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ABSTRACT

Growing evidence has shown the importance of cyberbullying sensitivity in
preventing cyberbullying in adolescence. Yet, limited research has examined the
relations of cyberbullying sensitivity to perceived social support as well as to
attachment with parents and peers. The aim of this study was to examine the
relations of cyberbullying sensitivity to sociodemographic characteristics, internet
usage characteristics, perceived social support, and parental and peer attachment in
high school students. The present study was a cross-sectional school survey to
which a total of 831 adolescents were admitted (505 males and 326 females; mean
age, 16.13 years). The adolescents completed some forms and scales, including a
Personal Information Questionnaire, the Cyber Bullying Sensitivity Scale (CSS),
the Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSSS), and the Parent and
Peer Attachment Inventory (IPPA). The resulting findings showed that 74.6% of
participants had daily internet access. In this context, it was found that household
rules for internet use were less strict among those participants who were
comparatively older or were attending higher classes. It was also determined that
students with high social support and parental attachment scores spent less time on
the internet. Girls’ scores for CSS, friend support, and peer attachment were found
higher than those found in the boys. A positive correlation was established between
the CSS scores and the MPSSS and IPPA scores. Social support and attachment
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scores of the group with a reportedly better school achievement were found significantly higher than
those found in other groups. Gender, family income, and family support were determined as the
predictive factors with respect to cyberbullying sensitivity. In conclusion, social support and positive
communication with parents and peers may be effective factors in preventing the risks of problematic
internet use and of exposure to cyberbullying in adolescence.
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Lise Ogrencilerinde Siber Zorbahk Duyarlihginin Algilanan Sosyal Destek

ve Ebeveyn ve Akrana Baglanma ile Iliskisi

oz

Artan kanitlar, ergenlik doneminde siber zorbaligin 6nlenmesinde siber zorbalik duyarliliginin 6nemini
gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, sinirh sayida arastirma, siber zorbalik duyarlilifi ile algilanan sosyal
destek ve ebeveynler ve akranlarla baglanma arasindaki iliskileri incelemistir. Bu ¢calismanin amaci, lise
Ogrencilerinde siber zorbalik duyarliligi ile sosyodemografik 6zellikler, internet kullanim 6zellikleri,
algilanan sosyal destek ve ebeveyn ve akrana baglanma arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir. Bu ¢alisma, 831
ergen (505 erkek ve 326 kadin; ortalama yas, 16.13 yil) ile yapilan kesitsel bir okul anket ¢aligmasidir.
Ergenler, Kisisel Bilgi Anketi, Siber Zorbalik Duyarhlik Olgegi, Cok Boyutlu Algilanan Sosyal Destek
Olgegi ve Ebeveyn ve Akran Baglanma Envanteri’ni igeren form ve dlgekleri doldurmustur. Bulgular,
katilimcilarin %74,6’sinim her giin internet erisimine sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Katilimcilarin yas ve
sinif diizeyi arttikga evde internet kullanimina iligkin kural/kisitlamanin azaldigi bulunmustur. Sosyal
destek ve ebeveyne baglanma puanlart yiiksek olan 6grencilerin internette daha az zaman gegirdikleri
belirlenmistir. Kizlarmn siber zorbalik duyarlilik puanlari, arkadas destegi puanlar1 ve akrana baglanma
puanlan erkeklerden daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Siber zorbalik duyarlilik puanlan ile sosyal destek ve
baglanma puanlar1 arasinda pozitif bir korelasyon bulunmustur. Okul basarisinin daha iyi oldugunu
bildiren grubun sosyal destek ve baglanma puanlari anlamli olarak daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Cinsiyet,
aile geliri ve aile destegi siber zorbalik duyarliligin1 yordayici faktorler olarak tespit edilmistir. Sonug
olarak, ergenlik déneminde problemli internet kullanimi ve siber zorbaliga maruz kalma risklerini
onlemede sosyal destek ve ebeveyn ve akranlarla olumlu iletisim etkili faktorler olabilir.
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INTRODUCTION

Adolescence is a period when there is a tendency to engage in risky behaviors. Brain maturation
continues during adolescence, and significant changes are detected in brain structure and
function during this period (Vijayakumar et al., 2018). Therefore, it is known that this age group
is particularly vulnerable and cannot fully perceive the connection between their behaviors and
their consequences (Ang, 2015). Impulsivity, sensation seeking, thrill seeking, depression, and
other individual differences also contribute to risk taking that resist standard risk-reduction
interventions during adolescence (Reyna & Farley, 2006). With limited contextual cues and
relative anonymity of the online environment, adolescents tend to be more disinhibited and to
engage in more high-risk behaviors (Ang, 2015). Thus, the online environment seems to be the
basis for increasing risks, including cyberbullying.

Cyberbullying is generally defined as deliberate and repeated aggressive activities inflicted
toward an individual or a specific group of individuals through the use of electronic
technologies (Guo, 2016; Tokunaga, 2010; Vaillancourt et al., 2017). With the widespread use
of digital technologies in adolescents, the traditional form of aggression has been replaced by
cyberbullying in recent years (Jimenez, 2019). According to a 2019 national representative
survey of 4,972 middle and high school students aged 12 to 17 in the United States, 37% of
adolescents reported being cyberbullied once in their lifetime (Patchin, 2019). In a previous
study conducted in seven European countries, the cyber victimization rate was found to be 13.3-
37.3 in the adolescent age group (Athanasiou et al., 2018).

