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ABSTRACT
Nowadays, it is observed that digital life around the world is causing a transformation of social norms. The aim of

this study is to develop a valid and reliable social norm scale in the self-rating type and to examine its psychometric
properties in the social media age. Data was collected from 620 people from across Türkiye on a voluntary basis. As a
result of the studies, the 28-item and 5-dimensional Uskudar Social Norm Scale (USNORM) was developed. The
dimensions of the scale were named as “Lack of guilt and regret”, “No remorse”, “Emotional instability”, “Insensitivity
to legal problems”, “Crime tendency”. The scale explained 51.72% of the total variance. The Cronbach Alpha value of
the scale was found to be .89. In the confirmatory factor analysis study, goodness of fit values was found to be within
the acceptable range. Some of the conclusions obtained through psychometric analysis are as follows: (a) The social
norm perception level of those who use social media for 4 hours or more a day was found to be the lowest, (b) As the
frequency of opening live chat on social media increases, the social norm perception level decreases, (c) The social
norm perception level of those who stated that they ended their relationships after fighting on social media was low and
was observed in the medium-strong impact area. The valid and reliable scale developed in this research will provide
concrete data to the literature.
Keywords: Social norm; Social media; Media; Scale development; Validity; Reliability

1. Introduction
Norms determine how decisions are made in social situations and play an important role in maintaining

cooperative relationships and coordinating collective action. There are many rules and norms in social
interactions, and they guide some aspects of our behavior[1]. From appropriate greeting rituals to tipping,
waiting at a red light, donating to charity, or voting for redistributive policies, social norms determine what
actions to take or refrain from. Rules and conventions, such as driving on the right side of the street or
queueing, help to coordinate social behavior. However, following norms often requires to restrict behavior,
demanding to curtail selfishness or to suppress personal goals[2]. For example, norms demand for restricting
selfish behavior in many cases such as paying taxes, returning undeserved pay, or telling the truth. This may

ARTICLE INFO
Received: 5 December 2024 | Accepted: 29 January 2025 | Available online: 31 January 2025

CITATION
Tarhan N, Tutgun Ünal A. Development of the Uskudar social norm scale in the social media age: Validity, Reliability studies and psychometric
analysis. Environment and Social Psychology 2025; 10(1): 3290. doi:10.59429/esp.v10i1.3290

COPYRIGHT
Copyright © 2025 by author(s). Environment and Social Psychology is published by Arts and Science Press Pte. Ltd. This is an Open Access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), permitting
distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is cited.



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v10i1.3290

2

conflict with individuals’ personal goals. Again, stopping at a red light when there is no vehicle in sight
unnecessarily interferes with reaching one’s destination.

Social norms (a) indicate what people should or should not do or think under some circumstances, (b)
are imposed on individuals at least in part by external sanctions, and (c) are standards of social behavior
and/or thought that internalized by some or even many individuals[3]. As such, they play an important role in
a variety of important cognitive and behavioral processes[4]. In the book of The Psychology of Social Norms,
Sherif[5] argued that understanding social norms is critical to predicting human behavior. In later times, it
became one of the important topics studied in contemporary psychology[6-9].

When the literature is examined, there are a number of explanations regarding people’s compliance with
social norms. One explanation is that norm following is, to some degree, internalized through socialization[10-
12]. Learning of norms occurs when violations are punished or adherence is rewarded when observed or
experienced. For example, children can learn the rules of moral conduct from their parents and avoid
punishments[13]. On the other hand, through the process of socialization, people can also develop heuristics
for norm abidance that result in intrinsic preferences for fairness or honesty[14]. In the social norms literature,
internalization is sometimes defined as feelings of guilt, shame, pride, and similar internal sanctions (e.g.,[3]).

People’s norm abidance is linked to the concepts of social image and self-image, which are used to
explain intrinsic[15]. People often want to be seen as fair, honest or well-intentioned by others. Such “social
image concerns” may be an important driving force behind norm abidance[16, 17]. Having a positive social
image can be beneficial as it increases the chance to be seen as trustworthy, being chosen as an interaction
partner, and receiving help from others[18, 19]. On the other hand, it is a matter of curiosity why people choose
to comply with social norms when they are not observed by others. Relatedly, self-image theories suggest
that people like to see themselves as moral beings[20]. People may choose to comply with norms when others
do not see them, in order to avoid having to revise one’s own positive self-image. According to self-image
theory, people shy away from situations that tempt violation of norms to avoid damages to the self-image In
line with this prediction, some people actively avoid situations that allow them to deceive others[21], and self-
awareness reduces antisocial, selfish behavior, due to increased self-image concerns[22].

Dana, Weber, and Kuang showed that, in uncertain situations involving others, people choose to not
resolve the uncertainty, but prefer to stay unaware of the social consequences of their decisions to justify
their selfish behavior (‘moral wiggle room’). Their results resonate with findings that people use or create
uncertainty about norms or decision consequences to make norm violations feel more justified [23-25].

Social learning suggests that the existence of a norm in itself does not mean that it is followed. Often a
critical mass of people is needed to follow the norm (or people need to believe that others follow it) to
sustain norm abidance. Observing norm violations can lead to slippery slopes and quickly crowd out norm
abidance, as documented in many experiments, whereas common behavior followed by many can gain
normative status[26-29].

When the literature is examined, it is stated that there are many mechanisms that have an influence on
the degree of compliance with norms. One possible reason for interindividual differences in norm abidance is
power. It has been argued that people in more powerful positions have a lower likelihood to follow norms,
possibly because they also face a lower likelihood to get sanctioned for norm violations or develop feelings
of entitlement[30, 31]. Relatedly, individuals who belong to minority groups get punished more frequently for
norm violations[32]. Formal norms are defined here as social norms that are ultimately enforced by the
institutions of the legal system. These can also be called legal norms. Informal social norms are norms that
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are enforced not by the legal system but by the approval or disapproval of other people in the group or
community[33].

