibly, 2008; Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; Mehdizadeh, 2010).
Previous studies suggested a high level of relationship between narcissism and social

media dependency but, current study results didn’t find the same relationship.

One explanation for this result could be the statistical evaluation of narcissism scale.
When a behavior is studied to understand if it is a disorder or not, participants who are
out of the normal score range distribution are taken to the consideration. In other
words, for a behavior to be perceived as problematic, that behavior should not be
observed in larger groups in the research; if it does, this means that behavior has
become a usual thing between participants. The current study results for narcissism
scores and its standard deviation refers to a homogeneous distribution, indicating that
most of the scores were fallen to normal range. This information is particularly
important to understand because if participants’ narcissism scale scores are similar to
each other, their statistical evaluation wouldn’t give any significant difference in terms
of narcissism. Because of this, behavioral labels and limits could blend into each other,
and shift from a disorder’s spectrum to “normal” range. For instance, some behaviors

can be narcissistic such as “selfie” photographs, but become normal after most of the
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people start doing it. With this distribution situation, narcissistic behaviors related to

social media use could be hard to detect statistically.

Another reason could be the differentiation of behaviors in social media and real life.
Narcissistic personality inventory was not designed for social media use behaviors and
the items on the inventory refer to participants’ perceptions of their behaviors in real
life. There are items such as “I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling
me so”. The questioned behaviors in this item may not observable in social media; a
user can share photos, videos, or thoughts with narcissistic motivations but, if no one
likes or comments on their shared posts, this means no one is telling them how good
they are. Narcissistic personality inventory items can be not applicable at some steps

for social media usage.
4.4. Limitations

The difference between literature and current study results regarding narcissism and
social media dependency findings can be the methodology differences. Current study
used NPI-16, with Turkish speaking participants, and social media dependency was
evaluated with GPIUS. However, Bibly (2008) used NPI-40 to evaluate participants’
narcissism, his participants were English speaking university students, and social
media use evaluated with a new developed social media use scale. Buffardi &
Campbell (2008) used NPI-40 as well, and they monitored social media use by
evaluating participants’ Facebook page information (number of friends, number of
wall posts, number of joined groups, the text length of about me section). Mehdizadeh
(2010) used NPI-16 like current study but, the social media usage was evaluated with
a method similar to Buffardi & Campbell (2008) researchers rated participants’ social

media use by monitoring their Facebook (About me section, Profile photo, the last 20
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shared pictures, notes, and status updates). It can be seen that there are methodology
differences between current and previous studies in terms of participants, materials,
and the way to evaluate social media use. Also, Narcissistic Personality Inventory’s
item ratings can be a limitation; participants read one item and choose between two
choices for the item, resulting with giving 1 or 2 points for each item in the statistics.
This can affect standard deviation and can cause statistical insignificance for study

results. Because of this, a likert scale with rating from 1 to 5 could be a better option.

Most of the participants were university students. Different people from different
backgrounds can have different social media using behaviors. Because of this, the
results of the study can be generalized to similar samples. A more representative
sample would include equal number of participants from different educational

backgrounds to be able to evaluate educational difference in social media dependency.

Lastly, the study was based on self-reports in the questionnaires. This method always
has an inevitable limitation; participants can answer questions with socially desirable
answers rather than their real thoughts. This limitation becomes more important while
using a self-report survey for narcissism as a relatively negative concept. With their
lack of empathy (American Psychiatric Association, 2013), it is possible that they
perceive their behaviors different than their actual behaviors. This could affect their

perception of themselves.
4.5. Suggestions for Future Studies

In the future studies, narcissism should be studied in detail with included social media
aspects. Current study findings were not consistent with literature of narcissism and

social media use. However, more detailed surveys with up-to-date items should be
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developed for these studies. It is important to find out and separate if people’s real life

narcissistic behaviors are different than their narcissistic behaviors on social media.