Exposure to cyberbullying has been found to be more stressful, and render more serious
consequences compared to traditional bullying (Hellfeldt et al., 2020). Previous studies show
that cyberbullying is related to serious mental health concerns including depression, anxiety,
self-esteem problems, emotional distress, substance use, school absenteeism, and suicidal
behavior in adolescents. On the other hand, perpetrators of cyberbullying are more likely to
report increased substance use, aggression, and delinquent behaviors (Bannink et al., 2014;
Field, 2018; Vaillancourt et al., 2017).

Various factors such as previous cyberbullying behavior, access to internet, duration of internet
use, adolescents’ ability to use technology, age, family management and social relationships
are important factors affecting the exposure to cyberbullying or becoming a victim (Athanasiou
et al., 2018; Foody et al., 2019; Kowalski et al., 2014). Among these, the factors related to
parents and peers seem important based on the social and developmental characteristics of
adolescence. Developing a positive parent-adolescent emotional bond, as early as possible, as
well as maintaining positive peer relationships and perceived friend support are particularly
important in adolescents’ development. (Ang, 2015; Foody et al., 2019).

The prevention of cyberbullying and elimination of its negative effects are of great importance
for the health of adolescents. One common strategy to prevent cyberbullying is to provide
information for youth, parents, and school personnel on what constitutes cyberbullying and on
how to avoid being a victim (Espelage & Hong, 2017). Sensitivity is one of the solutions to
cope with anxious stimuli, and it can be viewed as a means through which any threatening
stimulus can be avoided, and awareness can be increased (Krah¢ et al., 2011). Cyberbullying
behaviors can be perceived as a threat by individuals, and they can protect themselves against
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this threat by increasing their sensitivity (Cassidy et al., 2013; Hinduja & Patchin, 2010).
Accordingly, cyberbullying sensitivity may serve to avoid those behaviors that otherwise may
cause the subject to become the victim of bullying during the use of cyber devices, to gain
awareness of the existence of such threats, as well as to take precautions and keep a high level
of attention to distinguish the stimuli that may pose a threat (Tanrikulu et al., 2013).

A key component in the social environment of adolescents is the presence or absence of social
support, which can be defined as the individual’s perception of being cared for, valued, and
included in his or her social environment, including the family, peers, and other significant
people (Saylor & Leach, 2009). It has been suggested that a strong social support perceived by
adolescents and positive relationships of adolescents with their parents and peers would reduce
the risk of online victimization (Foody et al., 2019; Livingstone et al., 2015; Ronis &
Slaunwhite, 2019). Therefore, social support and secure attachment turn out to be important
factors in the development of cyberbullying sensitivity in adolescents. In this context, though,
there are a limited number of studies focusing on the relationship between cyberbullying
sensitivity and adolescents’ perceived social support and their attachment to their parents and
peers. In short, all the considerations above encouraged us to conduct the present study, through
which we examined the relations of cyberbullying sensitivity to socio-demographic
characteristics, internet usage habits, perceived social support and attachment to parents and
peers in high school students.

METHOD

The present study is a cross-sectional school survey, which we carried out using the relational
survey model. We obtained the ethical permission for this study from the Health Sciences Ethics
Committee of Ankara University, under serial number 02-40 of 29/01/2018. This study was
approved by the Provincial Directorate of National Education and conducted in line with
standard procedures for the protection of human participants.

Participants and Procedures

Our sample was selected using the disproportionate cluster sampling method. The sample of
this study consisted of students from high schools, for which permission was obtained from the
Provincial Directorate of National Education. The exclusion criteria from the study included
the presence of history of seeking assistance from judicial authorities due to previous child
abuse, the presence of traditional bullying or cyberbullying, and the failure of parents in signing
the consent form.

First, consent forms were sent to the parents of the participating students, and the interviews
were conducted only once the consent forms were received. Written and verbal information
about the purpose of the research was given to the students by the researcher and the instructions
were explained accordingly. After this procedure, the students were asked to fill in the form
and scales. The forms and scales used in the study were given to the participants in the same
file and at the same time. Data were collected from 884 students attending four different high
schools in Cerkezkoy, Tekirdag, Turkey, in the fall semester of the 2018-2019 academic year.
After excluding survey packets with missing data, the final data of 831 participants (505
females and 326 males) were analyzed.

h and Reviews in Psychology and Psychiatry
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Measurement Tools
Personal Information Form

A separate questionnaire was used to collect demographic information about the participants in
the study. This questionnaire included questions about participants’ school, grade, age, gender,
parents’ education and occupation status, monthly income of families, school achievements as
perceived by participants, internet access frequency, daily average time spent on the internet,
and the purpose of using the means to access the internet.

Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale (CSS)

The CSS scale, which includes questions to determine whether or not the questioned student is
aware of the risks of the internet environment, consists of 13 items and a single factor. It is
filled as “No” (1 point), “Sometimes” (2 points) and “Yes” (3 points) and scored accordingly.
As reported by Tanrikulu et al. (2013), the scale is a structure that explains 46.65% of the total
variance, whereas the confirmatory factor analysis and fit values for this emerging structure
confirm the model (Chi-square ¥ / sd = 3,220, RMSEA = .082). They further reported that the
internal consistency coefficients of the scale were found between .83 and .90, and that the split-
half-test reliability coefficients were between .75 and .84. In addition, they found that the item-
total correlations of the scale ranked between .42 and .63 for the integrated group, and all the
differences between the averages of the 27% lower-upper groups were significant. The lowest
score that can be obtained from the scale is 13 and the highest score is 39, with high scores
indicating a high sensitivity to cyberbullying. (Tanrikulu et al., 2013).

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MPSSS)

The purpose of the scale developed by Zimet et al. (1988) is to evaluate the adequacy of
perceived social support. The validity and reliability study of the revised form of that scale in
Turkey was conducted in 2001 (Eker et al., 2001). They reported that Cronbach Alpha internal
consistency coefficients were calculated as .80 and above for the sub-dimensions and the
entirety of the scale. The scale consisted of 12 items of 7 Likert type and had 3 sub-dimensions:
support from family, friends, and a special person.

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (PPAI) Short Form

This inventory was created by Armsden and Greenberg (1987) to measure the commitment of
young people to their parents and peers. The short form of the inventory, developed by Raja et
al. (1992), consists of 24 7-point Likert-type items. The inventory contains two parallel forms:
peer attachment and parent attachment. It also comprises items representing factors that
promotes feelings of attachment, namely: (1) trust, (2) communication, and (3) alienation. It
was adapted into Turkish by Gilinaydin et al. (2005), and both mother and father forms were
found to have high internal consistency coefficients among questioned university students
(Cronbach a = .88 and .90, respectively). Bayraktar et al. (2009) studied the features of the
mother, father, and peer forms of the scale on high school students and found that the reliability
coefficients of the forms were sufficient (peer form .73, parent forms .84).
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Data Analysis

The data of the study were analyzed using the SPSS 20.0 (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) statistical package program. Skewness and kurtosis values of all variables were
examined, and the data were observed to show a normal distribution. Descriptive characteristics
of the sampling and measurement tools were given first. Chi-square tests were conducted to
evaluate the relationships between sociodemographic variables and internet usage habits.
Pearson Correlation Analysis was performed to determine the relationship between research
variables. The internal consistency coefficients of the scales used in the study were calculated
by the Cronbach Alpha method. Independent groups’ T test and one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) were used to determine whether the research variables changed according to the
sociodemographic characteristics and internet usage habits. Bonferroni test was applied as a
post-hoc multiple comparison test to find out from which groups the difference originated. The
hierarchical regression analysis was used to determine the variables that predict the sensitivity
to cyber bullying. Statistical significance level was accepted as p<0.05.

RESULTS
Sociodemographic Characteristics and Internet Usage Habits

The descriptive statistics regarding the sociodemographic characteristics and internet usage
habits of participants are shown in Table 1. Participants’ ages and grades varied between 14
and 19 years (mean 16.13+£1.13) and 9th and 12th grades, respectively. A total of 385
participants (46.3%) stated that their perceived school achievement was moderate.

Most of their mothers reported themselves to have an education level corresponding to primary
school or below and were not working. Most of their fathers had a secondary or high school
degree and were working.

It was determined that 620 participants (74.6%) could access the internet every day. A total of
235 participants (28.3%) were reported to spend more than 3 hours a day on the internet. 262
participants (31.5%) reported a rule or restriction on internet use at home (Table 1).

rch and Reviews in Psychology and Psychiatry
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Table 1. Sociodemographic Characteristics and Internet Usage Habits of the Participants

%;f;:::::::if:i?s)hlc N (%) Internet Usage Habits N (%)
Gender Internet access frequency

Girl 505 (60.8) Once or less in a week 85 (10.2)
Boy 326 (39.2) 2-6days in a week 126 (15.2)
Age Every day 620 (74.6)
< 15 years 284 (34.2) Duration of daily internet usage

16-17 years 457 (55)  0-30 min 151 (18.2)
=18 years 90 (10.8)  30-59 minutes 124 (14.8)
Grade 1-2 hours 175 (21.1)
Grade 9 234 (28.2) 2-3 hours 146 (17.6)
Grade 10 209 (25.2) More than three hours 235 (28.3)
Grade 11 203 (24.4) Esliles/restrictions on home internet

Grade 12 185 (22.3) Present 262 (31.5)
Mother’s status Absent 569 (68.5)
Alive 822 (98.9) Internet access device

Dead 9(1.1)  Smart phone 460 (55.4)
Mother’s education Computer 51 (6.1)
Primary school or less 467 (56.2) Tablet 7(0.8)
Secondary-high school 341 (41) Smart phone and computer 183 (22)
University or higher 23(2.8)  Smart phone and tablet 31 (3.7)
Mother’s occupation Computer and tablet 2(0.2)
Working 268 (32.3) All 97 (11.8)
Not working 563 (67.7) Place to access the internet

Father’s status Home 713 (74)
Alive 801 (96.4) Internet café 48 (5)
Dead 30 (3.6)  School 38 (3.9)
Father’s education Friend’s computer 24 (2.5)
Primary school or less 302 (46.4) Other 140 (14.6)
Secondary-high school 475 (57.2) Purpose of internet use