Research also has shown that norm enforcement is more likely when people interact with in-group
rather than out-group members[34] and that people follow norms more stringently when they interact with
other people whom they identify to belong to their in-group[35, 36]. In addition, situational factors can make
norms more salient (like avoiding to cross a red traffic light in the presence of children)[37, 38]. As a situational
factor, sustained mass behavioral change is needed to combat the COVID-19 pandemic, but many of the
required changes go against existing social norms (e.g., physical closeness with in-group members). As in
the pandemic example, the sudden impact of digital technologies on socialization and communication habits
should be examined in social norm studies.

Social media usage habits can vary significantly under the influence of social norms. Social media
platforms provide an environment that enables users to both disseminate and comply with social norms[39].
Young users in particular tend to conform to the norms of their friends and wider social networks through
social media. Research shows that social media has a significant impact on an individual's self-perception
and social identity[40-42]. Young people's habits of social media use are determined by their search for social
approval through likes, comments and shares on social media platforms[43].

Social media is also a powerful tool that allows individuals to reinforce and spread social norms. For
example, social media campaigns and movements can shape and disseminate social norms and values. In this
context, the relationship between social media usage habits and social norms can be seen as a two-way
interaction process[44].

In addition, the algorithms of social media platforms are an important factor influencing users'
adaptation to social norms. Algorithms reinforce individuals' tendency to conform to social norms by
providing content based on users' interests and behaviours[45]. This situation further complicates the
relationship between social media usage habits and individuals' social norms.

As a result, the relationship between social norms and social media use habits can be assessed as a
process of mutual interaction and reinforcement. Social media is a powerful tool that allows individuals to
adapt to and disseminate social norms. Therefore, the analysis of social media usage habits has an important
place in understanding social norms[46]. In addition to developing a new dimensional scale of social norms,
this study will also include comparative analyses of social media usage habits. This will provide initial
results that can be used as a reference for further research.

1.1. Social norm theory
Social Norm Theory addresses the question “Why do people do what they do?”[47]. The theory suggests

that human behavior is either “independent” or “interdependent.” Independent actions are based on our own
personal beliefs. Factual beliefs refer to how the world is, and personal normative beliefs refer to how the
world should be, or what is right and wrong. In the interdependent type, what other people think and do
influences our decisions and actions. Human behaviors depend on what we believe others will do (empirical
expectations) and on what we think others think we should do (normative expectations).

Social Norms Theory divides a particular practice or behavior into four types: customs, a custom, a
moral norm, a descriptive norm, or a social norm. “Customs” are practices we engage in primarily because
we think that they will meet our needs, or satisfy our desires. For example, personal desires and material
desires are often driving forces to behave outside the norm and are considered conventional.
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“Moral norms” are practices we do primarily because we believe it is the right thing to do. These are the
things that the moral community demands of us. For example, in many cultures, any sexual activity
involving children, whether playfully, willingly, or by force, is considered a moral taboo.

“Descriptive norms” are practices we engage in because, at least in part, we want to coordinate what we
do with what other people in our reference network are doing: “I do this because I believe others do the
same.” For example, teens may model their friends or parents who engage in online sex activities.

Finally, “social norms” are rules we follow not only because other people do that behavior, but also
because we perceive that other people expect us to do the same. When following a social norm, in part, “I do
it because other people expect me to.”

1.2. Measurement tools of norm abidance
Given the wide variety of factors that determine norms, measuring these factors is important to be able

to compare cross-cultural differences. In studies stating that a number of specially designed tasks can be
followed for measurement, depending on the degree of norm abidance, it is emphasized that norms are
unique to cultures[48-51]. Accordingly, what is considered appropriate in one culture can be seen as highly
deviant in another culture, challenging the idea of norm universals. This also means that interpreting
behavior that is governed by norms, such as cooperation or honesty, is difficult without knowing the
underlying norms at play[51].

Krupka and Weber[52] developed an incentive-compatible elicitation method to identify social norms.
Participants receive a description of a situation in which a person has to choose between different actions.
For each possible action that the person could take, the participant is asked to judge how socially appropriate
they perceive it on a scale from ‘very socially inappropriate’ to ‘very socially appropriate’. For example,
participants are asked to imagine a person A who received a sum of money and has to decide how much of
this money to transfer to another person B who did not receive any money. Person A can decide to keep all
the money for herself up to transferring all the money to person B. The participant rates how appropriate they
perceive each possible action. Eliciting appropriateness ratings this way for all possible choice alternatives
reveals a mean appropriateness rating for every action. The action with the highest mean appropriateness can
be interpreted as the most socially appropriate (the norm).

Identifying a norm, however, does not mean that people will follow it. Kimbrough and Vostroknutov[53]

developed a simple ‘rule-following task’ aimed at measuring an individual’s propensity to follow norms.
With this task-format measurement technique, which asks participants to distribute a fixed number of balls
between two baskets, comments can be made about compliance with norms and social behavior. It is
reported that many researchers working with such rule-following-task based measurement techniques have
reached various results[54, 55].

Starting from this point, as a result of these measurements, it was concluded that adherence to rules is
also positively related to the need for personal structure. Tests reveal how personality dimensions can
influence compliance with norms by favoring clear, unambiguous, and predictable situations. Taken together,
the norm elicitation method and the rule following task provide simple tools to measure norms and the
individual propensity to follow them [1].

1.3. Scales and psychometric features of social norms
Although individuals differ in terms of the extent to which they believe in and value social norms, no

research to date has identified a measure with which to assess such dispositional variability[4]. Bizer, Magin,
and Levine[4] assessed the reliability and validity of the Social-Norm Espousal Scale (SNES). A total of six
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studies utilized 752 participants recruited from a college campus, from an Internet data-collection site, and
from an interurban train station. Internal consistency reliability of the scale was found to be acceptable. The
SNE Scale, consisting of 14 items in the 5-point Likert type (Extremely uncharacteristic, somewhat
uncharacteristic, Uncertain, somewhat characteristic, extremely characteristic), was found to be valid and
reliable.