The literature especially on delay of gratification, and perceived parenting styles are
mostly based on children — parent studies. There was very little information in the
literature regarding these two variables with adult studies. Even though these variables
were evaluated in the current study with adults, the discussion can barely go over being
simple assumptions because there is no literature to support the implications for adults.
This limits the implications of the current study with children-parent relationship
aspects and creates an inconsistency with result and discussion sections. The research
trend that sees social media, internet, or internet gaming dependency as clinical
disorders should be changed. The researches on these matters should see these
dependencies as a process rather than a consequence. If studies start to see these
dependencies from a developmental view, longitudinal studies can be done, and

different variables can be evaluated to predict these dependencies.

Another investigated thing about social media dependency is the behavior of checking
social media. It is important to define a time interval and a daily limit to check social
media to understand when users feel the need to check it and how this affects their
daily lives. However, the preoccupation (thinking social media before checking it) is
another factor in this matter because; users can be interrupted from daily duties with
the idea of checking social media, without actually checking it physically. Because of
this, instead of looking at the times users actually check social media, looking at how

many times a person thinks to check social media in a day could be a better option.
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Psychologists and researchers who work on social media dependency should develop
new techniques for their research processes. The social media concept changes and
develops so fast that literature can’t follow these new developments. For instance, a
smartphone application can go viral and downloaded by many people on social media
in one month. In order to psychologists to study this topic, the behavior should be
observed, the tools to assess these behaviors should be created, their reliability and
consistency should be rated, and testing-retesting process should be covered. This
means in order to assess a 1 month old behavior on social media, psychologists should
be working a couple of months. In this time period many thing could happen, and the
behavior could change. Maybe the application that creates the specific behavior can
be deleted. Before researchers finish the study, the topic could become insignificant.
Because of this, psychologists should define a new way to research social media
dependency. Rather than focusing on social media platforms’ usage level and
personality differences in those platforms, researchers can focus on social media
platforms’ features such as sharing photos, videos, or chatting with other users.
Psychologists can conduct research with different individuals in different personality
types (e.g. individuals with narcissism, low self-esteem, low self-efficacy, social
anxiety, etc.) and try to match which social media features suits the different
personality types most. For instance, individuals with lower self-esteem could like
social media for chatting with other users, or individuals with narcissism could like
the feature of sharing photographs on social media; in this way, psychologists could
which personality types likes which function of social media. This could give the time
advantage because researchers can look at a social media platform’s features and can

predict potential users who are at risk.
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4.6. Conclusion

The current study examined the relationship of social media dependency in terms of
perceived parenting styles, delay of gratification, and narcissism; results showed that
parenting styles which include active authority figures such as authoritative and
authoritarian, were found to be positively linked to higher levels of social media
dependency. In addition, a lower level in delay of gratification was linked to higher
social media dependency as well. On the other hand, narcissism had no relationship

with social media dependency.

Overall findings for parenting styles indicated that restrictive and dominant behaviors
could result with higher levels of social media dependency. Because of this, parents
should avoid parent-child conflict situations, and try to give freedom of choice to
children by introducing them to new activities other than social media usage. Findings
for delay of gratification was similar to previous studies and indicated that delay of
gratification is a key concept for social media dependency, and should be enhanced by

social media users to avoid the risk of social media dependency.
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Appendix A: The Questionnaire

Kisisel Bilgi Formu

1) Yasimz:

2) Kadmn Erkek

3) Egitim durumunuz:

[kogretim

Lise

Onlisans

Lisans

Yiksek Lisans / Uzeri

4) Liitfen romantik iliski durumunuz isaretleyiniz
a) Iliskisi Yok
b) iliskisi var
c) Partneriyle beraber yasiyor
d) Evli

e) Bosanmis
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Genellestirilmis Sosyal Medya Kullanim Ol¢egi

Liitfen asagidaki ciimleleri okuyarak kendi yasamimizdaki
davramslarimiza gore 1’den (Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) 5’e (Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum) kadar derecelendirerek uygun kutucuga isaretleyiniz.

1.

Sosyal medya basindayken zamanin nasil akip gittigini anlamadigim
olur.

2.