University or higher 54 (6.4)  Using social networking sites 689 (15.2)
Father’s occupation Sending e-mail 147 (3.2)
Working 757 (91.1)  Searching for information 644 (14.2)
Not working 74 (8.9)  Preparing homework or lecture 742 (16.3)
Family’s monthly income Playing online games 263 (5.8)
Low 295 (35.5) Playing offline games 190 (4.2)
Moderate 300 (36.1) Chatting 605 (13.3)
High 236 (28.4) Surfing shopping sites 312 (6.9)
Perceived school success Making website design 37 (0.8)
Very good 90 (10.8) Reading the news 199 (4.4)
Average 668 (80.4) Streaming TV, video or music 663 (14.6)
Bad 73 (8.8)  Other 51 (1.1)
il Current Research and Reviews in Psychology a
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The Relationships of Sociodemographic Characteristics to Internet Usage

Table 2 shows the relationships between sociodemographic variables and internet usage habits.
It was statistically determined that the household rules for internet use were less strict among
those participants who were comparatively older or were attending higher classes.

Table 2. Relationships Between Sociodemographic Variables and Internet Usage Habits

Rules/Restric

Internet Access Duration of Daily Internet tions on The b
Frequency Usage Internet Use
at Home
Gender Once a 2-6 Every 0-30 30 1-2 2-3 More Present  Absent
week or  days day min min hours  hours  than
less a 1- three
week hour hours
Girl 10.3 12.3 774 247 20 154 19.7 15.8 29.1 171 319 68.1 .785
Boy 10.1 19.6 70.2 153 141 233 20.2 271 31 69
Age
< 15 years 12.7 17.2 70.1 .180 17.6 18 218 19 236 .251 43 57 .000
16-17 years 8.5 13.8 7.7 18.4 131 204 171 31 25.6 744
=18 years 111 15.6 733 18.9 144 222 15.6 28.9 25.6 74.4
Grade
Grade 9 11.7 17.8 705 .359 175 18.8 235 184 218 142 47 53 .000
Grade 10 9.6 15.8 74.6 19.1 15.3 15.8 177 321 301 69.9
Grade 11 7.4 11.3 813 17.8 13.8 18.7 18.2 315 25.6 744
Grade 12 9.7 14.1 76.2 18.4 10.8 26.5 15.7 28.6 20.0 80.0
Mother status
Alive 9.6 15.2 75.2 .000 17.6 15 213 176 285 .015 315 68.5 .907
Dead 66.7 111 222 66.7 111 0 111 111 333 66.7
Mother
education
Primary school 133 15.6 711 .104 21.2 16.7 19.5 17.3 253 .071 276 724 .012
or low
Secondary-high 10.1 137 76.2 16.9 12.0 240 18.3 28.8 372 62.8
school
University  or 9.7 12 78.3 20.0 16.0 16.0 240 240 26.1 739
higher
Mother
occupation
Working 7.8 13.4 78.7 457 16.4 11.2 22 16.4 34 .053 30.2 69.8 577
Not working 10.4 15 74.6 19 16.7 20.6 18.1 25.6 321 67.9
Father status
Alive 9.9 147 754 .000 177 146 213 18 283 .000 313 68.7 537
Dead 20 26.7 53.3 30 233 133 6.7 26.7 36.7 63.3
Father
education
Primary school 142 14.2 716 133 232 16.6 195 18.8 219 .018 272 728 .088
or low
Secondary-high 10.4 14.8 74.8 14.3 14.3 221 17.1 322 326 67.4
school
University  or 9.1 17.6 733 241 111 204 14.8 29.6 39 61
higher
Father’s
occupation
Working 9.5 14 76.5 .000 18.0 144 205 18.2 289 .164 318 68.2 .541
Not working 17.6 27 55.4 20.3 20.3 27 10.8 216 284 716
Family monthly
income
Low 18 18.3 63.7 000 247 18 18.6 16.3 224 .000 336 66.4 AT2
Moderate 7 17.7 75.3 16 16 23 19 26 29 71
High 4.7 8 87.3 12.7 9.7 216 174 38.6 322 67.8
Perceived school
success
Very good 133 12.2 74.4 287 267 144 244 144 20 .000 433 56.7 .045
Average 9.9 16.3 73.8 18.1 15.9 20.1 184 275 301 69.9
Bad 9.6 8.2 82.2 8.2 6.8 26.0 137 45.2 30.1 69.9
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Participants whose parents were alive reported more internet access and a longer duration of
daily internet usage. The participants whose mothers were university graduates or higher
reported less internet usage rules/restrictions at home than other participants. The participants
whose fathers were middle or high school graduates were the ones who spent the most time
online. Adolescents with working fathers had higher frequency of internet access than others.
Internet access frequency and duration of daily internet usage of high-income participants were
found to be higher than it was found in other income groups.