In a study examining the relationship between norm violations and various variables, the effect of norms,
attitudes and habits on speeding behavior was examined and tried to be explained with a model. In a quota
sample of 334 Belgian individuals, a speeding behavior model is built, that measure subjective, personal,
normative and descriptive norms, personal identity, attitude components, perceived behavioral control, habit
formation, behavioral intention and behavior with respect to speeding. Personal and to a lesser extent
subjective and descriptive norms have a significant effect on attitudes towards speeding and on self-reported
speeding. The study concluded that although people are rationally convinced of the necessity of speed limits,
if they do not like these limits, they will not comply to a certain extent. Especially the personal norm
(personal belief system towards excessive speed), and to a lesser degree subjective and normative norms, that
is, observation and imitation of the behavior of other people on the road (normative norm) have been shown
to have a significant influence on attitudes and self-reported behavior and supported the results of studies in
the literature[56-61].

Another scale development study is the validity and reliability study of the Social Belief (Norm) Scale,
conducted by Deniz[62]. In the study conducted with 513 high school students in Türkiye, a 6-item, 5-point
Likert type scale was developed. During the item analysis phase of the scale, the item-total correlation
coefficient varied between .52-.58. The inter-item correlation coefficient ranged between .31-.50 and the
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was obtained as .80. The explained variance rate of the single-factor scale is
50.2%. As a result of confirmatory factor analysis, goodness of fit values   was found to be within the
appropriate range. The researcher reported that the scale can be used as an auxiliary tool in exploring the
individual’s intention to pursue a career and social beliefs that affect career choice.

There are many studies in the literature that do not directly include the word norm, as in Berkowitz and
Lutterman’s study “The traditional socially responsible personality” in 1968 but do include the concepts of
social responsibility, harmony, personality and related scales. These scales are capable of measuring attitudes
and behaviors towards social norms and establishing a root-causal relationship with the norms[63-69].

In this study, it is aimed to develop a current and dimensional social norm scale named “Uskudar Social
Norm Scale” and it will be evaluated by including the first psychometric analysis.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Participants

The sample of this study consists of 620 participants, 511 (82%) of whom are female and 109 (18%) of
whom are male. The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 60, with the average age being 32. 54.7% of
the participants are at the university level, 20.9% at the high school level, 11% at the postgraduate level,
7.2% at the university level, and 5.9% at the primary education level. 48.8% (n=302) of the participants were
married, 45% (n=318) were single, and 6.3% (n=39) were widowed or divorced.

2.2. Data collection tools
The data collection tool in the study is a survey containing demographic questions and the items of the

scale developed in the study.
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2.2.1. Demographic information form

In the demographic information form, the participants were asked questions about their gender, age,
education level, marital status and some social media usage habits (daily social media usage time, frequency
of opening live chat, whether they are happy when they receive likes, whether they have terminated their
relationship on social media at any time).

2.2.2. Uskudar social norms scale-usnorm

The process of validity and reliability stages was carried out for the Uskudar Social Norm Scale
(USNORM), which was aimed to be developed in this study. Thus, the necessary statistical analyzes were
carried out throughout the content validity, construct validity, discriminant validity, internal consistency
reliability and confirmatory factor analysis stages. First of all, an in-depth literature review was conducted to
create the item pool of the scale. Then, the items of the draft scale were produced. During the content
validity phase, a review inventory containing draft scale items was used to present them for expert opinion.
In this inventory, evaluations can be made for each item with the options “It is appropriate for the item to
remain in the scale”, “The item can remain in the scale but it is unnecessary” and “It is not appropriate for
the item to remain in the scale”. An expert group was formed in the study so that various fields could
participate in the evaluation. The inventory was sent to the experts via e-mail. Following the feedback of
experts, the fit rates of the items were calculated with the help of the formula suggested by Miles and
Huberman[70]:

Reliability = (Number of Conciliation)
(Conciliation + Number of Non−Conciliation)

The above formula is intended to test the agreement between the researchers (coders) and the equality
obtained is expected to give a result higher than 70%[70].

In content validity studies, data from the expert evaluation inventory were used. Compliance rates were
calculated in line with the scores between “0” and “1” in the inventory. .80 was accepted as the criterion.
Thus, items below this value would be eliminated from the draft scale. The USNORM draft scale form,
which was initially prepared as 30 items, was graded on a 5-point scale (Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often,
Always) without eliminating any item. Then, the data collection phase began for factor analysis.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) technique is applied during the construct validity stage of the scale
development study. Before EFA calculation, the suitability of the data set is tested with two analysis
techniques called Bartlett test and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)[71]. Factor analysis suitability is decided by
taking into account the value obtained as a result of the KMO test (>,90 “excellent”; >,80<,89 “very
good”; >,70<,79 “good”; >,60<,69 “fair”; >,50<,59 “poor”; <50 “unacceptable”). Again, the Bartlett
Sphericity test result is expected to be statistically significant (p<0,05). When factor analysis is performed,
the number of factors is determined by using the eigenvalue statistics (If Eigenvalue>=1 “factor exists”)[72].
The explained variance ratio, which is another factor analysis result, is expected to be within the appropriate
range. In social sciences, a ratio ranging between 40% and 60% is considered ideal[71].