Sosyal medyada olamadigim zamanlarda acaba orada neler oluyor
diye diisiiniiriim.

3.

Soyutlanmis hissettigimde sosyal medyada bagkalartyla konusurum.

Moralim bozuk oldugunda sosyal medyay1 kendimi daha iyi
hissetmek i¢in kullanirim.

Sosyal medyadayken, yiiz ylize olan iliskilere kiyasla daha iyi
muamele goririm.

Sosyal medyada baskalariyla baglant1 kurarken yiizyiize
kurduklarimdan daha giivende hissederim.

Sosyal medyada oldugum siireyi azaltamadigim olur.

©

Soyutlanmis hissettigimde sosyal medyada baskalarini ararim.

Sosyal medyada sosyallesirken, ¢evrimdisi (offline) halime gore daha
kendimden eminim.

10.

Isimde veya okulda sosyal medya yiiziinden sikintilar yasadigim olur.

11.

Kotii hissettigimde daha iyi hissetmek i¢in sosyal medyada ¢evrimigi
(online) olurum.

12.

Sosyal medyada gegirdigim siireyle ilgili su¢lu hissederim.

13.

Sosyal medya kullanimim yiiziinden is veya dersleri kagirdigim olur.

14.

Sosyal medyadayken (online), sosyal medya digindaki (offline)
olmama kiyasla daha iyi muamele goriiriim.

15.

Bilgisayarlar ile vakit gecirirken insanlarla oldugumdan daha rahatim.

16.

Disaridayken degersiz hissediyorum ama sosyal medyadayken bir
bireyim.

17.

Sosyal medyada olmamdan 6tiirii sosyal etkinlikleri kag¢irdigim olur.

18.

Sosyal medyada olamadigimda kaybolmus gibi hissederim.

19.

Sosyal medya kullanimimi kontrol etmede basarisiz girigsimlerim var.

20.

Sosyal medyay1, bekledigimden daha uzun siire kullanirim.

21.

Sosyal medyada ¢ok fazla zaman harcarim.

22.

Amacladigimdan daha uzun siire sosyal medyada kalirim.

23.

Sosyal medyada sosyallesirken, nasil goriindiigiimle ilgili
endiselenmem.

24.

Basinda olmadigimda sosyal medyada olmay1 6zlerim.

25.

Sosyal medyada beni nelerin bekledigini diisiinmekten kendimi
alikoyamadigim olur.

26.

Sosyal medyada sosyallesirken, bir iliskiye baglanmakla ilgili
endiselenmem.

27.

Sosyal medyada insanlarin benim hakkimdaki algilarini
sekillendirebilirim.

28.

Bir siire baglanamadigimda aklim sosyal medya ile mesgul olur.

29. Cok uzun siireler sosyal medya kullanmay1 birakmay1 denedigim olur.
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Algilanan Ebeveynlik Tarzi Olcegi

Liitfen asagidaki ciimleleri okuyarak kendi yasaminmizdaki davramslarimiza
gore 1’den (Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum) 5’e (Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) kadar
derecelendirerek uygun kutucuga isaretleyiniz.

1. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim diizgiin idare edilen bir evde ¢ocuklarin
ebeveynlerinin yollundan gitmesi gerektigini diisiiniirdii.

2. Cocugu onlarla ayn1 fikirde olmasa bile ebeveynlerim, gocuklarin kendi
iyiligi i¢in ebeveynlerinin dediklerini kabul etmeye zorlanmasinin dogru
oldugunu diisiiniirdii.

3. Ben biiylirken ebeveynlerim ne zaman benden bir sey yapmami istese, bu
isin sorgulamadan hizlica yapilmasini beklerdi.

4. Ben biiylirken, ailemizin izleyecegi yol belirlendigi zaman ebeveynlerim
bu yolu izlememizin arkasindaki sebepleri ailedeki ¢ocuklarla da
tartigirdi.

5. Ne zaman ailedeki kural ve yasaklarin mantiksiz oldugunu diisiinsem,
ebeveynlerim bu konu hakkindaki kendi fikirlerimi ailemle tartismami
cesaretlendirirdi.