It was observed that those who described their school achievement as bad had longer time spent
on the internet, and less internet rules in their home as compared to others.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Measurement Tools

Table 3 shows descriptive data for each scale and its sub-scales. The correlations among
research variables are shown in Table 4. There were positive and significant correlations among
the variables. Most importantly, cyberbullying sensitivity was determined to be positively
correlated with both MPSSS scores and IPAA scores.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics on Measurement Tools

Standard Internal
Minimum  Maximum Mean L Consistency
Deviation ..
Coefficient

1. Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale 17 39 3234 4.80 0.78
(CSss)
2. Multidimensional Perceived
Social Support Scale (MPSSS)- 21 84 61.73 14.20 0.84
Total
2.1. Family subscale 4 28 22.23 5.63 0.81
2.2. Friend subscale 4 28 21.57 5.73 0.82
2.3. A special person subscale 4 28 17.94 8.08 0.89
3. Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA)
3.1. Parent Attachment Scale (PAS) 23 84 64.85 12.84 0.81
3.1.1. Trust subscale 8 28 23.26 4.80 0.65
3.1.2. Communication subscale 5 28 20.33 4.99 0.54
3.1.3. Alienation subscale 4 28 21.26 5.66 0.66
3.2. Peer Attachment Scale
(PeerAS) 30 84 62.36 10.90 0.72
3.2.1. Trust subscale 9 28 22.69 4.49 0.61
3.2.2. Communication subscale 5 28 18.58 5.58 0.50
3.2.3. Alienation subscale 6 28 21.10 4.95 0.52

Current Research and Reviews in Psychology a
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Table 4. The Correlations Between Research Variables

Variable @) @ (2.1) 2.2) (2.3) (1) (311 (312 (313) (32 (321 (322 (3.23)
1.CSS 1
2. MPSSS-Total 14re 1
21.FS 8% 6grx* 1
22.FrS  .08* B2xxx 30k 1
23.5pS .06 BOXFK  3JRex 7wk 1
3.1.PAS-Total AQ%wx Bpaex QR pQwkx D7k 1
3L PT  10%*  4B%Fx Gk 0wk Dfwex gk 1
30.2.CP 3% A7ReR G4RRk JQRRR 3wk gawkx  Gowk 1
313.AP  .08* 3E%RR BORRR QQkk QRRR GQkkK  BlRkk QR 1
3.2. PeerAS-Total .09% BIRRR 3Rk GAkkk Dpkkk  3gRkk Dgkkk  3ukk  3fkk 1
321 PeerT  .09%%  AG***x  @%kk iRk [7Hkk  Dfkkk  DGkkk  Dhkkk  [fRkk gowk 1
3.2.2.CPeer  .07* AQFwx QRRk B7akk DQRkK ek @Rk Dpkkk  [okk  7gRkk DAk 1
3.23.APeer .05 32%kk QfRRk  3pkkx [BRkk ARk Dfkkk  Dfkkk  BQkkk  7pRkk (pek Qe 1

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

CSS: Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale; MPSSS: Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale; FS: Family
subscale; FrS: Friend subscale; SpS: A special person subscale; PAS: Parent Attachment Scale; PT: Parent trust
subscale; CP: Communication with parent subscale; AP: Parental alienation subscale; PeerAS: Peer Attachment
Scale; PeerT: Peer trust subscale; CPeer: Communication with peer subscale; APeer: Peer alienation subscale.

Comparison of Research Variables in Terms of Sociodemographic Characteristics and
Internet Usage Habits

Independent groups t-test results to determine whether the participants’ scale scores change
according to sociodemographic variables and internet usage habits are shown in Table 5.

The CSS scores of the girls were found higher than the boys (t=6.17, p<.001). Further, the
scores of friend support, total peer attachment, peer trust and peer communication of the girls
were found higher than they were found in the boys (t=2.24, p<.05; t=3.36, p<.01; t=2.82,
p<.01; t=3.83, p<.001, respectively). On the other hand, the boys had higher parent trust scores
than the girls (t=-3.05, p<.01).

Both MPSSS total scores and family support scores of the participants who reportedly had
household rules for internet use were found to be significantly higher (t=2.00, p<.05 and t=2.38,
p<.05; respectively).

The results of ANOVA performed to determine whether the study variables differed according
to sociodemographic characteristics and internet usage habits are shown in Table 6. Post hoc
test results are presented below.

Total MPSSS scores, friend support scores, total peer attachment scores and peer trust scores
of the 9th grade students were found higher than the scores of the 12th grade students
(respectively; p<.05, p<.01, p<.05 and p<.05).

arch and Reviews in Psychology and Psychiatry
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Table 5. Comparison Results of Research Variables in Terms of Sociodemographic Characteristics and Internet Usage Habits By T-Test