In the discriminant validity stage, a 27% upper group and a 27% lower group are created by ranking the
total scores obtained from the scale, and these groups are compared with an independent group t-test in order
to test the measurability of the scale. In this study, the difference between the upper group of 86 people and
the lower group of 86 people in the data obtained from 320 participants was examined. Next, in the criterion
validity stage, data is collected with the developed scale and another scale whose subject is included in the
recent scientific literature. Correlation (r) is calculated and a relationship between them is expected (r<.30
“weak”; r>30<70 “medium”; r>70 “high”). At the reliability stage, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient obtained
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as a result of the internal consistency analysis is checked. This is calculated based on the scale total and the
scale’s item variance for subscales, if any.

In confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) stage, it is checked whether the factor structure that is, the
dimensions obtained as a result of the factor analysis, is confirmed or not. For this, a model with factors is
drawn in special programs such as Amos. When this model is compiled, it is expected to reveal goodness-of-
fit values that meet the appropriate ranges specified in the literature.

2.3. Criteria for inclusion/exclusion
While creating the study group in the research, participants aged 18 and over were included. People

under the age of 18 were considered as the exclusion criteria of the study.

2.4. Procedures
Pilot Study: The comprehensibility of the questions was tested by applying the online questionnaire,

which was prepared as a data collection tool in the research, to 10 people for trial purposes. No problem was
encountered during the pilot application.

Field Study: The online questionnaire including Demographic Information Form and USNORM was
applied digitally to participants on a voluntary basis for 2 weeks between 1 November 2023 and 15 May
2023, after the approval of the Ethics committee dated 30 April 2021.

2.5. Data processing and statistical analysis
For the analyses, the data was divided into two separate data sets according to random division. A data

set of 320 participants was used for Exploratory Factor analysis (EFA). Pearson product moment and
correlation coefficient, independent group t-test, Cronbach Alpha coefficient analysis were applied in the
validity and reliability studies of USNORM. In the confirmatory factor analysis stage, goodness of fit values
(X2/df, RMSEA, NFI, NNFI, CFI, GFI, AGFI) were calculated with the structural equation modeling on the
data set of 300 people. A normality test was applied to the data for some psychometric examinations in the
study. Based on the normal distribution of the data, the differentiation of independent variables according to
the dependent variable was examined with parametric tests such as independent group t-test and one-way
analysis of variance. SPSS 26.0 statistical program was used for all validity and reliability analyzes and
comparison tests. AMOS was used in confirmatory factor analysis.

3. Results
3.1. Validity and reliability studies of uskudar social norm scale (USNORM)

Statistical analyzes such as content validity, construct validity, discriminant validity, criterion validity,
internal consistency reliability and confirmatory factor analysis conducted for the validity and reliability
studies of the Uskudar Social Norm Scale (USNORM) are included in this section.

Content Validity

The item pool of USNORM was initially created with 30 items. At this stage, the draft scale was
presented to experts with a review inventory to get their opinions. Then, item fit indices were calculated
based on the feedback received. Accordingly, it was decided to apply the 30-item draft scale. Construct
validity phase was started on the data set obtained from USNORM, which was applied to 320 people.

Construct Validity

Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s sphericity test were used to measure the suitability of the data
for factor analysis. As a result, KMO coefficient value was found to be ,85; the Bartlett test of sphericity
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result was found to be significant (X2=3534,401; df=378; p<.00). Thus, the data set of the 30-item draft scale
was found suitable for factor analysis. After EFA, factors with an Eigenvalue greater than 1 were taken into
consideration. As a result of the analysis, a suitable structure with 28 items and 5 factors was reached by
eliminating 2 items with low factor loadings (<.30) (Table 1).

Table 1. Usnorm factor structure and explained variance ratio.

USNORM Eigenvalue Variance Cummulative Variance

Factor 1 7.99 28.56 28.56

Factor 2 1.80 6.44 35.01

Factor 3 1.68 6.00 41.01

Factor 4 1.56 5.58 46.60

Factor 5 1.43 5.12 51.72

As seen in Table 1, the highest eigenvalue of the factors is 7.99 and the lowest is 1.43. The variance rate
explained in the total scale was found to be 51.72%. At this step, Varimax rotation technique was used in the
EFA analyses. Factor loading values   of the items are seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Usnorm item factor loads, item total correlations and cronbach alpha values.

Factor
New
Item Nu. Items Factor Load Cronbach

Alpha

F1

1 Q11: Sometimes I do not keep my word even if I make a promise. .72

.82

2 Q10: Sometimes I cannot see past the end of my nose. .67

3 Q9: I sometimes act without thinking. .64

4 Q15: I can always find an excuse. .58

5 Q7: I can go through someone else’s belongings and smoke
cigarettes without asking permission. .52

6 Q13: I have harmful habits (smoking, drinking, drugs, alcohol,
etc.). .52

7 Q19: I raise something to the sky, then sink it to the ground a little
later. .50

8 Q17: I do not feel responsible for duty. .44

9 Q4: I feel superficial guilt and anxiety. .39

10 Q5: I believe that you should have fun first and then work. .38

F2

11 Q27: My sexuality is very strong; I am easily influenced and try
to establish relationships. .73

.74

12 Q14: I consider myself a sensual person. .61

13 Q29: I never say no to sexual intercourse, it does not matter
whether I am married or not. .60

14 Q28: I do not mind deceiving gullible people instead of earning
money by working, I call it: Being open-minded. .58

15 Q24: When I'm hindered or when I don't get what I want, I do not .56
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Factor
New
Item Nu. Items Factor Load Cronbach

Alpha

listen to laws and regulations.