6. Ebeveynlerim her zaman onlarin istekleriyle uyusmasa bile, cocuklarin
kendi fikirlerini olustururken ve karar verirken 6zgiir olmasi gerektigini
diistiniirdii.

7. Ben biiylirken, ebeveynlerim aldig1 kararlar1 sorgulamama izin vermezdi.

8. Ben biiylirken, ebeveynlerim ailedeki ¢ocuklarin eylem ve kararlarini
mantik ¢ercevesinde yonlendirirdi.

9. Ebeveynlerim ¢ocuklarin gerektigi gibi davranmalarini saglamak icin
ebeveynlerin daha fazla gii¢c kullanmasi gerektigini diigiiniirdii.

10. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim kural ve diizenlemelere yalnizca
otoritedekiler dyle istiyor diye uymam gerektigini diiglinmezdi.

11. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerimin benden aile i¢inde ne bekledigini bilirdim
ama ayni1 zamanda bu beklentilerinin mantiksiz oldugunu hissettigimde
onlarla bu beklentileri tartigabilirdim.

12. Ebeveynlerim akli baginda ailelerin ¢ocuklarina patronun kim oldugunu
erkenden Ogretmesi gerektigine inanirdi.

13. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim davranislarim hakkinda bana nadiren yol
gosterir ve beklentilerinden bahsederdi.

14. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim aile kararlarini alirken ¢gogunlukla ailedeki
cocuklarn istedigi sekilde karar alirdi.

15. Ailedeki ¢ocuklar biiylirken, ebeveynlerim devamli olarak mantikli ve
tarafsiz sekilde yol gosterir ve tavsiyeler verirdi.

16. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim ile ayni fikirde olmadigimi belirtmeye
calistigimda ebeveynlerim ¢ok kizardi.

17. Ebeveynlerimin diisiincesine gore, aileler ¢ocuklari biiyiirken
cocuklarmin eylemlerini, fikirlerini ve isteklerini yasaklamasa
toplumdaki sorunlarin ¢ogu ¢oziilebilir.

18. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim benden ne tarz davranislar bekledigini
sOylerdi, eger onlarin bekledigi gibi davranmazsam cezalandirirdi.

19. Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim ¢ogu seyde beni yonlendirmez ve kendi
kararlarimi1 almama izin verirdi.

20. Ben biiylirken, ebeveynlerim aile kararlarin1 almadan 6nce ailedeki

cocuklarin da fikrini alirdi ama karar verirken yalnizca ¢ocuklar dyle
istedi diye bu yonde karar almazdi.
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21.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim kendini benim davranislarimi yonlendirmek
veya yol gostermekten sorumlu olarak gérmezdi

22.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim evdeki ¢ocuklarin davraniglart hakkinda net
cizgileri vardi ama i¢inde bulunulan duruma gore bu ¢izgileri ailedeki her
¢ocugun ihtiyacina gore ayarlayabilirdi.

23.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim benim davraniglarim ve eylemlerim
hakkinda beni yonlendirdi ve bu yonlendirmeyi izlememi isterdi ama
ebeveynlerimin yonlendirmeleri hakkinda endiselerim varsa, bunlar1
dinleyebilirlerdi.

24,

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim aile meseleleri hakkinda kendi goriislerimi
olusturmama izin verir ve genelde ilerde ne yapacagim hakkinda kendim
kararlarimi vermeme izin veridi.

25.

Ebeveynlerimin diigiincesine gore, aileler cocuklari biiyiirken
cocuklarmin ne yapmasi ve ne yapmamasi gerektigi hakkinda kati olup
giic uygularsa toplumdaki sorunlarin ¢ogu ¢oziilebilir.

26.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim sik sik benden ne yapmami ve nasil
yapmami bekliyorsa net olarak soylerdi.

27.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim eylem ve davraniglarim hakkinda bana net
yonergeler verirdi ama onlarla ayni fikirde olmadigim zaman bunu
anlayisla kargilardi.