Girls Boys t Mother Mother t Father Father t Working Non-working t Working Non-working t Internet rule Internet t
alive dead alive dead mother mother father father present rule absent
CSss 33.2+4.4 31.1+5.1 6.17*** 32.3+4.8 32.9+4.3 -0.38 32.3+4.8 32.5+4.7 -0.18  32.4+4.80 32.3+4.81 0.03 32.3+4.8 32.6+4.5 -0.58 32.6+4.8 32.2+4.8 1.14
MPSSS-Total 61.9+14.2 61.4+14.2 0.61* 61.8+14.2  59.2+14.2 0.53 61.9+14.0  57.2+18.0 1.42 61.2+14.3 62.0£14.2 -0.75  61.9+14.0 60.1+16.1 0.92 63.2+13.7 61.1+14.4 2.00*
FS 22.2+5.8 223454 0.13 22.2+5.6 21.4£5.7 0.42 22.345.6 20.3+£5.9 1.79 21.9+5.8 22.445.5 -1.18 22.4+5.5 21.3+6.6 132 229453 21.9+5.7 2.38*
FrS 21.945.6 21.0+£5.9 2.24* 21.6£5.7 21.3+£59 0.06 21.64+5.6 19.9+7.4 1.25 21.5+6.1 21.6+5.6 -0.31 21.6+5.7 21.4+6.1 0.30 21.745.2 21.5+59 0.62
SpS 17.848.3 18.1+7.8 0.45 17.948.1 16.3+8.1 0.60 18.048.1 16.948.6 0.68 17.8+8.2 18.0+8.0 -0.26 18.048.1 17.548.5 0.51 18.5+7.6 17.7£8.3 1.46
PAS-Total 64.2+13.4 65.9£11.9 1.93 64.9+£12.9  60.4+11.8 1.13 65.0£12.8  60.3£13.9 1.83 65.4+13.1 64.6£12.7 0.80 65.1+12.6 62.2+14.7 1.62 65.6£12.6 64.5£13.0 1.13
PT 22.945.1 239443 -3.05%* 23.3+4.8 21.2+4.6 1.35 23.344.7 21.0+£5.9 1.15 23.5+4.8 232448 0.90 234448 22.345.0 1.73 23.5+4.7 23.2+4.9 0.86
CP 20.245.2 20.5+4.7 0.81 20.4£5.0 18.7+4.0 1.24 20.34£5.0 20.144.5 0.25 20.5£5.1 20.345.0 0.56 20.4+4.9 19.6+5.6 1.14 20.7+4.5 20.245.2 1.47
AP 21.1+5.7 21.5¢5.6 -1.08 21.3+5.7 20.6+4.2 0.50 21.34£5.6 19.246.1 193 21.445.6 21.245.7 0.53 21.4+45.5 20.3+£6.8 1.29 21.4£5.8 21.2+5.6 0.58
PeerAS-Total 63.4£11.0 60.8+10.6 3.36%* 62.3+10.9 66.0+£7.3 -1.49 625109  60.1+10.1 1.23 62.0+11.3 62.6£10.7 -0.73  62.4+11.0 62.4£10.2 -0.01 62.7+10.3 62.2+11.2 0.65
PeerT 23.0+4.5 22.1+4.5 2.82** 26.7+4.5 24.0+4.2 -0.93 22.744.5 21.944.7 0.90 22.5+5.0 22.844.2 -0.83 22.64+4.5 23.2443 -0.97 23.0+4.2 22.6+4.6 1.35
CPeer 19.1+4.5 17.8+4.6 3.83*** 18.6+4.6 19.4+3.3 -0.80 18.6+4.6 17.6+4.1 1.27 18.4+4.7 18.7+4.5 -0.76 18.6+4.6 18.744.3 -0.15 18.7+4.1 18.5+4.8 0.53
APeer 21.3+4.9 20.8+5.1 1.20 21.14£5.0 22.6+£3.4 1.30 21.145.0 20.6+4.9 0.61 21.1+4.8 21.145.0 -0.14 21.244.9 20.6£5.2 0.90 21.0+4.9 21.1£5.0 -0.26

Mean + SD; Student T test: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
CSS: Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale; MPSSS: Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale; FS: Family subscale; FrS: Friend subscale; SpS: A special person subscale; PAS: Parent
Attachment Scale; PT: Parent trust subscale; CP: Communication with parent subscale; AP: Parental alienation subscale; PeerAS: Peer Attachment Scale; PeerT: Peer trust subscale; CPeer:

Communication with peer subscale; APeer: Peer alienation subscale.

Total MPSSS scores, friend support scores, total peer attachment scores and peer alienation scores of the participants aged 18 years or above were
found to be lower than the scores of both the other age groups (for total MPSSS scores, p<.01 and p<.05, respectively; for the friend support scores,
p<.01 and p<.05, respectively; for the total peer attachment scores, both p<.01; for peer alienation scores, both p<.05). On the other hand, the
participants aged 18 years or above had lower peer trust scores than those aged 15 years or below (p<.05).

Total MPSSS scores, family support scores and special person support scores of the group whose mother was a secondary school or high school
graduate were found significantly higher than the scores of other groups (all p<.001). The parental attachment total scores, parent trust scores and
parent communication scores of the group whose mothers graduated from secondary school or high school were found higher than the scores of
other groups (p<.05, p<.05 and p<.01, respectively). The group whose father was a secondary school or high school graduate had higher total

MPSSS and family support scores than other groups (p<.05 and p<.01, respectively).
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Table 6. Comparison of Research Variables with ANOVA In Terms of Sociodemographic Characteristics and Internet Usage Habits