F3

16 Q21: I usually have feelings of anger. .76

.76

17 Q18: My emotions are changeable; I can get angry easily. .72

18 Q30: My honor is very important to me and I see anyone who
belittles me as an enemy. .68

19 Q20: I have difficulty adapting to people. .62

F4

20 Q1: I have problems with the law. .79

21 Q2: I think rules can be broken. .74

22 Q8: I believe that some problems can be solved with brute force. .55 .70

23 Q6: I sometimes do dangerous things for excitement, movement
and adventure. .48

F5

24 Q26: I do not feel uncomfortable when I lie. .79

.70

25 Q3: I do not mind lying. .60

26 Q22: Sometimes I like that I do not feel uncomfortable when I
commit a crime. .60

27 Q23: If I have cut myself or make myself bleed, I feel a special
sense of relief. .58

28 Q16: I can be cruel to animals. .36

Total .89

Table 2. (Continued)

Explanation: As a result of the EFA, the USNORM scale form, consisting of 28 items and 5 factors,
was rated on a 5-point Likert type as “Never”, “Rarely”, “Sometimes”, “Often”, “Always”. A minimum of
“1” and a maximum of “5” points can be obtained from each item.

As seen in Table 2, the factor structure of USNORM and the distribution of items to factors were
revealed through EFA studies. Each item was renumbered. Then, the factors to which the items belong were
given names. Accordingly, Factor 1 (Items 1-10) is “Lack of guilt and regret”; Factor 2 (Items 11-15) is “No
remorse”; Factor 3 (Items 16-19) is “Emotional instability”; Factor 4 (Items 20-24) is “Insensitivity to legal
problems”. Factor 5 (Items 24-28) is “Crime tendency”. In the ongoing process, the relationship between the
emerging factors is calculated with the Pearson Correlation Coefficient. It is given in Table 3.

Table 3. Relationship between usnorm and factors.

Sub-scales/Scale F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
F1: Lack of guilt and regret 1
F2: No remorse .56 1
F3: Emotional instability .53 .43 .1
F4: Insensitivity to legal problems .55 .47 .40 1
F5: Crime tendency .45 .41 .36 .36 1
USNORM .89 .73 .74 .72 .61
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According to Table 3, the factors were found to be moderately strongly related to each other (r>.30).
When the relationship between the factors and the USNORM was examined, it was revealed that Factor 5
had a moderate correlation (r:.61>.30<.70), and the other factors had a high correlation (r>.70).

Discriminant Validity

For the discriminant validity study, 27% of the data set of 320 participants was taken and the number 86
was obtained. Two different groups were formed, consisting of 86 people who got the highest score and 86
people who got the lowest score from USNORM and the factors. Thus, an independent group t-test was
performed for the difference between groups. The result was found to be significant in Table 4.

Table 4. Discriminant validity of usnorm.

Scale/
Dimensions Group N X SS Sd t p

Lack of guilt and
regret

Upper
Group 86 25.10 5.63

170 22.28 .00
Lower
Group 86 11.31 1.08

No remorse

Upper
Group 86 9.90 3.06

170 14.85 .00
Lower
Group 86 5.00 0.00

Emotional instability

Upper
Group 86 13.94 2.08

170 38.89 .00
Lower
Group 86 4.69 0.72

Insensitivity to legal
problems

Upper
Group 86 10.32 2.68

170 21.88 .00
Lower
Group 86 4.00 0.00

Crime tendency

Upper
Group 86 8.16 2.59

170 11.30 .00
Lower
Group 86 5.00 0.00

USNORM Upper
Group 86 62.68 11.17

170 25.13 .00
Lower
Group 86 31.68 2.42

Confirmatory factor analysis

A model was created in the AMOS program to verify the factors that emerged as a result of exploratory
factor analysis with 300 people. The model was compiled by creating covariance between the factors in the
model. Goodness of fit values were found to be within acceptable ranges according to the scientific
literature[73]. RMSEA was observed at the border level and the model was confirmed in Figure 1
(X2/df=2.89<3; RMSEA=.08<.08; NFI=.91>.90; NNFI=.96>.95; CFI=.97>.95; GFI=.91>.90;
AGFI=.86>.85).

Subsequently, psychometric examinations of the first scores obtained with the USNORM developed in
the study are included. First, the responses obtained from 620 people were averaged and the average score in
the USNORM total was calculated as 44.64. The evaluation of the 28-item USNORM is made according to
the score ranges obtained with the equal spacing technique (See Annex-1). Accordingly, a low level of non-
compliance with social norms was determined in the participants.
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Figure 1. Usnorm path diagram model.

In the research, comparison tests were made according to independent variables. First, whether there
was a difference according to gender was tested with an independent group t-test and the result was found to
be significant (p<0.05). The effect size level of this difference was calculated by Cohen (d) effect size
analysis (Table 5).

Tablo 5. Average usnorm scores of groups.

Groups X SS d

USNORM – Female (n=511) 1.55 .45

.48abUSNORM – Male (n=109) 1.79 .54

Total (n=620) 1.59 .48

Significant Factor

USNORM: F1 – Female (n=511) 1.67 .57
0,30cd

USNORM: F1 – Male (n=109) 1.87 .74

USNORM: F2 – Female (n=511) 1.26 .46
0,60ef

USNORM: F2 – Male (n=109) 1.61 .67

USNORM: F4 – Female (n=511) 1.54 .63
0,73gh

USNORM: F4 – Male (n=109) 2.10 .87

The range is between 1-5.

aReference group was calculated as USNORM female total X1-X2/SDFemale

bReference group was calculated as USNORM male total X1-X2/SDMale
cReference group was calculated as USNORM: F1 female total X1-X2/SDFemale

dReference group was calculated as USNORM: F1 male total X1-X2/SDMale

eReference group was calculated as USNORM: F2 female total X1-X2/SDFemale

fReference group was calculated as USNORM: F2 male total X1-X2/SDMale
gReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 female total X1-X2/SDFemale

hReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 male total X1-X2/SDMale
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According to the analysis results, USNORM mean scores made a difference according to gender
(p<0.05). Men’s social norm perception level was found to be lower than women (t=3.45; X=1.79) in Figure
2. This difference created a medium strength effect size (d=.48>0.2<0.5). As a result of comparing the
factors with the independent group t-test, a difference was found according to gender only in the dimensions
called “Not feeling guilt and regret”, “No remorse” and “Insensitivity to legal problems” (p <0.05). In other
words, men’s level of not feeling guilt and remorse (t=2.27; X=1.87), level of lack of remorse (t=4.62;
X=1.61), and level of insensitivity to legal problems (t=5.49; X=2.10) are higher than women. When the
effect size of this difference for men and women was calculated with Cohen (d) analysis, it was observed that
there was medium strength (d=0.30<0.2) and high strength effects (d=0.60 & d=0.73>0.5). The average
score of men in these dimensions (X = 1.60) was found to be significantly higher than the score of women (X
= 1.42).