28.

Ben biiyiirken ebeveynlerim ailedeki ¢ocuklarin eylem, davranis ve
isteklerini yonlendirmezdi.

29.

Ben blyiirken, ebeveynlerimin benden aile igindeki beklentilerini
bilirdim ve onlar bu beklentileri kabul etmem konusunda 1srarci olur,
onlarin otoritesine saygi gostermemi beklerdi.

30.

Ben biiyiirken, ebeveynlerim ailede beni kiran bir karar aldiysa, bunu
benimle tartigabilir ve hata yaptiysa hatasini kabullenebilirdi.
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Narsistik Kisilik Envanteri

Liitfen kendinize uygun gordiigiiniiz secenegi isaretleyiniz

flgi odag1 olmak ¢ok hosuma gider

flgi odag1 olmak beni ¢ok rahatsiz eder

Birgok insandan daha iyi ya da daha kot
degilim

Ozel bir insan oldugumu diisiiniiyorum

Herkes benim hikayelerimi dinlemekten
hoslanir

Bazen giizel hikayeler anlatirim

Genelde hakettigim saygiy1 goriirim

Hakettigim saygiy1 gorene kadar israr
ederim

Diger insanlar takip etmekten rahatsiz
olmam

Diger insanlarin tizerinde otoritem olmast
hosuma gider

Cok basarili bir insan olacagim

Basarili bir insan olmay1 umuyorum

Insanlar bazen ne dersem inanir

Istedigim insan1 istedigim seye
inandirabilirim

Diger insanlardan menfaat beklerim

Diger insanlar igin bir seyler yapmaktan
hoslanirim

flgi odag1 olmak isterim

Kalabaligin i¢ine karismayi tercih ederim

Ben de herkes gibiyim

Ben siradisi bir kigiyim

Her zaman ne yaptigim bilirim

ne yaptigimdan emin olamam

Kendimi diger insanlar1 yonlendiriyor
olarak bulmaktan hoslanmam

Diger insanlar yonlendirmek benim i¢in
cok kolaydir

Otorite olmak bana ¢ok sey ifade etmez

Insanlar her zaman benim otoritemi tanir

Iyi birisi oldugumu biliyorum ciinkii herkes
bana béyle sdyliyor

Insanlar bana iltifat ettiginde bazen utanirim

Gosterisli birisi olmamaya ¢aligirim

Elime sans gectigi zaman gosteris yapmaya
hazirimdir.

Diger insanlardan daha yetenekliyim

Diger insanlardan 6grenebilecegim ¢ok sey
var
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Haz Erteleme Olcegi

Liitfen asagidaki ciimleleri okuyarak kendi yasamimzdaki davramislarimiza
gore 1’den (Kesinlikle Katihyorum) 5’e (Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum) kadar
derecelendirerek uygun kutucuga isaretleyiniz.

1.

Istedigimde abur-cubur yiyeceklere kars1 direnebilirim

Fiziksel ihtiyaglarimi kontrol edebilirim

Bagkalariyla nobetlese olarak is yapmaktan nefret ederim

Al

Acil durumlar ortaya ¢ikabilir diisiincesiyle yapabildigim oranda para
biriktirmeye ¢aligirim

Okulda kendimi bir birey olarak gelistirmek i¢in ¢cok ¢aligirim/galigtim

Ozel, saglikli bir diyete devam etmekte zorlanirim

Bir insanla fiziksel bir iliski yasamadan 6nce o Kisiyi tanimak isterim

| N o

Genelde eylemlerimin diger insanlar1 nasil etkiledigini goz oniinde
bulundurmaya ¢aligirim

Giiclimiin yetmedigi seyleri almaya direnmek benim i¢in zordur

10.

Daha iyi bir gelecege sahip olmak i¢in okulda derslerime iyi
calistim/calisirim

11.

Eger sevdigim yiyecek dniimde duruyor olsa, onu yemeyi beklemekte
zorlanirim

12.

Bana ‘Iyi Hissettiren” seylere odaklanma aliskanligim uzun vadede bana gok
seye mal oldu.