Mother Father education Monthly Perceived school Internet access  Duration of daily
Grade Age - . . h
education groups groups income groups achievement frequency internet usage
F p F p F p F p F p F p F p F p
CSS 0403 751 534 586 2715 0067 1563 0210 6279 002 2280 103 0275 0260 1369  0.243
MTPOSS;S' 3200 023 5065 007 12187 0000 4217 0015 3555 029 7.937 000 1393 0249 1917  0.065
FS 2070 103 1926 146 10390 0000 5099 0006 0411 0693 9944 000 1251 0287 4692  0.001
FrS 5848 001 8683 .000 1818 0163 0906 0405 1297 0274  .076 927 2278 0103 2095  0.080
SpS 0843 471 1323 267 9845 0000 1987 0138 4566 011 6873 001 0177 0838 0851  0.493
?Qti'l 0216 885 940 391 4265 0014 0914 0401 1884 0153 7481 001 1537 0216 4923  0.001
PT 0648 584 805 448 4140 0016 0889 0412 0787 0456 4216 015 0712 0491 4843  0.001
CP 0515 672 821 440 6492 0002 2239 0107 0041 0960 8015 000 0649 0523 5041  0.001
AP 0064 979 449 638 0609 0544 0117 0890 4799 008 2889 061 2376 0094 2118 0077
PeTegQIS' 3199 023 5650 .004 0450 0638 0649 0523 2116 0121  .623 536 1296 0274 1154 0330
PeerT 3277 021 4059 018 1494 0225 0462 0630 1563 0210  .256 774 2001 0124 0794 0529
CPeer 2195 087 2834 059 0099 0906 0157 0854 1161 0314 1624 198 3628 0270 1493  0.202
APeer 1423 235 3708 025 0171 0842 0663 0515 2760 064 200 819 0494 0610 2860 0230

CSS: Cyberbullying Sensitivity Scale; MPSSS: Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale; FS: Family subscale; FrS: Friend subscale; SpS: A special person subscale; PAS: Parent
Attachment Scale; PT: Parent trust subscale; CP: Communication with parent subscale; AP: Parental alienation subscale; PeerAS: Peer Attachment Scale; PeerT: Peer trust subscale; CPeer:
Communication with peer subscale; APeer: Peer alienation subscale.

The CSS score of the low-income group was found significantly higher than the score of the high-income group (p<.01). The MPSSS score, special
person support score and parent alienation score of the high-income group were found higher than the scores of the moderate-income group (p<.05,
p<.05 and p<.01, respectively).
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The peer communication scores of the group who had daily internet access were found higher
than in those who had less frequent internet access (p<.05).

Family support scores, total parental attachment scores, parent trust scores and parent
communication scores of the group who spent more than 3 hours a day on the internet was
found significantly lower than the scores of the groups who spent less time on the internet (all
p<.01). On the other hand, the group who spent 30 minutes—1 hour daily on the internet had
higher peer alienation scores than the group who spent more than 3 hours (p<.01).

Total MPSSS scores, family support scores, special person support scores, total parent
attachment scores, parental trust scores and parent communication scores of the group that
reported better school achievement were found to be statistically significantly higher than those
of other groups.

Variables Predicting Cyberbullying Sensitivity

Table 7 shows the variables predicting cyberbullying sensitivity in the hierarchical regression
analysis. The demographic variables to predict the cyberbullying sensitivity were gender and
average monthly income. These two demographic variables accounted for 5% of the total
variance (F15-815 = 3.769, p<.001). The third variable that predicts the sensitivity to
cyberbullying was the family subscale of the MPSSS. Including this variable to the equation
increased the total variance explained to 8% (F18-812 = 4.889, p<.001).

Table 7. Variables Predicting Cyberbullying Sensitivity

Adjusted

Variable B Beta R R? R? F
Grade .08 .02

Gender -1.89 - 19***

Age .09 .02

Mother education -41 -.05

Mother status .48 .01

Mother occupation =31 -.03

Father education -.24 -.03 .
Father status .32 .01 26 06 05. 3.769
Father occupation 10 .01

Average monthly income -.54 -.09*

Internet access frequency 42 .06

Duration of daily internet usage -14 -.04

Rules on home internet use -.36 -.04

Perceived school success .03 .01

Family support 13 16**

Friend support .01 .02 31 A0 .08 4.889***
A special person support .01 .02

Parent trust .01 .01

Parent communication .02 .02

Parent alienation .01 .00

Peer trust .02 .02 31 10 07 -104
Peer communication -.01 -.01

Peer alienation -.02 -.02

*p<.05; **p<.01; **¥p<.00]
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DISCUSSION

This study examined the effect of perceived social support and attachment on the adolescents’
internet usage habits and cyberbullying sensitivity. It was reported that an increasing use of
internet among adolescents led to concerns with respect to an increasing risk of problematic
internet use (Boniel-Nissim & Sasson, 2018). In our study, it was determined that 74.6% of
students with an average age of 16.3 years used the internet every day and 67% among them
used the internet more than 1 hour a day. Since the scores of cyber bullying and cyber
victimization increased with an increase in the duration of internet usage (Uludasdemir et al.,
2019; Athanisou et al., 2018), children spending a long time online need to be carefully
monitored for these risks.

Firstly, the effects of various variables on the internet usage habits have been discussed. It is
known that the education level of parents has an important effect in preventing cyber problems
and problematic internet use in adolescents (Laftman et al., 2013; Athaniosou et al., 2018). In
our study, it was found that the father’s working status and a higher income level of the family
were positively associated to the increased frequency of internet access and to the increased
average daily internet usage time. The fact that families with higher socioeconomic status have
easy access to internet and digital technologies can facilitate their guidance in this regard.