Figure 2. Usnorm scores of the groups (cutoff point 2.5 was accepted as the middle value).

Another group comparison of USNORM scores was made based on daily social media usage time.
Accordingly, the differences in the total score of the USNORM and the scores of the sub-dimensions
according to the daily social media usage time were tested with one-way ANOVA and LSD test. A
difference was found in the total scale and all factors (p<0.05). Table 6 shows this difference and the effect
size created by this difference.

Table 6. Average usnorm scores of daily social media usage groups.

Groups of Daily Use of Social Media X SS d

Group 1: USNORM – Less than 1 hour (n=80) 1.46 .48
0,55ac
0,17ab
0,40bc

Group 2: USNORM – 1-3 hours (n=348) 1.54 .45

Group 3: USNORM – More than 4 hours (n=192) 1.73 .49

The range is between 1-5.

aReference group1 was calculated as USNORM – less than 1 hour of daily use X1-X2/SDLess than 1 hour

bReference group2 was calculated as USNORM – 1-3 hours of daily use X1-X2/SD1-3 hours

cReference group3 was calculated as USNORM – more than 4 hours of daily use X1-X2/SDMore than 4 hours

Table 6 shows that daily social media usage times were divided into 3 groups (“less than 1 hour”, “1-3
hours”, “more than 4 hours”). Average scores obtained from the USNORM total were compared.
Accordingly, the level of perception of social norms impairment was found to be highest in those who use
social media for 4 hours or more a day (X = 1.73). Those who use social media for less than 1 hour a day
have a perception of social norms impairment (X=1.46) (Figure 3). In other words, as the daily social media
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usage time increases, the level of perception of social norms decreases. According to the Cohen (d) effect
size analysis, the effect size of the difference between those who use social media less than 1 hour a day and
those who use social media more than 4 hours a day is high (d=0.55;>0.5). The effect size of the difference
between those who used it for 1-3 hours and those who used it for less than 1 hour was calculated to be low
(d=0.17<0.2). The effect size of the difference between those who used it for 1-3 hours and those who used it
for more than 4 hours was found to be very close to the medium level (d = 0.40). When the factors were
examined, as daily social media use increased in 3 factors (Not feeling guilt and regret, Emotional instability,
Insensitivity to legal problems), the level of social norm perception decreased and it was concluded that it
made a significant difference (p<0.05). It can be said that those who use social media for 4 hours or more a
day have lower levels of sensitivity to feeling guilt and regret and have legal problems, and are emotionally
instable, compared to those who use social media for 1 hour or less.

Figure 3. Usnorm scores of daily users (Cutoff point 2.5 was accepted as the middle value).

Another analysis made with USNORM scores in the study was made according to the frequency of live
chatting. Live chatting frequency was divided into four groups (Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often). One-Way
Anova and LSD difference test was applied to the categories.

Table 7. Average usnorm scores of groups of live chat frequency.

Groups X SS d
USNORM – Live Chat Frequency/Never (n=149) 1.47 .44 0.49ad

0.33ac
USNORM – Live Chat Frequency/Rarely (n=223) 1.58 .43

USNORM – Live Chat Frequency/Sometimes (n=138) 1.63 .52

USNORM – Live Chat Frequency/Often (n=110) 1.71 .52

Significant Factor

USNORM: F4 – Live Chat Frequency/Never (n=149) 1.45 .58 0.54ad
0.30ac

USNORM: F4 – Live Chat Frequency/Rarely (n=223) 1.65 .71

USNORM: F4 – Live Chat Frequency/Sometimes (n=138) 1.65 .73

USNORM: F4 – Live Chat Frequency/Often (n=110) 1.82 .77

USNORM: F5 – Live Chat Frequency/Never (n=149) 1.10 .25 0.42ad
0.27ac

USNORM: F5 – Live Chat Frequency/Rarely (n=223) 1.13 .26

USNORM: F5 – Live Chat Frequency/Sometimes (n=138) 1.20 .44

USNORM: F5 – Live Chat Frequency/Often (n=110) 1.28 .55

Table 7. (Continued)
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The range is between 1-5.

aReference group was calculated as USNORM: Live Chat Frequency/Never total X1-X2/SD Never

bReference group was calculated as USNORM: Live Chat Frequency/Rarely total X1-X2/SD Rarely

cReference group was calculated as USNORM: Live Chat Frequency/Sometimes total X1-X2/SD Sometimes

dReference group was calculated as USNORM: Live Chat Frequency/Often total X1-X2/SD Often

aReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 & F5- Live Chat Frequency/Never total X1-X2/SD Never

bReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 & F5 Live Chat Frequency/Rarely total X1-X2/SD Rarely

cReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 & F5Live Chat Frequency/Sometimes total X1-X2/SD Sometimes

dReference group was calculated as USNORM: F4 & F5Live Chat Frequency/Often total X1-X2/SD Often

When Table 7 is examined, USNORM scores differed according to the frequency of live chatting
(p<0.05). As a result of the LSD test applied to determine which categories the difference was between,
those who opened live chat frequently were found to have the highest level of perception of social norms
impairment compared to others (X = 1.71). On the other hand, those who never opened live chat had the
lowest level of social norm perception (X = 1.47). According to the Cohen (d) effect analysis, the effect
strength of the difference between those who “often” and “never” open live chat was found to be at a
medium level (d=0.49>0.2<0.5). When the LSD test and impact analysis was applied to other groups, it was
observed that as the frequency of opening live chat increased, the level of perception of social norms
decreased.