13.

Bence insanlarin birbirine yardim etmesi topluma yarar saglar

14.

Parami akillica harcamaya ¢aligirim

15.

Okuldayken daha kolay yollar1 segmeye ¢alisirim/caligtim

16.

Benim i¢in seker ve bir kase dolusu abur — cubur yiyecege kars1 dayanmak
kolaydir

17.

Hedeflerime ulagmak icin fiziksel zevk ve rahatligimdan vazgectim

18.

Eylemlerimin diger insanlar1 uzun vadede nasil etkileyecegini 6nemserim

19.

Para konusunda guvenilmez birisiyim

20.

Hayatta bir adim 6ne ge¢mek i¢in ¢ok calisabilirim

21.

Bazen kendimi hasta edecek kadar yerim

22,

Romantik iligkilerin fiziksel yanlarin1 hemen kesfetmeyi tercih ederim

23.

Eylemlerimin diger insanlar1 nasil etkiledigini 6nemsemem

24,

Birisi bana para verdiginde hemen harcamay1 tercih ederim

25.

Uzun vadeli hedeflerimi gergeklestimek i¢in kendimi motive edemem

26.

Sagligimi uzun siirede iyi sekilde etkileyecegini bildigim i¢in her zaman
saglikli beslenmeye ¢alisirim

217.

Fiziksel olarak zorlayic1 bir isle karsilastigimda, her zaman yapmamanin bir
yolunu aradim.

28.

Cevremdeki insanlarin ihtiyaglarina 6nem veririm

29.

Parami ¢ok iyi yonetirim

30.

Her zaman, ¢ok ¢aligmanin bana eninde sonunda kazandiracagini
diisiindiim/diigiiniiriim

31.

Ag¢ olsam bile yemek zamanina kadar bir seyler atistirmadan bekleyebilirim

32,

Daha keyif verici bir sey yapmak i¢in bahane uydurdugum veya yalan
sOyledigim oldu

33.

Eylemlerimin diger insanlar1 nasil etkiledigini diisiinmenin bir anlam1 yoktur

34,

Parayi aldigim an harcamak bana keyif verir

35.

Hayatta bir adim 6ne gegmek i¢in kisa yolu tercih ederim
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Department’s Ethics and Research Committee Approval
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The Department of Psychology
Eastern Mediterranean University
Research & Ethics Committee
Senel Husnu Raman-Chairperson

Ref Code: 14/11-04

Date: 26.11.2014

Dear Muhammet Burak Derebasi,

Famagusta, Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus

Tel: +(90) 392 630 1389

Fax: +(90) 392 630 2475

e-mail:

shenelhusnu.raman@emu.edu.tr

Web: http://brahms.emu.edu.tr/psychology

Thank you for submitting your revised application entitled Relationship between Social Media
Dependency, Perceived Parenting Style, Delay of Gratification, and Narcissism. Your
application has now been approved by the Research & Ethics Committee on 26.11.2014.

If any changes to the study described in the application or supporting documentation is
necessary, you must notify the committee and may be required to make a resubmission of
the application. This approval is valid for one year.

Yours sincerely,

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Senel Husnu Raman

On Behalf of the Research & Ethics Committee

Psychology Department
Eastern Mediterranean University
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Appendix B: Permission Letter to Translate and Modify
Generalized Problematic Internet Use Scale (GPIUS)

@) UNIVERSITY of DELAWARE

Scott Caplan <caplan@udel.edu> 25 September 2015 15:18
Alici: Burak Derebasi <derebasiburak@gmail.com>
Hi,
Yes, you have my permission to use the scale and to change the wording to measure
social media

If you need anything else, just let me know

Scott Caplan

Associate Professor
Department of Communication

University of Delaware

250 Pearson Hall

Newark, DE 19716
http://www.udel.edu/communication

Scott Caplan

Associate Professor
Department of Communication

University of Delaware

250 Pearson Hall
Newark, DE 19716

74


http://www.udel.edu/communication