Rules regarding internet use at home and providing parental control are important in preventing
problematic internet use (Elsaesser et al., 2017). However, it was determined that 68.5% of our
study population did not have internet rules or restrictions at home and it was also found that
household rules/restrictions on internet use decreased with an increase in the age and class of
the participants. It was further found that participants with highly educated mothers experienced
fewer internet usage rules/restrictions at home. Our results were in line with previous studies
suggesting that parents with low socioeconomic and educational attainment are highly
ambivalent and anxious about digital media and have a more restrictive attitude towards digital
devices (Livingstone et al., 2015).

Previous research shows that cyberbullies generally have lower academic performance
(Tokunaga, 2010; Guo & Wang, 2020). In our study, we found that those with lower school
achievement were spending more time on the internet and had less internet rules at home, and
that these children had lower social support and attachment scores. This may show the effect of
an inadequate parental support along with lower academic achievement on the problematic
internet use and thus on the cyberbullying risk.

According to previous studies, a healthy parent-child attachment is effective in preventing
problematic internet use, and in fact, the time spent on the internet reportedly decreases as the
time the students spend with their family members increases (Lei & Wu, 2007; Elsaesser et al.,
2017). Boniel-Nissim & Sasson (2018) indicated that poor parent-child communication
increased problematic internet use behaviors. As an important finding in our study, it was
observed that students who showed more attachment to their parents and had family support
were spending less time on the internet. This shows the importance of family support and secure
connection in preventing problematic internet use. On the other hand, the low peer
communication and high peer alienation scores of the students who accessed the internet less
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frequently in our study pointed out the importance of internet in establishing peer relationships.
As a matter of fact, it is seen today that it is almost a necessity for adolescents to maintain social
relations with their friends over the internet (Kowalski et al., 2014, Gorrese & Ruggieri, 2012).

Secondly, those variables with an effect on cyberbullying sensitivity have been discussed. As
an important finding, adolescents in our study had high sensitivity scores against cyberbullying,
indicating that individuals were aware of cyberbullying. In a study examining the differences
between countries in terms of perceived violence of cyberbullying through various scenarios, it
was found that Turkish students perceived all scenarios more severely than those adolescents
in other countries (Palladino et al., 2017). The authors of that study argued that due to the recent
increase in awareness of cyberbullying, Turkish students have developed a higher sensitivity to
threats such as cyberbullying.

In line with previous studies (Aktiirk, 2015; Giindiiz et al., 2021, Sentiirk & Bayat, 2016),
female students had higher cyberbullying sensitivity scores than males in our study. The high
sensitivity of girls to cyberbullying can be explained by their previous experiences of
cyberbullying and by the fact that they are warned by their parents more frequently about the
dangers of the cyber world.

Furthermore, adolescents with low socioeconomic levels had both lower family support and
attachment scores in our study, in compliance with previous studies (Saylor & Leach, 2009),
However, these adolescents were found to be more susceptible to cyberbullying. In this context,
the family income was found to be an important variable that predicts the cyberbullying
sensitivity. Inadequate family support, poor family relationships and limited internet access
may be observed in students from lower socioeconomic levels, and the risk of getting their
already-limited internet access blocked by their families in case of any problems in the internet
environment may cause these students to be more careful.

Parental support and good relationships with parents and friends are one of the factors that
prevent adolescents from becoming victims of cyberbullying and play a role in solving the
problem in adolescents exposed to cyberbullying (Elsaesser et al., 2017, Boniel-Nissim &
Sasson, 2018, Hellfeldt et al., 2020). Similarly, positive correlations were found in our study
between social support and cyberbullying sensitivity and parental attachment, and the family
support subscale was identified as an important variable that predicts cyberbullying sensitivity.
Strong attachment to parents is of great importance in preventing pathological internet use and
reducing the risk of cyberbullying.

Healthy relationships of adolescents not only with their families, but also with their peers reduce
the risks of bullying, whereas cyberbullying victims mostly seek social support from their peers
(Burton et al., 2013; Livingstone et al., 2015). In our study, adolescents who were strongly
attached to their peers had high cyberbullying sensitivity. This finding shows the importance of
healthy relationships with peers and of friend support in preventing and coping with
cyberbullying.

Limitations: This study has some limitations. First, a cross-sectional study was conducted. It
was therefore only possible to measure the study variables at a given time and their evolution
could not be followed. Second, the study included only the students from a single city, and the
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findings obtained reflected only the personal views of this sample. Future research should be
conducted to investigate cyber bullying sensitivity in a larger population with different
socioeconomical characteristics.

Conclusion: A higher cyberbullying sensitivity in adolescents of our study reflects that the
students perceive their online exposure to bullying behaviors as a threat, even if they spend a
lot of time on the internet. It was observed that the students’ internet usage habits are affected
by various sociodemographic characteristics and these features may cause differences in
cyberbullying sensitivity, social support, and parental and peer attachment status. The fact that
adolescents with higher perceived social support and strong attachment to parents and peers
spent less time on the internet and had higher sensitivity to cyberbullying points out the
importance of social support and attachment in preventing cyberbullying. Positive attachment
between parents and adolescents and perceived strong social support from family and friends
will reduce problematic internet use among adolescents and thus the risk of cyberbullying.
Therefore, in order for the cyber bullying prevention strategies to become effective, they should
encompass multiple systems such as the family, the peers, and the school.
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