As a result of the variance analysis performed according to the factors, a difference was found in terms
of Factor 4 “Insensitivity to legal problems” and Factor 5 “Crime tendency" (p<0.05). Those who open live
chat “frequently” have a higher level of legal problems and criminal aptitude than other groups (X=1.82;
X=1.28) (Figure 4). According to group comparisons with the LSD test, as the frequency of opening live
chat increased, the levels of insensitivity to legal trouble and criminal prowess increased. When the impact
strength was examined, the level of insensitivity to legal problems was observed to be high (d=0.54>0.5),
and the level of criminal aptitude was observed to be medium strength (d=0.42>0.2<0.5), especially among
those who frequently opened live chat, compared to those who never opened live chat.

Figure 4. Usnorm scores of live chat frequency (cutoff point 2.5 was accepted as the middle value).

Finally, when they were asked to answer yes or no to the question “Have you ever fought on social
media and ended your relationships?”, it was found that the USNORM scores of the participants differed
(p<0.05). As a result of the independent group t-test, the level of social norm perception impairment of those
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who said yes was found to be higher than those who said no. The effect size of the differences obtained with
USNORM and factor scores is calculated and given in Table 8.

Table 8. Average usnorm scores of ‘relationship breakdown on social media’ groups.

Groups X SS d
USNORM – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/Yes (n=116) 1.80 .55 0.51ab

USNORM – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/No (n=498) 1.54 .45

F1 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/Yes (n=116) 1.93 .71 0,45ab

F1 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/No (n=498) 1.64 .57

F2 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/Yes (n=116) 1.53 .71 0.42ab

F2 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/No (n=498) 1.28 .45

F3 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/Yes (n=116) 2.47 1.01 0.41ab

F3 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/No (n=498) 2.07 .91

F5 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/Yes (n=116) 1.80 .56 0.43ab

F5 – Relationship Breakdown on Social Media/No (n=498) 1.14 .33

The range is between 1-5.

aReference group was calculated as USNORM- Relationship Breakdown/Yes total X1-X2/SDYes

bReference group was calculated as USNORM- Relationship Breakdown/No total X1-X2/SDNo

aReference group was calculated as F1- Relationship Breakdown/Yes total X1-X2/SDYes

bReference group was calculated as F1- Relationship Breakdown/No total X1-X2/SDNo

aReference group was calculated as F2- Relationship Breakdown/Yes total X1-X2/SDYes

bReference group was calculated as F2- Relationship Breakdown/No total X1-X2/SDNo

aReference group was calculated as F3- Relationship Breakdown/Yes total X1-X2/SDYes

bReference group was calculated as F3- Relationship Breakdown/No total X1-X2/SDNo

aReference group was calculated as F5- Relationship Breakdown/Yes total X1-X2/SDYes

bReference group was calculated as F5- Relationship Breakdown/No total X1-X2/SDNo

When Table 8 is examined, the level of social norm perception impairment of those who stated that they
had terminated their relationship on social media at any time was found to be higher than those who stated
that they had not experienced such a situation (X = 1.80), and the effect size of this difference was found to
be high strength (d = 0.51>0.5) (Figure 5). Independent group t-test results based on USNORM factor scores
were found to be significant in all factors except Factor 4, and the effect size of the differences was moderate
(d>0.2<0.5). Thus, those who stated that they had a fight on social media and ended their relationship for any
reason were found to have lower perception of social norms in terms of “not feeling guilt and regret”, “No
remorse”, “Emotional instability” and “Crime tendency”. The graph of the groups according to USNORM
total is presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Usnorm scores of ‘relationship breakdown’ on social media (cutoff point 2.5 was accepted as the middle value).

4. Discussion and conclusion
The aim of the study was to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure the level of social norm

perception and to include some psychometric analyses with initial scores. As a result of the scale
development stages, a 5-dimensional psychometric scale called Uskudar Social Norm Scale, consisting of 28
items, emerged. The scale structure was also validated with goodness-of-fit values within the framework of
the structural equation modeling. It can be said that the strength of the study is that the scale is an up-to-date
and dimensional scale. The detailed findings obtained through scale scores constitute another strength of the
study. As a matter of fact, when it comes to intensive use of social media behavior, it heavily influences
daily life in the age of social media we live in. Therefore, it can be said that real life and online life affect
each other[74]. Thus, it is important to include social media behaviors in psychometric studies.

As societies develop and the age of the individual increases, the type and number of statuses occupied,
and roles played increase. Increasing diversity causes the structure to become increasingly complex and, in
parallel, some problems arise. The source of the problem is either the individual’s own-self or the social
system in which the individual is located. The problem caused by the individual themselves basically stems
from one’s own perception[75]. According to Ceylan[75], since there is a hierarchical structure among social
statuses, not all statuses have the same value and do not provide the same amount of prestige to the
individual. In fact, although high status is formally accepted as a measure of prestige and a source of power,
it is unthinkable for the individual to fully benefit from the prestige of the status if the formal requirements
are not complied with. This situation reveals that the status and the performance required to fill the status
must go in parallel.

Nowadays, social media plays the role of a status determinant, and individuals represent themselves in
the status they perceive in this virtual system. In the study, as the duration of daily social media use increased,
the perception of complying to social norms decreased. In order to create perceived status, people’s desire to
constantly be on social media is increasing. It has been revealed that those who use social media for 4 hours
or more a day have lower levels of sensitivity to feeling guilt and regret and have legal problems, and are
emotionally instable, compared to those who use social media for 1 hour or less.

There are two main approaches that authorities can use to try to change public behavior. The first is
instrumental compliance, which involves commanding a change in behavior and expecting obedience
through fear of punishment. However, this strategy may not produce sustainable behavioral change if people
only comply with directions when they appear to the authority and the public resists orders that are viewed as
unreasonable or detrimental to the well-being of their social group[76-80]. Such change does not result from the
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internalization of new forms of behavior and is dependent on external forces or ‘nudges’ (see[81]). The social
media environment has a free and relaxed nature, it is uncontrolled, meaning that criminal sanctions come
into play for violations of moral behavior. Therefore, an individual’s virtual behavior depends on one’s own
internal control mechanism. The situation of "fighting on social media and ending the relationship”, which
emerged in the study, may be due to the person’s inability to manage the internal control mechanism.
According to the scale and subscale scores Participants who stated that they had a fight on social media and
ended their relationship for any reason were found to have a lower perception of social norms in terms of
“not feeling guilt and remorse”, “no remorse”, “emotional instability” and “crime tendency”. This can be
noted as a significant result in the research. As a result of this research, the valid and reliable scale named
USNORM has the potential to be used in new research, both in terms of being able to directly measure
tendency to social norms and being dimensional and up-to-date. In subsequent research, criterion validity
studies should be incorporated by utilizing scales pertinent to the topic. The absence of such an analysis in
the current study can be perceived as a limitation; however, the confirmatory factor analysis, along with the
model's validation through goodness-of-fit indices, substantially bolstered the robustness of the scale
development process. It is recommended that the CFA be repeated on a new dataset in subsequent studies. A
limitation of this study was that the same data set was used as for the EFA.

While it is clear from the research that social norms significantly influence social media use, it is
important to recognise that they are only one dimension of this multi-faceted phenomenon. To fully
comprehend social norms, it is imperative to conduct analyses from diverse perspectives. The current study's
limitation lies in its exclusive focus on social media-specific analyses rather than adopting a
multidimensional approach. Nonetheless, the primary objective of this research is to develop a novel scale.
Future studies should seek to explore the determinants of social norms more thoroughly, incorporating a
broader range of factors for a more nuanced and comprehensive exploration. The fact that the sample of our
research, which was designed according to the accessible sample, consisted mainly of women can be seen as
a limitation. It can be taken into account when referring to this research in future studies.
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Appendix 1: Uskudar Social Norm Scale (USNORM)
Social Norm Scale is a self-assessment scale prepared to measure a person’s perception of social norms

and their level of adaptation to social norms in this context. A high score from the scale indicates the
person’s tendency towards social norms. Each item in the scale is scored between 1 and 5 (1: Never, 2:
Rarely, 3: Sometimes, 4: Often, 5: Always)
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1 Sometimes I do not keep my word even if I make a promise.

2 Sometimes I cannot see past the end of my nose.

3 I sometimes act without thinking.

4 I can always find an excuse.

5 I can go through someone else’s belongings and smoke cigarettes without asking
permission.

6 I have harmful habits (smoking, drinking, drugs, alcohol, etc.).

7 I raise something to the sky, then sink it to the ground a little later.

8 I do not feel responsible for duty.

9 I feel superficial guilt and anxiety.

10 I believe that you should have fun first and then work.

11 My sexuality is very strong; I am easily influenced and try to establish
relationships.

12 I consider myself a sensual person.

13 I never say no to sexual intercourse, it does not matter whether I am married or not.

14 I do not mind deceiving gullible people instead of earning money by working, I call
it: Being open-minded.

15 When I'm hindered or when I don't get what I want, I do not listen to laws and
regulations.

16 I usually have feelings of anger.

17 My emotions are changeable; I can get angry easily.

18 My honor is very important to me and I see anyone who belittles me as an enemy.

19 I have difficulty adapting to people.

20 I have problems with the law.

21 I think rules can be broken.

22 I believe that some problems can be solved with brute force.

23 I sometimes do dangerous things for excitement, movement and adventure.

24 I do not feel uncomfortable when I lie.

25 I do not mind lying.

26 Sometimes I like that I do not feel uncomfortable when I commit a crime.

27 If I have cut myself or make myself bleed, I feel a special sense of relief.

28 I can be cruel to animals.

The scale consists of 28 items and 5 factors. Factor 1 is “Lack of guilt and regret” and the items it
contains are: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10. Factor 2 is “No remorse” and the items it contains are: 11,12,13,14,15.
Factor 3 is “Emotional instability” and the items it contains are: 16,17,18,19. Factor 4 is ”Insensitivity to
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legal problems" and the items it contains are: 20,21,22,23. Factor 5 is “Crime tendency” and the items it
contains are: 24,25,26,27,28.

28-140 points can be obtained from the scale. 28-64 points: “Low Perception of Social Norms”; 65-102:
“Moderate Perception of Social Norms”; 103-140: “High Perception of Social Norms”.

Sub-Scales:

Lack of guilt and regret (Items: 1-10): 10-22: Low level; 23-36: Moderate level; 37-50: High level.

No remorse (Items:11-15): 5-11: Low level; 12-18: Moderate level; 19-25: High level.

Emotional instability (Items:16-19): 4-8: Low level; 9-15: Moderate level; 16-20: High level.

Insensitivity to legal problems (Items: 20-23): 4-8: Low level; 9-15: Moderate level; 16-20: High
level.

Crime tendency (Items: 24-28): 5-11: Low level; 12-18: Moderate level; 19-25: High level.

Evaluation suggestions: If you have a problem with social norms at the moderate-to-high level, first
thank you for your honest statement. 1) We recommend that you examine the subscales and make a plan to
improve which questions you have low scores on. 2) If your reasons question social norms, you should
prepare your answers to avoid being misunderstood. REMEMBER THAT HUMANS ARE RELATIONAL
BEINGS, AND ESTABLISHING FLEXIBLE SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS IS A 21ST CENTURY SKILL.


